
Petitions and Communications received from July 26, 2011, through August 29, 2011,
for reference by the Presidenf to Committee considering related matters, or to be
ordered filed by the Clerk on September 6, 2011.

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.

~

*From concerned citizens, regarding saving the Sharp Park Wetlands. 30 letters (1)

*From concerned citizens, submitting support for the Commission on Animal Control
and Welfare's humane pet acquisition proposal in defens~ of animals. 80 letters· (2)

From concerned citizens, urging the Board to end the sidewalk Sit-Lie Ordinance. 18
letters (3)

From Mary Miles, regarding proposed changes to the War Memorial Building. File No.
110750 (4)

From Peter Warfield, regarding the FY2011-2012 Public Library budget. (5)

From Office of the Clerk of the Board, submitting notice that the Office of the Clerk of
the Board did not receive any Watch Law requests during FY2010-2011. Copy: Each
Supervisor (6)

From Department ·of Elections, submitting copy of letter sent to the proponent of the
"Parkmerced Special Use District" Initiative Petition, certifying that the petition contained
an insufficient number of valid signatures to qualify for the November 8, 2011 Municipal
Election. File No. 110301, Copy: Each Supervisor! Each Legislative Aide (7)

From Clerk of the Board, the following individuals have submitted a Form 700
Statement: (8)
Joseph Smooke, Legislative Aide - Leaving
Nickolas Pagoulators, Legislative Aide - Assuming
Andrea Bruss, Legislative Aide - Assuming

From Department of Public Works, submitting the FY2010-2011 Adopt-A-Tree Annual
Report. Copy: Each Supervisor (9)

From Office of the Controller, submitting the Fox Rent-A-Car Audit Report for the period
covering January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2009. (10),

From Department of Public Health, submitting the Laguna Honda Hospital and
Rehabilitation Center's Compliance Quarterly Report, regarding the reversal of the
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admission policy priorities that took place February 22, 2005. Copy: Each Supervisor,
GAO Committee Clerk (11)

From Department of Elections, submitting notice that beginning August 1, 2011 ,the
Ballot Simplification Committee will conduct public meetings to prepare an impartial
summary for each local ballot measure for publication in the San Francisco Voter
Information Pamphlet for the upcoming November 8, 2011, Municipal Election. Copy:
Each Supervisor (12)

From Department of Elections, regarding the disclaimer requirements for local ballot
measures for the upcoming November 8, 2011, Municipal Election. Copy: Each
Supervisor (13)

From T Mobile, submitting notification of three cellular antennas to be installed at 3000
Moraga Street. (14)

From Brigit Barnes & Associates, Inc., responding to frequently asked questions about
the Ostrom Road Landfill Agreement. (15)

From Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), submitting report summarizing the space
that will be vacated and released by MTA, when the Transit Management Center opens
in mid FY2012-2013. File No. 110538, Copy: Each Supervisor, Budget and Finance
Committee Clerk (16)

From concerned citizens, regarding proposed legislation that creates a Limited Live
Performance Permit for indoor locales whose primary function is not presentation of live
performances, said permit to include noise and hours restrictions but not necessarily
security plan requirements. File No. 110506,14 letters (17)

From Department of the Environment, submitting resolution regarding the Department
of Public Works Tree Transfer Maintenance Plan. (18)

From State Department of Social Services, regarding funding county fraud prevention
proposals related to the FY2011-2012 In-Home Supportive Services Program. Copy:
Each Supervisor (19)

From Sanger & Olson Law Corporation, submitting request for continuance of appeal for
property located at 1171 Sansome Street. File No. 110835, Copy: Each Supervisor
(20)

From Recreation and Park Department/Public Utilities Commission, regarding the long
term plans for Camp Mather. (21)

From Human Services Agency, submitting the FY201 0-2011 Fourth Quarter Human
Services Care Fund Report. Copy: Each Supervisor (22)
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From Department of Public Works, submitting the FY2010-2011 Fourth Quarter Adopt
A-Tree Account Report. Copy: Each Supervisor (23)

From State Fish and Game Commission, submitting notice of proposed changes in
regulations relating to the acceptable forms of identification: wildlife area passes and
annual fee adjustments for sport and commercial fishing. Copy: Each Supervisor (24)

From State Public Utilities Commission, submitting notice that PG&E has filed an
application to recover the costs associated with the agreement with Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory for 21 st Century Energy. Copy: Each Supervisor (25)

From Linda Chapman, regarding the liquor license transfer for property located at 1423
Polk Street. File No, 110544 (26)

From Third andLe Conte Associates, regarding the1075 Le Conte Street proposed
affordable housing project. (27)

From John Sanger, regarding appeal of a Tentative Parcel Map for property located at
1171 Sansome Street. File No. 110835 (28)

From Tom Alderman, regarding bicyclists on the pedestrian sidewalks in the Broadway
tunnel. Copy: Each Supervisor (29)

From Supervisors Kim, Mar and Mirkarimi, submitting letter withdrawing their support for
the previously submitted "Fair Shelter" Initiative Measure for the November 8,2011,
Municipal Election. File No. 110776, Copy: Each Supervisor (30)

From Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar and Mirkarimi, submitting letter withdrawing
their support for the previously submitted "Parks for the Public" Initiative Measure
currently scheduled for the November 8, 2011, Municipal Election. File No. 110775,
Copy: Each Supervisor (31)

From Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Kim and Mar, submitting letter withdrawing their
support for the previously submitted "Anti-Demolition" Initiative Measure currently
scheduled for the November 8, 2011, Municipal Election. File No. 110777, Copy: Each
Supervisor (32)

From concerned citizens, submitting opposition to the landfill agreement with Recology.
File NO.1 01225, Copy: Each Supervisor, 2 letters (33)

From Lee Mentley, regarding elected officials in Washington D.C. (34)

From League of Pissed Off Voters, submitting support for the Health Care Security
Ordinance amendment. (35)
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From concerned citizens, submitting support for eliminating the $2,000,000 in service
fees charged to City College. 3 Letters (36)

From James Ludwig, submitting opposition to the Oak and Fell Streets proposed bike
lane expansion. Copy: Each Supervisor (37)

From Neil Signo, regarding swimming pool safety. (38)

From Neil Signo, requesting the term "equivalent experience" is removed from City and
County emergency services job announcements. (39)

From Eileen Boken, submitting opposition to proposed legislation that extends time to
consider continuing redevelopment activities. File No. 110863 (40)

From concerned citizens, submitting support for the formation of the West Portal
Community Benefit District. File No. 110772, 4 letters (41)

From Public Utilities Commission, submitting request for waiver of Administrative Code
Chapter 12B to purchase gas through a government bulk purchasing agreement with
the State Department of General Services. (42)

From Rita O'Flynn, regarding the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. (43)

From David Tornheim, urging the Board to request the Planning Department to
discontinue the practice of preferential application of the Formula Retail Law that
improperly favors bank chains. (44)

From Aaron Goodman, regarding the Parkmerced Project. (45)

From Lee Goodin, urging the City to require all bicycle riders over the age of 12 to pass
a written test similar to that for motor vehicle drivers. (46)

From Ethics Commission, regarding funds in the Election Campaign Fund. Copy: Each
Supervisor (47)

From Police Department, submitting request for waiver of Administrative Code Chapter
12B for law enforcement training courses at the Embassy Suites Hotel. (48)

From Office of the Controller, submitting the City's Commercial Paper Program Status
Report. (49)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting the following appointments. Copy: Rules
Committee Clerk (50)
Human Rights Commission

Michael Pappas, term ending September 2,2012
Sheryl Evans Davis, term ending August 14, 2014
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Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
Shoba Dandillaya, term ending October 1, 2011

From Clerk of the Board, submitting copy of memorandum sent to the Board of
Supervisors regarding the following appointments by the Mayor: (51)
Human Rights Commission

Michael Pappas, term ending September 2, 2012
Sheryl Evans Davis, term ending August 14, 2014

Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
Shoba Dandillaya, term ending October 1, 2011

From Office of the Controller, submitting an amendment to the Memorandum of
Understanding with the Police Municipal Executives Association. File No. 110852,
Copy: GAO Committee Clerk (52)

From Office of the Controller, submitting an amendment to the Memorandum of
Understanding with the Fire Municipal Executives Association. File No. 110850, Copy:
GAO Committee Clerk (53)

From Office of the Controller, submitting an amendment to the Memorandum of
Understanding with the Firefighters Union Locals 798 and 799. File Nos. 110847,
110848, Copy: GAO Committee Clerk (54)

From Office of the Controller, submitting an amendment to the Memorandum of
Understanding with the Police Officers Association. File Nos. 110849 and 110851,
Copy: GAO Committee Clerk (55)

From Department of Public Health, submitting request for waiver of Administrative Code
Chapter 12B for Sanofi Pasteur, Inc. (56)

From Patrick Monette-Shaw, regarding the Laguna Honda Hospital's gift fund. (57)

From Emil Lawrence, submitting his manifesto of San Francisco politics. (58)

From Department of Elections, submitting a follow-up notice that August 18, 2011, is the
deadline fOI" disclaimer requirements for local ballot measures. Copy: Each Supervisor
(59)

From Mary De Voe, regarding abortion and pregnancy clinics. (60)

From Bridge Housing and Community Housing Partnership, regarding filing an
application for State Multifamily Housing Program funds, in the amount $10,000,000, for
the Rene Cazenave Apartments. Copy: Each Supervisor (61)

From Film Commission, submitting the FY201 0-2011 Annual Report. Copy: Each
Supervisor (62)
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From various City Departments, confirming that the funding provided in the budget for
FY2011-2012 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for their department
to meet service levels as proposed to the Board. (63)
Airport
Asian Art Museum
Office of the Assessor-Recorder
Board of Appeals
Department of Building Inspection
Office of the City Administrator
Children and Families Commission
Civil Service Commission
Office of the Controller
Office of the District Attorney
Department of Elections
Department of Emergency Management
Employees' Retirement System
Health Service System
Juvenile Probation Department
Law Library
Mayor's Office of Housing
Municipal Transportation Agency
Planning Department
Office of the Mayor
Port
Public Defender
Department of Public Health
Public Library
Department of Public Works
Recreation and Park Department
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
Department of Technology
Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector
War Memorial and Performing Arts Center

From Office of the Sheriff, confirming that the funding provided in the budget for
FY2011-2012 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for their department
to meet service levels as proposed to the Board with two exceptions: 1) an increase in
jail population beyond projections due to State realignment as well as increased local
bookings and other factors; and 2) possible reductions of two state grants, the
Standards and Training for Corrections grant and the Peace Officer Standards and
Training grant. (64)

From Department of Children, Youth and Their Families, confirming that the funding
provided in the budget for FY2011-2012 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is
adequate for their department to meet service levels as proposed to the Board which,
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includes $2.6 million in unappropriated Children's Fund revenue and anticipates
requesting $1.9 million to fund Early Childcare State cuts to minimize the loss of child
care slots. (65)

From Department of Human Resources, submitting request for waiver of Administrative
Code Chapters 12B and 12C for the Q-60 Police Lieutenants written examination at the
South San Francisco Conference Center on November 8, 2011. (66)

From Abdalla Megahed, regarding the homeless in San Francisco. (67)

From Abdalla Megahed, regarding this summer's Women's World Cup at Civic Center.
(68)

From concerned citizens, regarding Mayor Ed Lee's decision to run for Mayor. Copy:
Each Supervisor, 2 letters (69)

*From Office of Citizen Complaints, submitting the 2011 Second Quarter Statistical
Report. Copy: Each Supervisor (70)

*From Southeast Community Facility Commission, submitting the FY201 0-2011 Annual
Report and the Statement of Purpose Report. Copy: Each Supervisor (71)

From Office of the TreasurerfTax Collector, submitting the Cash Shortage and Overage
Fund Balance Report for the period of May 1,2011, through July 31, 2011. Copy: Each
Supervisor (72)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting the following appointments. Copy: Rules
Committee Clerk (73)
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board

Dave Crow, term ending June 5, 2015;
Entertainment Commission
Audrey Joseph, term ending July 1, 2015
Eric Tao, term ending July 1, 2015

From Clerk of the Board, submitting copy of memorandum sent to the Board of
Supervisors regarding the folloWing appointments by the Mayor: (74)
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board

Dave Crow, term ending June 5, 2015;
Entertainment Commission
Audrey Joseph, term ending July 1, 2015
Eric Tao, term ending July 1, 2015

From Office of the Controller, submitting the June 2011 Government Barometer Report.
(75)
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From Civil Service Commission, submitting response to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury
Report, "Hiring Practices of the City and County of San Francisco." File No. 110790,
Copy: GAO Committee Clerk (76)

From Film Commission, submitting the FY201 0-2011 Annual Report. Copy: Each
Supervisor (77)

From Department of Public Works, submitting report on the use of funds appropriated
from the Local Streets and Road Improvements, Congestion Relief, and Traffic Safety
Account of 2006. (78)

From concerned citizens, concerning MUNI and the Central Subway Project. 4 letters
(79)

From State Senator Mark Leno, thanking the Board for supporting Assembly Bill 889.
File No. 110411, Copy: Each Supervisor (80)

*From Port, submitting request for release of reserved funds for the Pier 27 Mixed Use
Cruise Terminal Project. Copy: Budget and Finance Committee Clerk (81)

From Port, submitting the FY2010-2011 Contracting Activity Annual Report. Copy:
Each Supervisor (82)

From Office of the Controller, submitting the Imperial Parking Audit Report for the period
covering January 1,2008, through December 31,2010. (83)

From Office of the Controller, submitting the June 2011 Economic Barometer Report.
(84)

From Airport, submitting the Capital Improvement Project Expenditures Report for the
three-year period beginning FY2008-2009 and ending FY2010-2011. Copy: Each
Supervisor (85)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting response to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury
Report, "Hiring Practices of the City and County of San Francisco." File No. 110790,
Copy: GAO Committee Clerk (86)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting response to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury
Report, "San Francisco's Ethics Commission: The Sleeping Watchdog." File No.
110792, Copy: GAO Committee Clerk (87)

From Office of the Mayor, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Department
of Public Health, Office of Labor Standards Enforcement and the Redevelopment
Agency, jointly submitting a response to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury Report,
"Hunters Point Shipyard: A Shifting Landscape." File No. 110796, Copy: GAO
Committee Clerk (88)

8



From concerned citizens, regarding BARTs decision to temporarily cut wireless service
in select BART stations on August 11, 2011 in light of a protest. 3 letters (89)

From Law Offices of Stephen Williams, submitting notice of intent to commence an
action for Writ of Mandate to review, overturn, set aside, void and annul the
Determination of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review and associated
decisions regarding project at 795 Foerster Street and 203, 207 and 213 Los Palmos
Drive. File No. 110041, Copy: Each Supervisor, City Attorney (90

From Law Offices of Kathryn Devincenzi, submitting notice that a lawsuit has been filed
in San Francisco Superior Court concerning the City's failure to comply with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, in certifying a Final
Environmental Impact Report for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements; and approving
the 2009 Housing Element of the City's General Plan. File Nos. 110397, 110452,
Copy: Each Supervisor, City Attorney (91)

From Police Department, regarding the tragic shuttle bus crash at Octavia and Oak
Streets on Thursday, July 14, 2011. (92)

From Clerk of the Board, the following departments have submitted their reports
regarding Sole Source Contracts for FY201 0-2011: (93)
Arts Commission
Department of Human Resources

From Department of Technology, submitting notice that PDF editing software is
available for City-wide staff use. (94)

From Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector, submitting the July 2011 Investment
Report. (95)

From Municipal Transportation Agency, submitting an overview of San Francisco's
efforts to launch a bicycle sharing project. (96)

From Department of Public Works, submitting the FY2010-2011 Street and Sidewalk
Maintenance Standards Annual Report. (97)

From Law Office Paul Carroll, submitting notice that a lawsuit has been filed in San
Francisco Superior Court concerning the City's failure to comply with the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act in certifying an Environmental Impact Report
for the North Beach Public Library and the Joe DiMaggio Playground Master Plan
Project. File No. 110614, Copy: Each Supervisor, City Attorney (98)

From Planning Department, submitting the "25 Years Downtown Plan Monitoring Report
1985-209." Copy: Each Supervisor (99)
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From Office of the District Attorney, submitting response to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand
Jury Report, "Waiting for the District Attorney or City Attorney to inform the Ethics
Commission that they are not going to pursue a case causes unnecessary delay." File
No. 110792, Copy: GAO Committee Clerk (100)

From Juvenile Probation Department, regarding their kitchen storeroom that caught fire
on August 16, 2011. Copy: Each Supervisor (101)

From State Senator Mark Leno, responding to inquiry of the tragic shuttle bus crash at
Octavia and Oak Streets on Thursday, July 14, 2011. Copy: Each Supervisor (102)

From Sanger & Olson Law Corporation, regarding supplemental to appeal of property
located at 1171 Sansome Street. File No. 110835, Copy: Each Supervisor, City
Attorney (103)

From Office of the City Attorney, submitting the updated Political Activity Memorandum.
Copy: Each Supervisor (104)

From Office of ·the Controller, submitting the Audit Report for Boudin Properties, Inc.
(105)

From U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, submitting notice that the
deadline for public comment for the proposed implementation of a parking fee at West
Crissy Field, in Presidio Area A, is September 23, 2011. Copy: Each Supervisor, 2
letters (106)

From Law Offices of Stephen Williams, regarding the proposed project at 800 Presidio
Avenue. File No. 110675, Copy: Each Supervisor, City Attorney (107)

From Planning Department, regarding amendments to proposed legislation which would
create the City Center Special Sign District. File No. 110448, Copy: Supervisor Farrell,
Land Use Committee Clerk (108)

From State Department of Parks and Recreation, submitting notice that the State
Historical Resources Commission will consider the nomination of Sinton House to the
National Register of Historic Places. Copy: Each Supervisor (109)

From Office of the Controller, submitting the results of a follow-up review of
recommendations made in a 2009 report of Port concessions. (110)

From Abdulla Alowdi, requesting help with finding a larger apartment in San Francisco.
Copy: Supervisor Kim (111)

From Brigit Barnes &Associates, Inc., submitting notice that the Yuba Group Against
Garbage intendsto file a Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate under the California
Environmental Quality Act with Superior Court, challenging the City's decision to award
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the contract for transport and disposal of City and County waste to the Ostrom Road
Landfill, located in Yuba County. Copy: Each Supervisor, City Attorney (112)

From Department of Elections, submitting copy of letter sent to the proponent of the
"Retirement Benefits for City Employees Initiative Petition" certifying that the petition did
contain sufficient valid signatures to qualify for the November 8, 2011, Municipal
Election. (113)

From State Department of Parks and Recreation, submitting notice that the State
Historical Resources Commission will consider the nomination of the North Beach
Branch Public Library to the National Register of Historic Places. Copy: Each
Supervisor (114)

From Brandt-Hawley Law Group, submitting notice that a Petition for Writ of Mandamus
has been filed in Superior Court concerning the City's failure to comply with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act in certifying an Environmental
Impact Report for AT&T Network "Lightspeed" Upgrade. File No. 110344, Copy: Each
Supervisor, City Attorney (115)

From Gabriel Garcia, submitting support for saving the historic 18-hole Sharp Park Golf
Course. (116)

*From concerned citizens, submitting support for affirming the determination of the
Planning Department that the project located at 660-670 4th Street is Exempt from
Environmental Review. File No. 110941, Copy: GAO Committee Clerk, 27 letters
(117)

From Alan Culwell, regarding the cost of the Legislative Chamber modification to make
the President's desk and the Clerk of the Board's desk in the Board of Supervisors'
Chamber accessible to persons with disabilities. (118)

*(An asterisked item represents the cover sheet to a document that exceeds 25 pages.
The complete document is available at the Clerk's Office Room 244, City Hall.)

11



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands

....:........~----------~------,._ ........_~---

From,:
To:
Date:
Subject'

Luara Blauth Paim <luablau@gmaiLcom>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08107/2011 08:54PM
Please SaveThe SharpPark Wetlands

,Document is available
at the Clerk's Office
Room 244, City Hall

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am ~ritingto urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
Course over to its next door,ne~ghbor, the National Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide criti~al habitat for the endangered California
Red-Legged Frog and ~ vaiiety of other wildlife. ,Both frogs and 0etlands ar~
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it isdiscoricerting that
the ,City of' San' Franci,sco is' cUJ;'rently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands diy,' killing endangered frogs in the process, and
viol~ting state and federal laws.

The Sharp Park Golf Course has, a long history of envir'onmental and economic
troubles, and the time has clearly ccime for the City of San Francisco to
change course. By closing the golf ~ourse and handing the land over to the
National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its
,current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also ,clearly
mark itself as a world ieader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be' a sa,fe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and ,tourists alike. This would not only improve the quality of life
for S,an Franqisco's residents, it' would increase the long-term ecoDomic value
of the property.

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration.

Luara Blauth Paim

Niter6i, RJ, ot 24250000
BR



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,.
Cc:
Bee:
Subject: Please Support Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal-_......._--------- -----

Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco,CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
(415) 554-5163 fax
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Document is available
at the Clerk's Office·
Room 244, City Hall

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http://www.sfbos.Qrg/index.aspx?page=104, .
--- Forwarded by Board of SupervisQrsIBOSISFGO\j on 08104/2011 05:55 PM -----

From:
TQ:
Date:
SUbject:
Sent by:

Aug 4, 2011

Seth Feldman <sethfeldman11 @yahoo.com> .
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
08104/2011 04:38 PM
Please Support Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal
In Defense of Animals <takeaction@idaLisa.org>

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

bear Supervisors,

As a San Francisco voter and supporter of In Defense of Animals (IDA),
I strongly encourage you to s'upport San Francisco Animal Control and'
Welfare "s Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal.

There is an oversupply of adoptable pets in the city; requ~ring ACC to
unnecessarily euthanize many adoptable animals at taxpayers'expense.
Meanwhile,. "new" pets are bred in often horrible conditibns
and then sold in this city at pet stores and from small breeders, all
for profit. Thisi~grossly inconsistent with how the city of St.
Francis of Assisi feels·tow·ards 'animals, yet most San Franciscans
aren't aware of this when they decide to .purchase a pet.

San Francisco Animal Control and Welfare's proposal focuses on having
San Franciscans adopt our pets rather than purchasing them. This will
result in:

- More adop~ions and less euthanasia
- A decrease in cost for Animal Control and'Welfare
- Pet stores as partners in reducing euthanasia

Healthier pets with fewer behavioral problems

Sec~ 48 of the San Francisco Health Code already prohibits the'sale of
rabbits and certain birds as' pets. Other cities like Albuquerque,
Austin, Los Angeles, and South Lake Tahoe have already prohibited the
'sale of dogs and cats. So San Francisco has several, precedents that
support strong and decisive action for all sp~cies.

Please support the San Fra~cisco Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal and
~ake San Francisco a leader in animal welfar~.

Sincerely,

Mr. Seth Feldman
3423 N Broadway St
Chicago, IL 60657-2904



BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

_~"'~=_. o: ~~~-',,~_. __~""_

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Santa Meikalisa <mail@change.org>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
07/28/201107:15 AM
Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting'Ban

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, e'specially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

Santa Meikalisa
Riga, Latvia

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminat~ry-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



To: BOS Con$tituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject Fw: Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

The Clerk's Office has received 4 form emails like the one below.

Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
(415) 554-5163 fax
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=1 04
----- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 07/27/2011 12:44 PM -----

From:
To:
Date:
Subject

Greetings,

Cori Loggins <mail@change.org>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
07/26/201112:25 AM·
Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Pfoposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many ofthe city's
horn~less. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they ~an't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

Cori Loggin~
Gresham, OR

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions!overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. TQ

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban'-
The Clerk's Office has received 3 form emails like the one below.

. Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA94102 .
(415) 554-5184
(415) 554-5163 fax
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=1 04
----- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 08/02/2011 1.2:34 PM -----

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Greetings,

Crystal Abbott <mail@change.org>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org·
08/02/2011 12:21 PM
Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the baJlot.

. Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, saidit would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to. that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

Crystal Abbott
Bloomington, IN

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at .
www.change.org/petitions/overtum-san-franciscos-:discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban.To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,To:
Cc:
Bee:
Subject: Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

-----~-~ =,.,.~-----== ...~........_-.-
The Clerk's Office has received 6 form emails like the one below.

Board ofSupervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
(415) 554-5.1 63 fax
Board .of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
---- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 08/17/2011 02:26 PM -----

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

leslie mcmahon <mail@change.org>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/08/2011 11 :01 PM
Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot: '

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are-sure it will be' unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead arid add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's

'homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

leslie mcmahon
eden,. NY

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overtu~-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban.To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



I:,-d!2;, 6~~ BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

t...=.;.F(1 Bcc:
~_~~ ~_rn_,_Sa_n_. ~rancisco's D~i_n_at_o_ry_S_id_~~~__~ .

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Greetings,

Rochelle Coffman <mail@change.org>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/02/201111 :25 PM
Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

Rochelle Coffman
Greensburg, IN

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org,viewableat
www.change.org/petitions/overtum-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban.To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Greetings,

Alaina Ruckman<mail@change,org>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/04/2011 02:46 PM ,
Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of,Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city side~alks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure itwill be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay



a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitt~ng ban.

Alaina Ruckman
Crete,IL

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



Why Sit/Lie needs to be strengthened
board.of.supervisors, carmen.chu,

Panhandler Boycott to: chustaff, David.Campos, david.chiu, Ed
Lee, Eric.L.Mar, jane.kim, John.Avalos, .

08/22/2011 11 :35 AM

Panhandler Boycott Why Sit/Lie needs to be strengthened

.-_._--_.-----_.,-----_.--------,

Here is a photo I found on Facebook of people on their night out goofing off
dowptown. The photo is pretty callous but what is more callous is that
vulnerable people are left to sleep o~ the ground downtown and on nob hill
where people are out drinking.

http://panhandlerboycott.wordpress.com/2011/08/22/this-is-why-sitlie-needs~to

be-stronger-downtown-taylor-bush/
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AGENDA ITEM 2, BOSFileNo. 110750 ~ 1/;0 7S0
Mary Miles
to:
board.of.supervisors, John Avalos, David Campos, David Chiu, Carmen Chu, Malia.Cohen, Sean
Elsbemd, Mark.Farrell, Jane.Kim, Eric L. Mar, Ross Mirkarimi, scott.wiener, Angela Calvillo
07/26/2011 11 :44 AM .
Show Details

FROM:
Mary Miles (#230395)
Attorney at Law
364 Page St., #36
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415)863-2310

TO:
Angela Calvillo, Clerk, David Chiu, President, and
Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Room 244, City Hall
San Francisco, CA 94102

DATE: July 26, 2011

BY HAND DELIVERY and BY E-MAIL TO: board.of.suQervisors@sfgov.org;
John.Avalos@sfgov.org; David.CamQos@sfgov.org; David.Chiu@sfgov.org; Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org;
Malia.CobY1l®_sfgQv.org; Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org; Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org; Jane.Kim@sfgov.org;
Eric.L.Mar@ggov.org; Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org; scott.wiener@sfgov.org;
angela.calvillo@sfgov.org

RE: Agenda Item 2, BOS Meeting of July 26, 2011, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS File No. 110750
[Certificates of Participation - War Memorial Veterans Building Seismic Upgrade and
Improvements - Not to Exceed $170,000,000]

PUBLIC COMMENT

This is public comment on the proposed changes to the War Memorial Building described in Agenda
Item #2 oftoday'sBoard Meeting. Your proposed action is premature in view of City's failure to
identify and commit to relocation of existing tenants of the War MemorialBuilding.. The proposed

. changes will require evicting existing tenants both during construction and in some cases permanently.
Among the historic resources that will be permanently evicted is the San Francisco Law Library. Yet
the City has not identified or committed to alternative location (s) for the Law Library and other
entities. These occupants are public agencies and entities, and the public should receive notice and the
opportunity to be heard on their relocation, before the proposed measure on "certificates of
participation." The proposed removal of public entities from the Building without identifying where they
will be relocated violates state and other laws.

.Further, by failing to relocate the San Francisco Law Library to a suitable and sufficient new site near
the courts in the Civic Center, City also violates the San Francisco Charter sec. 8.103, whichrequires

file://C:\Documents.and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~\Veb2565.htm 7/26/2011 @
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that: "The City and County shall provide suitable and sufficient quarters for the Law Library, fix up and
furnish the same and provide for the supply of necessary light, heat, stationery and ,other conveniences.

, The Library shall be so located as to be readily accessible to the judges and officers of the courts." The
Law Library is itself an historic resource, more than 100 years old, that is renowned not only for its
history but also for its collection, research facilities, public accessibility, and proximity to the major San
Francisco courts, serving a large community of court officials, lawyers and the public with valuable
resource and skilled staff where they are needed. These resources are increasingly important with the
reduction in services in the Superior Court and Court of Appeal.

Nor is this Project "categorically exempt" from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA")
(public Resources Code secs. 21000 et seq.), since it will clearly have impacts on historic resources.
The Agenda also incorrectly claims that the proposed measure conforms wi:th Planning Code section
101.1(b), the General Phm, the Charter, and the Administrative Code.

The Board should not approve the proposed Project without first identifying and committing to both .
interim and in the case ofthe Law Library, a long-term location that satisfies its needs and the needs of
the legal, court, and public communities and is near'the courts. The Board 'should not approve any
relocation of public entities without further review, public disclosure and public participation in the

. 'reVIew process.

Please place a copy of this Comment in all applicable files and distribute it to each Supervisor.

DATED: July 26, 2011

__________Mary Mile.s

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web2565.htm 7/26/2011



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Library Budget -- Today's Agenda-------_•.._--~----~--~-,~_._----
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Library Users Association <libraryusers2004@yahoo.com>
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org .
07/26/2011 01 :46 PM
Library Budget -- Today's Agenda

Please distribute attached file to each
Supervisor.

Peter Warfield
415/753-2180

~
pW-Library-Budget-2011-2012-7-26-11.doc



Library Users' Association
P.o. Box 170544, San Francisco,CA 94117-0544

Tel./Fax (415) 753-2180
July 26, 2011

Honorable. Members
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, San Francisco
By email,

Subject: Library Budget: Trashing Books, Telling Stories to Supervisors
(Included in Today's Agenda, Items 7 and 8)

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Please help stop budgetary book trashing at SanFrancisco Public Library -- by re
allocating some of the library's budget dollars to provide an increase for books and
materials. You also might ask serious questions about library priorities and not
accept library stories about its priorities that are clearly not supported by the
library's own budget figures.

San Francisco Public Library has proposed a budget for the next fiscal year
2011,..2012 that would FREEZE the budget for books and materials -- yet
increase spending on other things by $3.3 million.

,The plan represents an increase of about 4% over the current 2010-2011 annual
budget of about $85 million -- and not a dime of it is planned to go for books!

Additionally, spending on actual books and materials is set to decrease, while
electronic books are to get a substantial increase.

Meanwhile, City Librarian Luis Herrera testified to the Board ofSupervisors
Budget and Finance Committee that the library 's top priorities are books and
materials, open hours, and technology.

That's not right!

We also note that the library has not added a single hour to the schedule of any
branch or' the Main library since it implemented its 2007 plan for some increases in
hours, four years' ago -,. despite the fact that its budget has'increased every year
since 2007.

Underscoring the library administration's direction -- trashing books and materials
(i.e. de'-emphasizing them in the budget) -- the library administration earlier this
year presented to the Library Commission a budget that calledfor a $500,OOOcut .

Page 1 of2



in the $9 million books and materials budget while increasing other expenditures·
more than $2 million!

Only after vigorous expressions of concern by Library Users Association, and
others, at meetings of the Library Commission and board of Supervisors, did the
Library Commission reject the cuts.

Please re-allocate funding increases now scheduled for use in lower-priority .
categories so that the books and materials budget may, in fact, be a priority at the
library. . ,

Thank you for your attention to this.,

Sincerely yours,

Peter Warfield
Executive Director
Library Users Association

Page 2 of2



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

, City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton' B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163

TDDITTY No. 544-5227

Date: July 26, 2011 '

, To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

From: Angela ~alvillo, Cled: of the Board~c.a,,~
Subject: Watch Law Requests (USA Patriot ACT)

Chapter 2, Article IV, Section 2.20 (f) requires the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
to prepare an annual report on all Watch Law (USA Patriot Act) requests received by
the Board of Supervisors during the prior fiscal year.

The Office ofthe Clerk of the Boar4 of Supervisors did not receive any Watch Law
requests during Fiscal Year 2010-11.



", I":'"

DEPARTMENl'OF ELECTIONS
City and County of San Francisco

, www.sfelections.org

July 29, 2011

JohnAmtz
Director

SENT VIA EMAIL ANI) CERTIFIED MAIL: 70011940 00010678 3559

Ted Gullicksen
558 Capp Street
'San Francisco, California 94110

RE: THE PETITION -FOR "PARKMERCE;D SPECIAL USE DISlRICT".

Dear Mr. Gullicksen:

. .
The Department ofElections has completed its review ofthe initiative petition, ''PAR.KlVlERCED
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT" that you submitted to this office on July 8, 2011. After reviewing all
of the signatures attached to the petition, we have determined that the number ofvalid signatures on
the petition is 12,917 out of the 18,487 signatures subn:.litted with the petition. The minimum
number of valid sigilatures required to place this initiative me~ure on the ballot for the November 8,
2011 Municipal Elections is 14,336.

Thus, I hereby certify that the initiative petition "PARKMERCED SPECIAL USE DISTRICT"
is found to b~ insufficient and no further action shall be taken on the petition as stipulated under
California Election Code 9115(d)(e).

Ifyou shouldhave any questions; please cop.tact Deborah Brown, Manager, Voter Services
Division at (415) 554-5665. .

cc: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Voice (415) 554-4375 1 Dr; Carlton B; Goodlett Place, Room 48
San Francisco CA' 941Q2-4634

Pa;,e I ifl

Fax (415) 554-4372
TrY (415)554-4386



To:
Ce:
Bee:
Subject: Referendum Petition Fails

----------,--------~----- -------

John Arntz'

----- Original Me'ssage ----
From: John Arntz
Sent: 07/29/20li 12: 07 PM PDT
To: Angela Calvillo
Cc: Rick Caldeira; Rachel Gosiengfiao
Subject: Referendum Petition Fails

Hi, Angela,

Here's the 'letter we sent to the proponent for the Park Merced referendum. After reviewing all of the
signatures, the petition failed. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
-John.

RclPark Merced2{)11Fail ,pdf

John Arntz, Director
San Francisco Department of Elections
1, Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PI, Hm 48
San Francisco; California 94102
415 554 4375 " .
fax 415554 7666
www:Sfelections.org



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

August 1,2011

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Form 700

This is to inform you that the following individual hfts submitted a Form 700
Statement:

Joseph Smooke, Legis~ative Aide, Leaving



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163

TDDITTY No. 544-5227

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

August 16, 2011

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors
. . ~ ..

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Form 700

This is to inform you that the following individual has submitted a Form 700
Statement: .

. Nickolas Pagoulatos, Legislative Aide, Assuming
Andrea Bruss, Legislative Aide, AssUming



City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Edward D. Reiskin, Director

July 20, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
Room 244, City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4845 .

Subject: Report of the Department of Public Works
Adopt-A-Tree Account

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

San Francisco Department of Public Works
Office of the Director

1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 348
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-6920 • www.sfdpw.org,

Pursuant to Section 10.100-227 of the Administrative Code, attached is the Annual Report of the
Department of Public Works Adopt-A-Tree Account for the period of July 1, 2010 through June
30,2011.

Ai dward JJ~kin
J V Director P~licWorks

Attachment: As noted

CC: Liz Lerma, BUF
Carla Short, BUF
Robert Carlson, DDFMA
Jocelyn Quintos
Sreed Pisharath

San Francisco Department of Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.



Department of Public Works
Adopt-A-Tree Fund

Annual Report
Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2011

Beginning Fund Balance - July 1, 2010

Revenues

Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance - June 30, 2011

$ 371,542.00

166,279.00

(244,091.00)

$293,730.00



---- Forwarded by Angela Calvillo/BOS/SFGOV on 07/26/2011 10:32 AM--

From:
, To:

Date:
Subject:

Sent by:

Controller Reports/CON/SFGOV.
Angela Calvilio/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, BOS-Legislative Aides/BOS/SFGOV, Steve
Kawa/MAYORISFGOV@SFGOV, Greg Wagner/MAYORISFGOV@SFGOV, Christine

.Falvey/MAYORISFGOV@SFGOV, Jason ElliottiMAYORISFGOV@SFGOV, ggiubbini@sftc.org,
Severin Campbell/BudgetAnalystlSFGOV@SFGOV, Debra
Newman/BudgetAnalystlSFGOV@SFGOV, sfdocs@sfpl.info, gmetcalf@spur.org,
home@prosf.org, CON-Media ContactiCON/SFGOV, CON-EVERYONEICON/SFGOV,
CON-CCSF Dept Heads/CON/SFGOV, CON-Finance Officers/CON/SFGOV
07/26/2011 10:~5 AM
Issued: Fox Rent A Car, Inc. Has Unreliable Records and May Owe At Least $532,451 in Fees,
Fines and Penalties
Kristen McGuire .

The Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor, has issued a report concerning the audit of
Fox Rent A Car; Inc. (Fox), covering the period from Januari1, 2007, through December 31,
2009. The report documents that Fox did not retain historical records to support its reported
revenues and payments.to the Airport and that Fox's revenue records are unreliable. The report .
also states that, because of Fox's failure to comply with the terms of its lease with the Airport, .
Fox may owe the Airport at least $532,451 in.fees, fines and penalties.

To review the report, please visit: http://co.sfgov.org/webreports/details.aspx?id=1314

You can also access the report on the Controller's website (http://www.sfcontroller.org/) under
the News &. Events section.

This is a send only email address.



AIRPORT COMMISSION:

Fox Rent A Car, Inc. Has Unreliable

Records and May Owe At Least
$532,451 in Fees, Fines and
Penalties

July 26, 2011



CONTROLLER'S OFFICE
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

The City Services Auditor was created within the ConVoller's Office through an amendment
to the City Charter that w~s approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the
City Charter, the City Services Auditor has broad authority for:

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and
benchmarking the city to other public agencies and jurisdictions.

• . Conducting financial and performaMeiaudits of city departments, contractors, and
functions to assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services.

• Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste,
fraud, and abuse of city resources.

• Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performan~e and efficiency
of city government.

The, audits unit conducts financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits.
Financial audits address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and
provide reasonable ass~rance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all
material aspects in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation
engagements examine, review, or perform procedures on a broad range of subjects such as
internal controls; compliance with requirements of specified laws, regulations, rules,
contracts, or grants; and the reliability of performance measures. Performance audits focus
primarily on assessment of city services and processes, providing recommendations to
improve depa'rtment operations.

We conduct our audits' in accordance with the Government,Auditing Standards published by
the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require: .

• Independence of audit staff ~nd the audit organization.
• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work.
• Competent staff, including continuing professional education.
• Quality control procedlJres to provide reasonable assurance of co.mpliance with the

auditing standards.

Audit Team: Paige Alderete, Audit Manager
Edvida Moore, Associate Auditor



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER .

, "

Ben Rosenfield
.Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

JUly 26, 2011

San Francisco Airport Commission
P.O. Box 8097
San Francisco International Airport
San Francisco; CA 94128

President, Members, and Director Martin:

John L Martin, Director
San Francisco International Airport
P.O. Box 8097
San Francisco; CA 94128

The Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor (CSA), presents its .report concerning the
audit of Fox Rent A Car, Inc. (Fox). During the audit period, January 1,2007, through December
31, 2009, Fox operated a car rental service at the San Francisco International Airport (SFO)
under three agreements administered by the Airport Department (Airport) of the City and County
of San Francisco (City).

Reporting Period:

Reported Revenues:

Fees Paid:

January 1, 2007, through December31, 2009

$21,056,159

$3,410,841

Results: Fox may owe at least $532,451 in fees, fines and penalties. Fox:

• Did not retain historical records to support its reported revenues and payments.

• Has unreliable revenue records.

• May owe at least $224,500 in fines because it did not submit all required documentation.

• May owe at least $219,000 in fines because it did not operate 24 hours per daY,as required.

• Owes $18,420 in underpaid transportation fees and late charges.

• Did not comply with allterms of its iease and should reimburse the Airport for the. cost of the
audit, which '!las $70,531 through April 22, 2011.

The Airport also did notproperly manage its agreements with Fox.

Responses from both the Airport and Fox are attached to this report. CSA will work with the
Airport to follow up on the status oft~e recommendations ~ade in this report.

415-554-7500 City Hall· 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466



cc: Mayor
Board of Supervisors
Civil Grand Jury
Public Library



INTRODUCTION

Audit Authority

Background

The Office of the Controller has authority under the San

Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section

10.6-2, to audit at regular intervals all leases of real property

owned by the City and County of San Francisco (City) where

rent of $100,000 or more a year is to ge paid to the City.

During the audit period, January 1, 2007, through December 31,

2009, Fox Rent A Car, Inc. (Fox) operated a car rental service at

San Francisco International Airport (SFO) under three

sequential agreements with the City, through its Airport

Department (Airport). These agreementswere two business

permits and a lease.

As a condition of its business permits, the Airport requires that

off-airport car rental companies also have a ground

transportation operating permit (operating permit). When Fox's

business permits. 3345 and 3990 (business permits) were

active; Fox was covered by operating permit 6391. The audit

used the combined terms of these permits to determine Fox's

compliance with its permits.1

Exhibit 1 summarizes the payment provisions of Fox's three

agreements during the audit period, January 1,2007, through

December 31,2009.

1 For simplicity, from this point forward, any reference to business permits will include the terms from

both the referenced business permit and the operating permit.

1 .



EXHIBIT 1 Payment Provisions of Fox's Agreements

January 1, 2007, Through December 31,2009

Agreement

Business Permit 3345A

Business Permit 3990

Lease 08-0157

Period Covered

.January 1, 2007, through
October 31,2007 .

November 1, 2007, through

December 31,2008

January 1, 2009, through

December 31,2013

Payment Provisions

• 10 percent of gross revenues in

excess of $999,996 annualll

• Transportation fees

• 10 percent of total gross revenues

• Transportation fees

• Greater of an annual minimum

guaranteed payment of

$1,351,201, or 10 percent of

gross revenues

• Transportation fees

Notes:

A Business Permit 3345 was effective on December 30, 1998.

B The annual calculation is based on the monthly provision of $83,333.

Sources: F'ox's agreements with the Airport.

Scope and
Objective

Methodology

Scope Limitations

2

The purpose of this audit was to determine if Fox complied with the

reporting and payment provisions of its agreements. The audit

covered the period from January 1, 2007, through December 31,

2009.

The audit examined the applicable terms of the agreements and

assessed the adequacy of Fox's procedures for collecting,

recording, summarizing, and reporting its gross revenues to the

Airport. To .determine whether Fox accurately reported its gross

revenues to the Airport, the audit tested Fox's monthly revenue

summaries for .2008 cmd 2009. Audit testing was not done for 2007

because Fox did not provide its monthly revenue records for that

year. The audit determined whether Fox had any overdue

payments for the audit period and compared the gross revenues

reported to the Airport with the gross revenues reported to the

California Board of Equalization for selected calendar quarters.

Fox did not provide all records required for audit testing and some

of the records that Fox did provide were unreliable. For example,

audit testing was not done for 20Q7 because Fox did not provide

monthly revenue reports to support its 2007 revenues. Fox's

monthly revenue reports for 2008 and 2009 did not match the

revenues that Fox reported to the Airport for those years. As a

result ofthese limitations and Fox's delays in providing the

requested information, the audit could not conclude on whether

Fox:



• Paid the correct fees to the Airport.

• Had daily and weekly revenue records that supported its
monthly revenues reported to the Airport.

This performance audit was conducted in accordance with
.generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require planning and performing the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
the findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for
the findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives.

3
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AUDIT RESULTS

Fox reported over $21
million in gross revenues
and paid over $2 million
in rental fees

From January 1, 2007, through December 31, 2009, Fox reported
gross revenues of $21 ,056,159 and paid rental fees of $2,082,650
to the Airport. Exhibit 2 shows the reported gross revenues and
rental fees paid to the Airport. .

EXHIBIT 2

Reporting Period

Gross Revenues and Rental Fees Paid by Fox
January 1,2007, Through December 31,2009

Gross Revenues Feas Paid

January 1,2007, through December 31,2007
January 1,2008, through December 31,2008
January 1, 2009, through Decembet 31,2009
Total'

Sources: Fox's Monthly Gross Revenue Reports.

. $3,754,035
7,931,217
9,370,907

$21,056,159

$199,992
521,944

1,360,714
$2,082,650

Fox paid over $1.3 million
in transportation fees

In addition to rent, Fox's agreements require it to pay airport
transportation fees, ranging from $15 to $18.50 per transaction.
Transportation fees are intended to compensate the Airport for
costs associated with the Air Train and other back-up forms of
customer transportation to and from the Airport's Rental Car
Center. During the audit period, Fox reported 79,637 transactions
and paid transportation fees to the Airport totaling $1,328,191.
Exhibit 3. shows' the number of transactions Fox reported to the
Airport and the transportation fees paid.

EXHIBIT 3

Reporting Period

Transportation Transactions and Fees Paid by Fox
January 1, 2007, Through December 31,2009

Number of
Transactions Fees Paid

January 1,2007, through December 31,2007
January 1,2008, through December 31,2008

. January 1,2009, through December 31,2009
Total

Sources: Fox's Monthly Transaction & Facility Fee Reports.

18,450
26,201
34,986
79,637

$276,750
422,562

• 628,879
$1,328,191

The audit found that Fox did not retain historical recorc;is, and that
Fox's regenerated revenue reports were unreliable. As a result, the
audit could not conclude on whether the $2,082,650 in rental fees
Fox paid to the Airport between JanuarY 2007 and December 2009
was correct. In addition, Fox underpaid some transportation fees
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Finding j

Fox did not provide any

support for payments made in

2007 and the support provided

for 2008 and 2009 was

unreliable

Fox is required to retain its

books and records for at least

four to five years

Recommendations

Finding 2

Fox's regenerated monthly

revenue summaries do not

match the revenues originally

reported to the Airport or the

revenues reported in Fox's

2009 certified revenue

6

and did not cO!11ply with certain,terms of its lease. Consequently,

Fox should reimburse the Airport for the cost of this audit.

Fox did not retain historical records to support revenues

reported and payments made to the Airport..

Fox failed to retain monthly revenue records supporting its

payme~ts to the Airport from 2007 through 2009. For 2008 and

2009, Fox queried its accounting system to regenerate its monthly

revenue summaries. However, the regenerated revenue

summaries were found to be unreliable, as will be discussed

further in Finding 2. Without historical records to support Fox's

payments or reliable regenerated revenue reports, the auditors

cannotconclude whether Fox paid the correct fees to the Airport.

For 2007 Fox did not retain supporting monthly revenue records

nor did it regenerate its monthly revenue summaries. According to

Fox, it could not provide any revenue records for 2007 because it

had changed accounting software from QuickBooksto Great

Plains and records for 2007 were difficult to access.

Fox is required to retain the books and records supporting

payments for four years under its business permits and for five

years under Lease 08-0157 (lease). Further, all of Fox's

agreements require Fox to make its records immediately available

for inspection. For this audit, Fox should have had records

supporting its revenues and payments through March 2006.

The Airport should:

1) Obtain Fox's 2007 revenue records and determine if they

support the reported revenues and payments made.

2) Ensure that Fox complies with its lease requirements, including

maintaining arid retaining books and records for the requisite

period.

Fox's monthly revenue records are unreliable.

Fox's monthly revenue records are unreliable. For this audit Fox

regenerated monthly revenue reports for 2008 and 2009 from its

accounting system. However, the monthly revenues on these

reports did notmatch the revenues that were originally reported to

the Airport. Additionally, the revenues from Fox's 2009 certified

revenue statement did not match either the regenerated revenues



statement

Inconsistent revenues reported

for the same period indicate a

control weakness

Recommendation

Finding 3 .

Fox did not submit its required,

annual certified revenue

statements

or the revenues originally reported to the Airport. 2 Two of the

reports differed by $899,700.

According to Fox, the reported revenues differ because Fox

changed itsaccounting software in 2010, from QuickBooks to

Great Plains, and it is difficult to access data from the old system.

Revenues for the same month \hat differ from report to report,

which are generated from the agency's system, indicate a control

weakness; which indicates that Fox's revenue reports are

unreliable. Without verifiable historical revenue records or reliable

revenue reports, the audit cannot conclude whether Fox paid th~

correct fees to the Airport. Moreover, the assurance that was

intended to be provided by the lease provision requiring a certified

revenue statement is undermined by the fact that Fox's reported

revenues are unreliable.

The Airport should:

3) Ensure that any future revenue reports that the Airport receives

from Fox are reliable. The Airport may do this by verifying

(directly or through an independent audit) that Fox's accounting

system has appropriate controls in place to ensure the

accuracy of its reported revenues.

Fox did not submit all required documentation and

consequently may owe at least $224,500 in fines.

Prior to June 2010, Fox had not submitted to the Airport any of the

required certified annual revenue statements for 2007 through

2009, the years cov~red by the audifperiod. In June 2010, in

. response to the audit, Fox s!Jbmitted a certified revenue statement

for 2009, which was late. Fox had not submitted its certified

revenue statements for 2007 and 2008 as of the end of audit

fieldwork on April 1, 2011.

All of Fox's agreements require that Fox submit to the Airport a

certified revenue statement within 90 days after the end of each

lease year, April 1st
. Section 14.8 ofthe lease authorizes the Airport

to impose fines of $500 per day for failure to submit required

documents. The business permits allow the Airport to impose fines

. of $100 per day for failure to submit reqUired documents.

2 Only the 2009 certified revenue statement was reviewed for this audit. Fox had not submitted certified

revenue statements for 2008 or 2007. See Finding 3 for further details.
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The Airport may fine Fox at
(east $224,500 for failure to
submit its certified annual
revenue statements

Exhibit 4 shows the number of days that each certified revenue
statement was late as of the conclusion of fieldwork for this audit,
the fine per day, and the total fine owed. As the exhibit shows, the
Airport may fine Fox at least $224,500 for failure to submit its
certified annual revenue statements as required by its agreements.

Because the fines are calculated only through April 1, 2011,
additional fines may be owed for the 2007 arid 2008 certified

,annual statements, which were still outstanding as of that date. '
Fines may also be due for Fox's 2010 statement, which was after
the audit period and was not reviewed.

EXHIBIT 4 Fines to which Fox is Subject for Failure to Submit Certified Revenue Statements
on Time*

Agreement, Year Days Late Fine per Day Total Fine

Business Permit 3345* 2007 1,095 $100 $109,500

Business Permit 3990* 2008 730 $100 73,000

Lease 08-0157 2009 84 $500 42,000

TOTAL $224,500

* Note: Fines are calculated through April 1., 2011.

Sources: Auditor's calculations

Recommendations

Finding 4

For two years Fox was ~>nly

8

The Airport should:

4) Collect at least $224,500 in fines owed from Fox for failure to
submit timely its certified annual revenue statements for 2007,
2008, and 2009.

5) Determine if additional fines are owed for Fox's 2007 and 2008
annual-certified statements, which, as of April 1, 2011, were still
outstanding, at:ld collect any additional amount owed.

6) Determine if additional fines are owed for Fox's 2010 certifi,ed
revenue statement and collect any additional amount owed.

7) Ensure that Fox complies with its lease, requirements, including
submitting annual certified statements of revenues, within 90

,days after the end of each lease year.

Fox did not comply with its lease requirement to be open 24
hours a day and consequently may owe $219,000 in fines.

According to Fox, for the two years from January 2009 through



open 21 hours per day

Operating less than 24 hours

per day may have reduced

payments owed

The Airport may fine Fox

$219,000 for failure to be open

24 hours per day

Recommendations

Finding 5

Fox owes $10,811 in

transportation fees

Fox owes $7,609 in late fees

for 2007 and 2008

December 2010; it was only open for business from4A.M to 1

A.M., or 21 hours per day. Fox did not begin operating 24 hours per

day until January 2011; According to its lease, Section 3.5, Foxis

required to operate its automobile rental service 24 hours per day,

seven days per week, including holidays, unless it obtains the

Airport's written consenUo do otherwise. According to the Airport, it

did not give consent for Fox's reduced hours of operation.

Operating less than 24 'hours per day may have decreased Fox's

gross revenues in 2009 and 2010. Because Fox's rent is based on

the greater of an annual minimum guaranteed payment or a

percentage of gross revenues, the rent paid tothe Airport may

have been less than what it should have been had F()x been open' .

24 hours per day.

Section 14.8 of the lease authorizes theAirporttoimpose a fine of

$300 per day for failure to abide by the terms of the lease. As a

result, the Airport is entitled to fine Fox $219,000 for failure to be

open 24 hours per day from January 2009 through December

2010.

The Airport should:

8) Fine Fox $219,000 for failing to be open 24 hours per day,

between January 2009 and December 2010.

9) Ensure that Fox continues to comply with its lease by being

open 24 hours per day, seven days aweek, including holidays.

Fox owes $18,420 in underpaid transportation fees and late

charges.

Fox owes $18,420 in underpaid transportation fees and late

charges. In July 2008 and July 2009, Fox did not correctly apply the

new transportation rates in effect and consequently underpaid its

fees by $7,448 and $3,363 respectively, for a total of $10,811.

Under its agreements Fox must pay transportation fees to

compensate the Airport for costs associated with the Air Train and

other back-up transportation.. During the.audit period, the

transportation fee rates ranged from $15 to $18.50 per transaction.

Fox was also late in paying its transportation fees for all of 2007

and 2008 and owes $7,609 in late charges. Under its business

permits, Fox was to pay transportation fees to the Airport five

9



Recommendations

Finding 6

working days after the end of each month. 3 On average, Fox's

transportation fee payments in 2007 and 2008 were 22 days late.

,One payment was 64 days late. Its business permits require Fox to

pay the Airport a service charge of one and one-half percent per

month for any late payments.

It appears that some of Fox's late payments occurred because Fox

paid its transportation fees with its m!;)nthly rental payments, which

were due on the 20th of each month, for the previous month's rent.

The Airport should:

1O)CoUect $10,811 in underpaid transportation fees from Fox.

11) Collect $7,609 in late charges from Fox for transportation fees,

that were paid late.

12) Ensure that Fox applies the correct transportation fee rate,

especially when a new rate takes effect.

Fox did not comply with lease terms and should reimburse the

Airport for the cost of the audit, which was $70,531 through

April 22, 2011.

Fox did not comply with some of its lease terms and the Airport can

require Fox to reimburse the Airport for the cost of the audit, which

was $70,531 through April 22, 2011. As discussed in Findings 1

through 5, contrary to the lease, Fox did not:

'. Provide revenue records to support its monthly revenue reports

and payments to the Airport.

• Retain records for five y-ears.

• Submit annual certified revenue statements on time.

• Operate 24 hours per day.

• Pay all transportation fees.

• Pay transportation fees on time.

• Make all records immediately available to the auditors.

3 The lease, which governed Fox's operations in 2009, does not state a specific due date for

transportation fees.
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Recommendation

Finding 7

Section 3.11 of the lease states that the City may require Fox to
reimburse audit costs if the audit shows that Fox has not complied
With its lease requirements.

13) The Airport should require Fox to reimburse the cost of the
audit which, as of April 22, 2011, was $70,531.

The Airport d.idnot properly manage itS agreements with Fox.

The Airport failed to properly manage its agreements with Fox. For
. example, the Airport did not:

• Ensure that it received the required certified revenue
statements from Fox. Gertified revenue statements are one
method to help ensure that tenants have paid the correct
amounts to the Airport.

• Detect for two years that Fox was operating fewer than the"
required 24 hours per day.

• Identify that Fox had underpaid some transportation fees.

• Ensure that all payments were on time according to"Fox's
agreements and did not charge Fox late fees.

• Increase the transportation fee rate for fiscal.yea,r 2007-08.
A'ithough the Airport is not required to raise the rate, by not
doing so, the Airport may have foregone up to $22,350 in
additional fees from Fox.

• Terminate Fox's ground transportation operating permit 6391
when it should have. The operating permit should have been
terminated effective December 31, 2008, when the
corresponding business permit 3990, expired and was replaced
with the lease. According to the Airport, the operating permit
wa~ not terminated until June 14, 2010.

• Ensure that the effective date stated in business permit 3990
matched the effective date 'intended and applied in the billing
instruction for this permit. The effective date in the business
permit was November 30, 2007. The effective date applied in
the billing instruction was November 1, 2007. Further, there was
no rent commencement date included in the business permit.

11



Recommendations ~

12

j

While Fox is responsible for complying with the terms of its
agreements, it is good business practice for the Airport to
proactively ensure that its tenants are complying with their
agreements.

The Airport should:

14) Improve its management of its agreements with Fox by more
proactively ensuring that Fox is complying with all terms of its
agreements.

15) Ensure that it receives Fox's annual certified revenue
statements on time and take prompt action if it does not. The
Airport should use these statements to verify the accuracy of
Fox's rental payments.

16) Verify the accuracy of Fox's transportation fees by checking
that payment calculations are correct, including that correct
rates were used.

17) Charge Fox late fees when its payments are late, per Fox's
lease.

18) Ensure that Fox operates during the reqUired hours. The Airport
may do this by calling Fox's business phones and conducting
site visits.

19) Ensure that it acts on transportation rate increases in a timely
manner.

20) Formally terminate permits and leases in a timely manner.

21) Ensure that all new agreements clearly designate the effective
date, or ensure that a rent commencement date is stated.

22) Review its lease with Fox to ensure that all terms are
appropriate.

23) Determine if any of the lease management findings identified in
this audit report apply to the Airport's management of other
tenant leases. Applicable improvements in lease management
should be applied aswidely as possible.
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AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESPONSES

Recommendation ' Responsible Response

Agency

The Airport Should:

1. Obtain Fox's 2007 revenue records and AIR Revenue Development and Managementstaff will consult with the City Attorney on

determine if they support the reported our ability to default Fox on its current agreement for non-compliance on a former

revenues and payments made. agreement. Other remedies will be discussed as well.

2. Ensure that Fox complies with its lease AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will spot check Fox's record' keeping

requirements, including maintaining and to ensure lease compliance.

retaining books and records for the requisite

period.

3. Ensure that any future revenue reports that AIR Revenue Development and Management st'ilff will require Fox to have an internal

the Airport receives from Fox are reliable. audit of its accounting system conducted and certified by an independent auditoL

The Airport may do this by verifying (directly

or through an independent audit) that Fox's

accounting system has appropriate controls

in place to ensure the accuracy of its

reported revenues.

4. Collect at least $224,500 in fines owed from AIR On June 30,2011, Accounting invoiced Fox $42,000 in fines for late submittal of its

Fox for failure to submit timely its certified certified annual revenue statement for 2009. (Invoice Number: SF0111554)

annual revenue statements for 2007, 2008, Revenue Development and Management staff will consult with City Attorney on

and 2009. remedies for non~complianceon permits (2007 and 2008) which have expired.

A·2



Recommendation Responsible . Response
Agency

The Airport Should:

5. Determine if additional fines are owed for AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will consult with the City Attorney.
Fox's 2007 and 2008 annual certified
statements, which, as of April 1, 2011, were
still outstanding, and collect any additional
amount owed.

6. Determine if additional fines are owed for AIR Fox's statement for calendar year 2010 was submitted on April 15, 2011. ReVenue
Fox's 2010 certified revenue statement al')d Development and Management staff will assess 15 days of late fees as the report
collect any additional amount owed. wa.s due on or before March 31.

7. Ensure that Fox complies with its lease AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will send reminder notices to Fox re:
requirements, including submitting annual

(

its annual certified reports submittal.
certified statements of revenues, within 90

- days afterthe end of each lease year.

8: Fine Fox $219,000 for failing to be open 24 AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will not pursue fines from Fox for
hours per day, between January 2009 and operating 21 hours per day instead of 24 hours per day during 2009 and 2010.
December 2010.

9. Ensure that Fox contiilues to comply with its AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will forward a reminder letter and will
lease by being open 24 hours per day,

~

spotcheck operating hours throughout the year. .
seven days a week, inCluding holidays.

10. Collect $10,811 in underpaid transportation AIR Agreed. On Julie 28, 2011, Accounting invoiced Fox $10,811 for underpaid
fees from Fox. transportation fees. (Invoice Number: SF011 0154)

11. Collect $7,609 in late charges from Fox for AIR Agreed. On June 28,2011, Accounting invoiced Fox $7,609 for late charges on
transportation fees that were paid late. underpaid transportation fees. (Invoice Number: SF011 0154)
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. Recommendation . Responsible Response
Agency

The Airport Should:

12. Ensure that Fox applies the correct AIR If there is another transportation fee rate change, Revenue Development and
transportation fee rate, especially when a Management staffwill give the Rental Car Center operators a few months' notice.
new rate takes effect. Accounting staff will review and validate the transportation fees submitted by Fox.

13. Require Fox to reimburse the cost of the AIR Agreed. On June28, 2011, Accounting invoiced Fox $70,531 for audit cost
audit which, as of April 22, 2011, was . reimbursement. (Invoice Number: SF0110154)
$70,531.

14. Improve its management of its,agreements AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will more proactively manage all
with Fox by more proactively ensuring t~at lease provisions.
Fox is complying with all terms of its
agreements.

15. Ensure that it receives Fox's annual certified AIR Revenue Development and Management is in weekly contact with the Rental Car
revenue statements on time and take Center operators reminding them to submit annual statements in the weeks ,leading
prompt action if it does not. The Airport up to March 31.
should use these statements to verify the
accuracy of Fox's rental payments.

16. Verify the accuracy of Fox's transportation AIR Accounting and Revenue Development and Management staff will verify on a
fees by checking that payment calculations monthly basis.
are correct, including that correct rates were
used.

17. Charge Fox late fees when its payments are AIR Revenue Development and Management is discussing this issue internally. A
late, per Fox's lease. decision has not been made yet.
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Recommendation Responsible Response
Agency

The Airport Should:

18. Ensure.that Fox operates during the AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will forward a re~inder letter and will
required hours. The Airport may do this by spot check operating hours throughout the year.
calling Fox's business phones and. .

conducting site visits.

19. Ensure that it acts on transportation rate AIR See response in item #12.
increases in a timely manner. "

20. Formally terminate permits and leases in a AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will more proactively manage all
timely manner. - lease provisions.

-21. Ensure that all new agreements clearly AIR All concession agreements have a clearly stated effective date and rent
designate the effective date, or ensure that commencement date.
arent commencement date is stated.

22. Review its lease with Fox to ensure that all AIR Revenue Development and Management will review the Rental Car Center leases
terms are appropriate. to ensure all provisions are relevant.

23. Determine if any of the lease management AIR Revenue Development and Management staff will conduct training and develop
findings identified in this audit report apply managementchecklists. '

to the Airport's management of other tenant
leases. Applicable ,improvements in lease
management should be applied as widely
as possible.
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ATTACHMENT: FOX'S RESPONSE

July 15th
, 2011

Ms. TO/lia Lediju

Director of Audits

Office ohhe Controller

CityServices Auditor Division

City and Co~ntY of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 477

S~~ Frandsc'o, CA 94102

Subject: Concession Audit'of Fox Rent A.Car, Inc.

DearMs. lediju;

Fox Rent AGar, Inc. has contacted,the auditors at th.e Revenue Development and Management

department for San Franci~o International Airport and informed them that we are.in4he process of ,.

prOViding c~rtlfied a;nnual"re"llenue statements for C't2007 and CY200S. We are currently working to pe

in compliance with the requirements of the lease to insuretbatthe ;~portsfor.¢t2007and cy2008 a~e
prOVided. As mentioned in the lettedrom the Revenue Department,. 'wehave aiready been invoiced for

the Aud,t fee' reimbursement of $7Q,531.00; the $50()!day fine of $42,000 for the CY.2009 certified

annual revenue statement and foc.the :frimsl1ortatlon Fees due totaling $18,420.00. 'We have already

made sure that the location operates 24 hOOfS each day and;withtne new accounting software we have

insured financial controls and record retentiOn will not.be ait issue going forward. w~ apologize for any

inconvenience andare diligently warking tolrisure that FOx Rent AGar, Inc:. is in compliance with the.

Airport's and City of San Francisco's (equlrenients.

S!nferely,

~~
Shahed Azarian
Financi.a' Planning & Analysis Manager

Corl!0rate Finance
fOX l\ENT-A-CAR, INC.

tel: 1.3io.34Z.S15S )( 1017

fax; .i.310.aa8.0327 .

e: sAzarian@foxrentacar.com·

5500 West Century Boulevard Los Angeles, CA 90045
(310) 342-5155 www.foxrentacar.com
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City and County of San Francisco
Department of Public Health

Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center
Mivic Hirose, RN, CNS, Executive Admbiistrator

Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

, July 28, 2011

J
'HonorableDavid Chiu

" "President, Board of Supervisors

, Government Audit and Oversight Committee
#1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place .
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Honorable Mark Farrell
Member, Board of Supervisors

Honorable .David Campos.
Member, Board of Supervisors,J

J

Re: Resolution #050396

Dear Supervisors Chiu, Campos and Farrell:

In response to Resolution it050396, I am enclosing a quarterly report to show Laguna
,Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center's compliance with the reversal of the Admission
Policy priorities that took place February 22, 2005., " '

\ '

On February 17, 2005,Mc;lyor Newsom directed Dr. Katz to allow Laguna Honda Executive
Staff to reverse the Admission Policy priorities back to· the pre-March 2004 priorities. The,
policy was changed effective February 22, 2005. Since that time, you will see the' ,
percentage of patients coming to Laguna Honda from San Francisco General Hospital has
ranged from 59-63%. The annual percentage and current year rates are as follows:

2003: 54% 2007:58% January to J.une 2011: 59%
'2004: 73% 2008: 57%
2005: 63% 2009: 60o/~
2006: 59% 2010: 59%

The ,age distribution shows an increased trend of residents over 50 years of age. In 2004,
83% of residents at Laguna Honda were over 50 years of age; compared to 89% of the
residents in this category for January to June 2011.

• 4"

" .
I am available to answer any questions you may have. I can be reached at 759-2363 or via
email atmivic.liiro~e@sfdph.6rg.

Sincerely,

Mivlc Hirose
Executive Administrator



City and County of San Francisco
Department of Public Health

.,

Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center
Mivic Hirose, RN, CNS, Executive A~inistrator

Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Attachments:

A. Sources .of New SNF ,Admissions to Laguna Honda
A-1 2011
/\'-2 2.010
A-3 2009
A-4 2008
A-5 2007
A·6 2006
A-7 2005
A-8 2004
·A-9 2003

B. Laguna Honda Distribution of Residents by Race·
B-1· 6/30/11 and 6/30/10 Snapshot
B-2 6/30/09 and 6/30/08 Snapshot
B-3 6/30/07 and 6/30/06 Snapshot
B-4 6/30/05 and 6/30/04 Snapshot
B-5 6/30/03 and 6/30/02 Snapshot
B-6' 6/30/01 Snapshot

C.. Laguna Honda Gender Distribution
Deciles of Age by percentfrom 2001 through January to June 2011

. D. Laguna Honda Age Distribution. .
By Calendar Yearfroril 2001 through January to June 2011

cc; Honorable Sean Elsbernd, Member, Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board·
Barbara A. GarciQ, ·Director of Health

memo, page 2



SOURCES OF NEW ADIVIISSIONS TO LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL *
JANUARY 2011.:...JUNE 2011

% .% % % % % % % % % % 0/0

Source of Admission Jan 'SFGH Feb SFGH Mar SFGH Apr . SFGH May SFGH Jun SFGH Jul SFGH Aug SFGH ,Sep SFGH Oct SFGH, Nov SFGH Dec SFGH Total' '/0

Board and Care 2. 1 1
4 2%

Cal Pac Acute 3
2

5 3%

Cal PacSNF

,

1
1 1%

Chinese Hospital Acute 1 1
2 1%

Chinese Hospital SNF .'

0 0%

Home 6 3 1 4 5'
. 21 11%

Home Health

0 0%

Kaiser Acute

0 0%

Keiser SNF

0 0%

MI. Zion Acute 1 1 1 1 3
7 4%

Other Mise 3 1 1 1 1 1
6 4%

OtherSNF 1 1
2 1%

Seton Acute

0 0%

SFGHAcule 23-- 49% 12 46% 17 65% 13 57% 16 53% 15 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 96 51%

SFGH SNF '2 4% 1 '4% 2 6% 2 9% 4 13% 4 11% 0% '0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 15 6%

SI. Francis Acute 1 2 1 1
5 3%

SI. Francis SNF

. 0 0%

SI. Luka's Acute

I

1 1 1 2
5 3%

SI. Luke's SNF 1 2

3 2%

'SI. Marv's Acute 1 3 1
5 3%

SI. Marv's 'SNF

0 0%

Seton Acute

0 0%

Selon SNF

0 0%

UC Med Acute 2 . 1 1 1 2
7 4%

UC Med SNF
1

1 1%

VA Hospital Acute

0 ·0%

VA Hosoltal SNF

0 0%
,

TOTAL 47 63% 26 60% 26 73% 23 66% 30 67% 35 64% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 167 100%
.

..' *Effective 12/8/2010, aULaguna Honda Hospital residents were relo.c~ted to the new building and the total licensed bed capacity is 780 (15 for CJej:leral Acute Care and 765 for SNF).
. /..

.

ATtACHMENT A-1



. .
SOURCES OF NEW ADlVIISSIONS TO LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL*

. JANUARY2010-DECEJvfBER2010

r % % % % % % % % % % % %

Source of Admission Jan SFGH Feb SFGH Ma'r SFGH Apr SFGH Mav SFGH June SFGH Julv SFGH AUQ SFGH Sept SFGH Ocl SFGH· Nov SFGH Dec SFGH Tolal %

Board and Care l' 2 2 1 2 1 1 10· 3%

Cal Pac Acute 2 1 3· 1%,
Cal 'Pac SNF 2 2 1%

Chinese Hospllal Acute 1 1 2 1%

Chinese Hospital SNF 0 0%

Home 3 1 1 3 1 4 4 2. 2 2 6 2 31 10%

Home Health 0 0%

Kaiser Acute 1 1 2 1%

Kaiser SNF 0 0%

MI. Zion Acute 2 2 2 1 2 9 3%

Other Mlsc 1 3 1 1 4 .2 1 4 17 5%

Other SNF 1 2 2 1 1 7 2%

Selon Acute 0 0%

SFGH Acute 16 52% 15 52% 13 43% , 15 45% 12 60% 16 59% 13 43% 14 41% 18 75% 14 56% 8 36% 11 - 55% 165 51%

SFGH SNF 4 13% 2 7% .1 3% . 4 12% 1 5% 1 4% 3 10% 5 15% I 0% 2 8% '2 9% 0% 25 8%

SI. Fraricls Acute 1 :3 1 1 ,2 2 2 2 1 15 5%

SI. Francis SNF 0 0%

SI. Luke's Acule 1 2 2 2 7 2%

SI. Luke's SNF 1 2 1 4 1%

SI. Marv's Acute 1 1 1 1 1 5 2%

SI. Marv:s SNF
. 0 0%

Seton Acute 0 0%..
Seton SNF 0 0%

UC MedAcule 1 3 5 4 1 '2 1 2 2 21 6-%

UC Med SNF 0 0%

VA Hospital Acute 0 0%

VA Hospital SNF . 0 0%

TOTAL 31 65% 29 59% 30 47'10" 33 58% 20 65% 27 63% 30 53% 34 56% 24 75% 25 64% 22 45% 20 55% 325 100%

*Due to budgetary and construction related issues, Llll-I is decreasing admissions effective 1/1/2008. General SNF Admissions are being denied while Hospice, Rehab and A.l])S/HlV
are still being admitted based upon bed availability. .
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SOlJRCES OF NEW ADMIS~IONSTO LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL*

JANUARY 2009 - DECEMBER 2009··

% % % % % % % % %:i % %

Source of Admission Jan SFGH Feb . SFGH Mar SFGH Apr SFGH '. May SFGH June SFGH July SFGH Aug SFGH Sept SFGH Oct SFGH Nov SFGH Dec Total -%

Boerd end Cere
2 1

3 1%

Cal Pac Acute. 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 12 4%

Cal Pec SNF 1
1 1 3 1%

Chinese Hospital Acute

0 0%

Chinesa Hospital SNF

0 0%

HOma 1 1 3 2 1 3 2 2 2 2 19 7%

Homa Heaith

0 0%

Kaiser AcutE!
1

1 0%

Kaiser SNF

0 0%

Mt. Zion Acute 1 1 1 1 2 6 2%
,,-

Other Mise 1 1 2 2 2 8 3%

Other SNF 1 1 3 3' 3 1 2 1 15 5% .

Seton Acute 1 1
2 1%

SFGHAcute 8 53% 17 74% 11 55% 12 38% 10 42% 16 47% 15 50% 17 63% 12 87% 5 33% 17 65% 12 152 53%

SFGH SNF 2 13% 1 4% 0% 2 :6% 4 17% 5 15% 0% 0% 1 6% 1 7% 2 8% 3 21 7%

SI. Francis Acute 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 ·11 4%

SI. Frimcls SNF

0 0%

SI. Luke's Acute 1 1 1 1 1 j 2 8 3%
..

SI. Luke's SNF.
1 -'.,

1 0%"

I

. SI. MarYs Acute 1 1 1
3 1%

SI. Marv's SNF 1
1 0%

Seton Acuta

i:i 0%

Seton SNF

0 0%

UC Mad Acute 1 4 3 1 4 2 2 2 19 7%

Lic Mad SNF

. 0 0%

VA Hospital Acute.

0 0%

VA Hospital SNF

0 OG/o

TOTAL 15. 67% 23 ., 78% 20 65% . 32 44% 24 58% 34 . 62% 30 60% 27 63% 18 72% 15 40% 26 73% 21 285 100%

*Due to budgetary and construction related issues, LHH is decreasing admissions effective 111/2008: General SNF Admissions are being denied while Hospice, Rehab and AIDS!HIV

'are still being admitted based upon bed availability.
. .

** Data re-run March 2011
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SOURCES OF NEW SNFADMISSIONS TO LAGuNA HONDA HOSPITAL*
JANUARY 2008 - DECEMBER 2008

% % "% % % % % "% % % %

Source of Admission Jan SFGH Feb SFGH' Mar SFGH Apr SFGH Mav SFGH Jun SFGH Jul SFGH Aug SFGH Sep SFGH Oct SFGH Nov SFGH Dec Total %

Board and Care 1 1 1 1 1 5 2"/0

Cal Pac Acute' 1 3 -1 1 1 1 1, 1 10 4%

Cal Pac SNF 1 1 0%

Chlne.se Hospital Acute 1 1 1 3 - ,1%

Chinese Hospital SNF 0 0%

Home 1 3 1 1 1 2 3 " 3 1 1 2 1 20 8%

Home Health 0 0%

Kaiser Acute , 1 ' 1 '0%

KaisarSNF - 0 0%

Ml Zion Acute 0 0%

Other Misc 2 '1 1 4 2%

Other SNF 2 2 1 1 ' 6 3%

Seton Acute 0 O'/~

SFGHAcute 7 58% 12 60% 8 53% 18 60% 18 64% 10 45% 8 53% ,13 57% 10 53% 13 68% 7 47% 10 134 57%

SFGH SNF 0% 0% Oo/~ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.% 0% 0% 0 .DOlo

,SI. Francis Acute .'
2 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 14' 6%

SI. Francis SNF 0 0%

SI. Luke's Acute 1 1 l' 1 4 2%

SI. Luke's SNF 1 1 '0%

SI. Mary's Acute 1 1 2 1 1 1 7 13%

SI. Mary's SNF 0 0%

,Seton Acute i 0 ",0%

Selon SNF 0 0%

UC Med Acute 1 1 4 4 6 1 2 2 1 3 25, 11%

UCMed SNF 0 0%·

VA Hospital Acute 1 1 0%

VA Hospital SNF 0 0%

TOTAL 12 58o/~ 20 60% 15 53% 30 60% 28 64% 22 45% 15 53%' 23 57% 19 53% 19 68% 15 47% 18 236 100%

*Due to budgetary and construction related issues, LOO is decreasing admissions effective 1/1/2008. General SNF Admissions arebeingdenied,while Hospice, Rehab and AIDS!H1V
are still being admitted based upon bed~availability.
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SOURCES OF NEW SNF ADMISSIONS TO LAGUNA HONDA BOSPITAL*
JANUARY 2007 ~DECEMBER.2007

% % % %' % % % % % %' % '%
Source of
Admission Jan SFGH Feb SFGH Mar SFGH Apr SFGH Mav SFGH Jun SFGH Jul SFGH Aug SFGH Sep SFGH Oct SFGH Nov SFGH Dec SFGH Total %

r

Board and Care 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 ,1 13 3%

Cal Pac Acute 1 3 5 2 4 1 3 5 5 1 30 6%

Cal Pac SNF 1 1 2 0%
Chinese Hospilal
Acuta' ' ' 4 1 1 1 ' 1, 2 2 12 3%
Chinese Hospital
SNF a 0%

Home 1 1 4 5 2 4 3 4 3 3 30 6%

Home 'Health 0 0%

Kaiser Acute 1 ' 1 1 1 4 1%

Kaiser SNF 1

MI. Zion Acute a 0%

Other 2 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 2 16 3%

R.K. Davies Acute 1 1 2 0%

R.K. Davies SNF 0 0%

SFGH Acute 22 63% 28 54% 25 ,56%' 20 63% 17 43% 26 '57% 27 61'/. 19 53% 22 63% 30 71% 22 51% 16 80% " 274 58%

SFGHSNF a 0% a 0% 0, 0% a 0% a 0% a 0% 0 0% a 0% 0 0% a . 0% a 0% a 0% a 0%

SI. Francis Acule 3 4 3, 3 1 5 '3 2 1 4 1 3'0 6%"

SI. Francis SNF" a 0%

, SI. Luke's Acule 2 5 2 1 1 2 1 14 3%

SI. Luke's SNF. 0 0'/,

SI. Marv's Acute 3 1 3 2 1 10 2,%

SI. Mary's SNF " 2 2 0%

Selon Acule a 0%

Seton SNF a 0%

UC Med Acute " 1 6 1 1 2 3 5 4 1 1 1 1 27 6%

UC Mad SNF a 0%

VA Hospital Acute 1 2 3 1%

VA Hospllal SNF. a 0%

TOTAL 35 63% 52 64%- 45 56% 32 63% 40 43% 46 67% 44 61% 36 63% ,35 63% 42 71% 43 61% 20 80% ' 469 100%

, ,

*Excluding internal transfers
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SOURCES OF NEW SNF ADMISSIONS TO LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL*
JANUAIty 2006 - DECEl'vIBER 2006

% % 'Yo % % % % % - % % %. % %

Source of
SepAdmission Jan SFGH Peb SFGH Mar SFGH Apr SFGH Mav SFGH Jun SFGH Jul SFGH Aua SFGH SFGH . Oct . SFGH Nov SFGH Dec SFGH Total %

Board and Care 2 .3 1 2· 2 2 1 13 3%

Cal Pac Acute 8 4 3 3 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 31 6%

Cal Pac SNF 2 1 1 2 2 .8 2%
Chinese Hospital
Acute 1 1 1 1 1 5 1%
Chinese Hospital
SNF 0 0%

Home 6 5 9 2 6 7 1 2 2 5 4 49 10%

Home Health 0 0%

Kaiser Acute 2 1 1 2 1 7 1%

Mt Zion· Acute 1 1 2 0%

Other
.,

2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 12 2%

Out of Countv·~ 0 0%"

R.K. Davies Acute , _0 0%

R.K. Davies $NF 0 0%

SFGH Acute 23 43% 31 58% 33 52% 27 64% 25 57% 24 53% 19 54% 29 69% 21 - 62% 15 52% 24 71% 23· 59% 294 57%

SFGH SNF 1 2% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 6% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 3 8% 8 2%

SI. Francis Acute 3 2 2 2 2 4 2 3 2 1 23 4%

St Francis SNF 1 1 2 0%

SI. luke's Acute 1 1 2 1- 1 1 1 2 10 2%

St Luke's SNF 1 1 1 3 1%

SI. Merv's Acute 2 .. 2- 1 2 4 1 1 13 3%

St Marv's SNF 1 1 0%

Selon Acute - 1 1 2 0%

Seton SNF 1 1 0%

UC Med Acute 6 3 3 3 2 3 1 2 1 24 5%

UC Med SNF 0 0%

VA-Hospital Acute 1 1 1 1 4 1%

VA Hosoltal SNF 1 1 0%,
TOTAL 5.3 45% 53 58% 63 - 54% 42 64% 44 57% 45 53% 35 60% 42 69% 34 62% 29 55% 34 71% 39 67% -513 100%

*Excluding internal transfers
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SOURCES OF NEW SNF ADMlSSIONS TO LAGUNA.HONDA HOSPITAL*

JANUARy 2005 - DECEMBER 2005

-.~ % % % % % % % % % % % % %

,
Source of Admission Jim SFGH Feb SFGH Mar SFGH Apr SFGH Mav SFGH Jun SFGH Jul SFGH AUQ S'FGH Sep SFGH Oct SFGH Nov SFGH Dec SFGH Total %

Board .and Care 1 1 1
2 .5 1%

Cal Pac Acute 1 1 1 4 2 7 2 6 24 4%

Cal Pac SNF
1 1. 1 3 1%

Chlnesl> Hospital Acuie 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 10 2%

Chinese Hospllal SNF

0 ·0%

Home '3 3 5 8 5 7 7 5 5 4 7 6 65 11%

\

Home Heallh

0 0%

Kaiser Acute
1 1 2 0%

. Mt. Zion Acute.

1 1

---.!

Other 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 2· 2 .14 2%

Out of Countv" .
1 3 3 1

8 10/.

R.K. Davies Acute

0 0%

R.K. Davies SNF

0 0%

SFGH Acute 38 79% 34 68% 38 68% 27 60% 26 57% 33 60% 24 55% 29 63% 31 62% 27 60% 26 54% 22 47% 355 61%

.

SFGH SNF 2 4% 1 2% 2 4% 0% 1 2% 2 4% 2 5'/0 .. 0% 0% 0% 1 .2% 11 2%

SI. Francis Acute 2 1 .4 1 4 4 2 3 1 4 3 29 5%

,

St. Francis SNF 1 1
2 0%

St. luke's Acute 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 8 1%

St. Luke's SNF 1
1 2 0%

St. Mary'S Acute 1 1 1 .2
5 1%

.St. Mary's SNF
1

1 0%

Seton Acute 1
1- 2 0%

Seton SNF 1
. 1 0%

UC Med Acute 2 3 2 1 5 2 2 2 3 2 4 28 5%

UC Med SNF

0 0%

VA Hospital Acute 2 1 1
4 1%

VA Hospllal SNF

0 0%

TOTAL 48 83% 50 70% 56 71% 45 60% 46 .59% 55 64% 44 59% 46 63% 50 62% 4.5 60% 48 56% 47 47% _ 580 100%

*Excluding internal transfers
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SOURCES OF NEW SNF ADMISSIONS TO LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL*
JANUARY 2004 - DECEMBER 2004

Source of Admission Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul AUCl Sep Oct Nov Dec Total %

Board and Care 1 1 1 3 0%

Cal Pac Acute 4 2 3 3
.'

1 2 2 1 2 20 3%

Cal Pac SNF 1 1 0%

Chinese Hospital Acute 1 1 1 2 1 6 1%

Chinese Hospital SNF 0 .0%

Home 4 7 3 7 8 1 2 6 6 2 5 3 54 9%

Home Health 0 0%

Kaiser Acute 1 1 2 1 5 1%

Other 1 2 1 5 3 3 1 16 3%

Out of County" 1 1 0%

R.K. Dayles Acute .. 0 0%

R.K. Davies SNF
!

0 0%

SFGH Acute . 40 36 64 37 24 35 33 34 31 41 39 42 456" 73%

"SFGH SNF 1 1 2 0%

SI. Francis Acute 1 5 1 1 2 2 1 13 2%

SI. Francis SNF 1 1 2 0%

SI. Luke's Acute 1 1 2 1 2 7 1%

SI. Luke's SNF . 1 . 1 .. 2 0%

SI. Mary's Acute 1 3 1 3 5 1 1 2 17 3%

St.-Mary's SNF 0 0%.

Seton Acute 1 1 1 3 0%

Seton SNF 0 0%

UC Med Acute 5 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 15 2%

UC Med SNF . 0 0%

VA Hospital Acute 2 2 0%

VA Hospital SNF . 0 0%

TOTAL 47 56 72 52 41 57 52 51 46 53 46 52 625 100%

* Excluding internal transfers
** Out~of-county count begins in October 2004
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SOURCES OF NEW SNF ADMISSIONS TO LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL*
JANUARY 2003 - DECEMBER 2003

-
Source of Admission ·Jan Feb Mar . Apr Mav Jun Jul Aug Sap Oct Nov Dec Total %

Board and Care 3 2 1 2 2 1 11 2%

Cal Pac Acute . 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 1 3 . 3 21 4%

Cal Pac SNF 5 3 1 3' 2 2 1 17 3%

Chinese Hospital Acute. 1 3 2 6 1%

Chinese Hospital SNF 1 1 0%
, '

Home 4 6 6 9 5 10 1 5 5 6 1 5 63 11.%
..-

Home Health 1 1 0%

Kaiser Ac'ute 1 1 1 1 4 1%

Other 1 { 2 3 4 4 1 3 1. 2 ' 21 4%

R.K. Davies Acute
. , ..

0 0%

R.K. Davies SNF 0 0%

SFGH Acute 27 19 29 .20 32 20 20 23 24 23 24 29 290 52%

SFGH SNF 3 2 4 2 1 1 13 2%

SI. Francis Acute 1 1 1 3 4 2 1 2 15 3%

S1. Francis SNF 2 2 2 2 '3 3 1 2 . 17 3%

SI. Luke's Acute " 1 1 2' 2 1 1 1 1 3 13 2%

SI. Luke's SNF 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 9 2%

SI. Marv's Acute
' .

3%4 4 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 19

SI. Marv's SNF 1 1 2 0%

Seton Acute 1 2 1 1 . 5 1% '

Seton SNF 1 1 0%
..

UC Med Acute 1 1 1 1 3 5 '2 2 3 3 4 2 28 5%

UC Med'SNF
..

0%' , 0

VA Hospital Acute 1 1 0%

VA Hospital SNF 1 1 2 0%

TOTAL 46 47 60 47 54 46 42 47, 34 48 43 46 560 100%

* Excludirig admissions from Unit M7
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Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution of Residents by Race as of 6/30/2011
. (n-= 748) . .

Non-Hispanic I White,
37%

African American I .
Black,25%

Hispanic, 13%

Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution of Residents by Race as of 6/30/2010
(n =763)

Non-Hispanic I White,
35%

African American /
Black,26%
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Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution of Residents by Race as of 6/30/2009
(n =756)

Non-Hispanic 1White,
37%

Hispanic, 14'*!·

Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution of Residents by Race as of6/30/2008
(n =888)

Non-Hispanic.! White,
37%

Hispanic, 12% .

African American I
Black,24% .
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Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution.of Residents by Race as of 6/30/20Q7
(n = 1013)

Non-Hispanic.! White,
37%

African American 1
Black,25%

Hispanic, 12%

Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution of Residents by Race as of 6/30/2006
o • (n =1038) . .

Non-Hispanic 1White,
40%

African American 1
Black,23%

Hispanic, 12%
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.laguna Ho·nda Hospital Distribution-of Residents by Race as of 6/30/2005
. (n = t066)

Non-Hispanic! White,
39%

African American!
Black,25%

. Hispanic, 12%

Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution ofResidents by Ra~e as of 6/30/2004
- (n = 1073) .

Non-Hispanic! White,
40% ..

African American /
Black,25%

Hispanic, 12%
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Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution of Residents by Race as of 6/30/2003·
(n = 1085)

Non-Hispanic / White,
40%

African American /
Black,25%

. Hispanic~ 11 %

Laguna Honda Hospital Distribution of Residents by Race as of 6/30/2002
(n =1084)

Non-Hispanic / White,
41%

African American /
Black,24%

Hispanic, 11 %
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lliguna Honda Hospitai Distribution of Residents by Race as of 5/30/2001
(n = 1088)

Non-Hispanic / White,
41%

African American 1
Black,25%

~ispanic, 11 %

ATTACHMENT B-6



100%

90%

80%

III 70%....
,I::
Q/

"'0.- 60%III
Q/

~a:....
0 50%
Q/
b.O
ItJ....

40%I::
Q/
u...
Q/
Q. 30%

20%

10%

0%

Lag una Hon da H0 sp ita I
Gender Distribution of Res idents·

iOOl - First 6 Months of 2011

53% 54% 53% 54"10 52%
51% 51% 51% 5;::0 52%

53% 54%...... ..~ ,0 50% 50% 49% 50% 50% 4~0 4gy. 50% 50% 51% ...
~ .. ",.-

~ --- - --- --- - - 51010 51% 51% -- -. -. ..- 49% 49% ·50% 50% 50°io 50% 50% 50% 49% 49%
-,... ...
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48% 47% 48% 47% 46%

.'
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" ~ ~ ~. ~ ~ ~ ~ .~~.~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~\ ~ ~\ ~. ~.~ ~ ~' ~ ~' ~ ~' ~ ~~ ~\ ~~ ~\
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Lagun.a Honda Hospital
Age Distributi.on of Residents
2001 - Firsf6 months of 2011

30.0%

>...
0
till

25.0%~
Ill.
U
Ql
till

.C:( 20.0%
c

¥l ,.
c·
Ql 15.0%'t:l

III
Ql
c::...
0 10.0%....
c
Ql
u...
Ql
0- 5.0%

0:0%
~u ~lJ-ij~ '1lJ-'1~

• Calendar 2001 11'/•. '3.8% '0.6% . 14.6%

• Calendar 2002 13% . 3.6% 9.7% 14.8%

• Calendar 2003 0.6% '3.7% 8.9% 16.3%

• Calendar 2004 12% 4.4% .12.2% 18.1'/.

• Calendar 2005 14% 3.6% .10.4% '9.0%

• Calendar 2006 14% 2.6% 9.5% 11.2%

II Calendar 2007 14% 2.4% 8.9% 17.9%

• Calendar 2008 15% ·3.0% 8.5% 18.0%

• Calendar 2009 15% 2.1'/. 6.9% 18.4%

• Calendar 2010 0.9% 2.2% 8.5% 17.8%

• First 6 months of 2011 0.8% 2.5% .8.3% 16.7%

16.3% '9.4% 22.4% 10.9"10

16.7% '9.6%. 22.1'10. 112%

18.1'/. 1M% 22.2% 10.1'10
17.5% 17.0% 11:9% 8.7%

18.2% 17.8% 20.9% 8.7%

11.0% 17.8%. 20.3% 9.0%

20.2% 17.4% 215% 9.0%

'9.1'/. 13,8% 20.2% 9.3%
216% 11.1'/. 20:2% 9.3%

22.2% 11.0% 11.2% 9.1'/.

24.9% 1W% 18.6% 8.6%

0.8%

10%

0.8%
0.9%

0.0%.
11'10

13%

15%
0.9%

11'10

0.7%
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DEPARTMENT OF ELECtroNS
City and County of San Francis<>o

sfelections.org

John Arntz
Director

~oyll

7-t; ":2-olJ
Y·'.\7pm·

,.

Memorandum

To: Honorable EdwUl M. Lee, Mayor

Honorable Members, Board ofs~ervisOrs

From: John Arntz, Director ofElection .

Date: July 25, 2011 .

RE: Notice of Ballot Simplification Committee Meetings for the November 8, 2011,
Municipal Election

Beginning Monday, August I, the Ballot Simplification Committee will conduct public
meetings to prepare animpal1ial summary ofeach local ballot measure for publication in San
Francisco's. Voter Information PaI)1phlet· for the upcoming November 8, 2011, Municipal
Election. The Committee must complete its digests no later than 85 days before the election,
which is Monday, August 15.

Meeting agendas and other materials will be posted on the Department ofElections website,
WW1V. sfelecliol1s. orglbsc, and in our office in City Hall, Room 48. Agendas will be posted at
least 72 hours prior to the meeting, as mandated by the Sunshine Ordinance. Other meeting
materials will be made available as early as possible. Please check often for mlY updates.

Ahout the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Ballot Simplification Committee works in public meetings to prepare ar·fair mld impmiial·
sum1muy of each local ballot measure in simple language. These summaries, or "digests," are
printed in San Francisco's Voter Infonnation Pamphlet, which is mailed to every registered
voter before the election.

Each pjgest must explain the primary purposes and points ofthe measure; but is not required
to include aUxiliary or subsidim-y infonnation. Each digest must include the following four
sections:. ' .

• The Way It Is Now

• The Proposal

• A "Yes" Vote Means

• A "No" Vote Means

Voice (415) 554-4375
Fax (415) 554-7344

1 Dr. CllrltonB. Goodlett Plllce, Room 48
San Francisco, CA 94102-4634

Vote-by-Mllil Fax (415) 554-4372
1TY (415) 554-4386



In general, each digest is limited to 300 words. Digests may exceed the 300-wOl'd limit if the
Committee' determines that the complexity or scope ofthe proposed measure requires a longer
digest. In addition, digests must be written as close as possible to the eighth-grade reading
~~ .

The Ballot Simplification Committee also assists the Depmtment of Elections' in preparing
other infOlmationalmaterial for the Voter InfOlmationPamphlet, such as a glossary of the
terms that appear in the pamphlet.

For more information about the Ballot Simplification Committee, please vislt
www.stelecfions.orglbsc or the Depm1ment ofElettions office in City Hall, Room 48.
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John Arntz (\ J.~
Director ~ .-~

A~

To:

From: John ArntZ, Director ofElec ~
--.....u,_.\

Date: July 29, 2011

RE: Disclaimer Requirements for Local Ball t Measures:
Endorse, Oppose or Take No Position on a Measure
(Municipal Elections Code (MEC) Section500(c)(8))

DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS
City and County of San Francisco

sfelections.org

The Department of Elections must print a disclaime~ in the Voter InIorrDation Pamphlet before
any proponent, opponent or rebuttal argument that has been authorized by motion by the Board of
Supervisors and submitted by the Board of Supervisors or by one or more Members of the Board
for or against any measure (Municipal Elections Code Section 500 (c) (8)). The disclaimer
indicates which Supervisors endorse the measure, oppose the measure, or taken.o position on the

.-'\
measure.

"

Each Supervisor must notify the Department ofElections in writing ofhis6r her position on each
measure for which the "Board or a'Member or- Members authorized by motion will submit a

'proponent, opponent or rebuttal argument. For the November 8, 2011, election, the notification'
deadline is 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, August 18. Please understand that, if a Supemor has not
submitted his or her positions by this deadline, the Department of E,lections will be requir~d

to print that the Supervisor takes no position on each measure. The Department has. no
discretion in this matter.

Once the motion authorizing submissions of arguments has been adopted, we,will send a fOTIn that
maybe used to indicate that the Supervisor wishes to endorse, oppose or take no position on each
measure for which, a;r~ent subinissions have been authorized: The form. will be provided for
convenience; written positions on the proposed measures may be submitted in another format.

. lfyouhaveany-questions, please contact Barbara Carr at 415-554-6105.- . ~ .'

Voice (415) 5544375
. Fax (415) 554-7344

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 48
S~ Francisco, CA 94102-4634

Vote-by-MailFax (415) 554-4372 ~

. TIT (415) 55443@J
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T-MOBILE WEST CORPORATIONaCf~
Delaware Corporation
1855 Gateway Boulevard, 9th Floor·
Concord, CA 94520
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RE: T-Mobile West Corporation as successor in interest to Omnipoint Communicatio~s,IJf.
d/b/a T-Mobile· (U..,3056-C). .
Notification Letter for T-Mobile Site No. SF23248F:

July 19, 2011

Anna Hom
.Comumer Protection and Safety Division
California Public Utilities Commission
505 VanNess Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

This letter provides the Commission with notice pursuant to the provisions ofGeneral Order No. 159A of
the Public Utilities Commission ofthe State of California (CPUC) that with regard to the project
described in Attachment A:

[8] (a)T-Mobile has obtained all requisite land use approvalforthe project described in Attachment A.

D (b) No land use approval is required because

A copy of this notification letter is being sent to the local government agency identified below for its
information. Should the Commission or the local government agency have any questions regarding this
project, or if anyone disagrees with the informa;tion contained herein, please contact Rana Christie,
Manager 3 for T-Mobile, at (925) 521..,5886, or ~ontact Ms. Anna Hom of the CPUC Consumer
Protection and Safety Division at 415-703-2699.

Sincerely,

Rana Christie
Manager 3
T-MOBILE WEST CORPORATION a Delaware corporation

Enclosed: Attachment A

CC:
City and County of San Francisco, City Administrator, 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place" San Francisco,
CA 94102
City and County of San Francisco, Planning Director, 1650 Mission St., Suite 400, San Francisco, CA
94103
City and County of San Francisco, Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisor, 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102
City and County of San Francisco, Dept. ofPublic Works, Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping,875
Stevenson St., Room 460, San Francisco, cA 94103



T-Mobile West Corporation as successor in interest to Omnipoint Communications, Inc. d/b/a T
Mobile (U-3056-C)~ Notification Letter for T-Mobile Site No. SF23248F:
July 19, 2011 .
Page 2of2

ATTACHMENT A

1. Project Location

Site identificatiOIi Number:

Site Name:

Site Address:

County:

Assessor's .Parcel Number:

Latitude: .

Longitude:

2. Project Description

Number ofAntennas to be installed:
" ,

Tower Design:

Tower Appearance:

Tower Height:

Size of Building:

SF23248F

Pole Cap 3000 Moraga

3000 Moraga ~treet, San Francisco, CA 94122

San Francisco

In front of 1907-001

37° 45' 19.32" (NAD 83)

1220 29'"42.15" (NAD 83)

Three (3)

PG&E Pole top"

Antennas mounted on wood pole

50'-11"

NA

3. Business Addresses of allGovernmental Agencies

City and C01mtyof San Francisco, City Administrator, 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place" San
Francisco, CA 94i 02
City and CountY of San Francisco, Planning Director, 1650 Mission St., Suite 400, San Francisco, CA
94103
City and County of San Francisco, Clerk of the Board of Supervisor, 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place,
San Francisco, CA 94102 _
CitY and County of San Francisco, Dept. ofPublic Works, Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping, 875
-Stevenson St., Room 460, San Francisco, CA 94103

4. Land Use Approvals

Date Zoning Approval Issued:" July 15,2011
,

Land Use Permit #: Dept. ofPublic Works Permit #~OWR-0199

IfLand use Approval was not required: NA



ATTORNEY MEMO

Document is available
at the Clerk's Office
Room 244, City Hall

To:

From:
Subject:

Date:

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Eric Mar
Supervisor Mark Farrell
Supervisor David Chiu
Supervisor Cannen Chu
SuperVisor Ross Mirkarimi
Supervisor Jane Kim '
Supervisor Sean Elsbemd
Supervisor ScottWiener
Supervisor David Campos
Supervisor Malia Cohen
Supervisor John Avalos
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Via hand-delivery and email: bodrdoCsupenJisors@s,fgov.org

Brigit Barnes, Yuba County Group Against Gar
Response to Frequently Asked Questions about
Agreement "
July 26, 201 I

This office r~presents Yuba Group Against Garbage. or '·YuGAG"., YuGAG's mission is
to protect the environment and agricultural interests of Yuba County by preventing the
Ostrom Road Landfill (';the Landfill;) from turning into a MegaDUI!1p for the benefit and
profit of Recology.

Below, in black font, are questi'ons taken from the San Francisco Department of the '
Environment's (the·"Department") Frequently Asked Questi,ons "FAQs", w1:lich can be
found at: sfenvironment.org under "Quick Links". The list ofFAQs is nothing more
than a publicity piece handed directly to the Department by Recology and accepted
uncritically by the Department. The relationship between the Department and Recology
is obviously suspect given that the Department receives at least, $7,500,000.00 a year
from Recology. All the FAQ answers are conclusory statements' without any

,foundational support or evidence attached and gloss over certain underlying facts in such
a way to be misrepresentations. Below is YuGAG's response to some of the more blatant
whoppers on the Department's FAQs. Unlike the Department, all ofYuGAG1s responses
are supported by evidence and documents. The Department should be required to do the'
same.

Enviroiunental Impacts

Question: Is the bottom o/Ostrom R~adLandfill only afew feetfrom the water table in
an area that receives a lot morerathfall than Altamont Pass?

BRIGIT S. BARNES & ASSOCIATES, INC. '
A Professional Law Corporation
www.landlawbybarnes.com '.

~l-

3262 Penryn Road, Suite 200
Loomis, CA 95650

Telephone: (916) 660-9555
Facsimile: (916)660-9554
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From: Martinsen, Janet
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2011 3:35 PM
To: Avalos, John; Campos, DaviE!; Chiu, David; Chu, Carmen; Cohen, Malia;Elsbernd, Sean; Farrell, Mark;
Kim, Jane; Mar, EricL; Mirkarimi, Ross; Wiener, Scott; Chin, LinShao; Hilger, Les; Kelly, Margaux; Stefani,
catherine; True, Judson; Um, Vidor; Rauschuber, Catherine; Tang, Katy; Blackstone, Cammy; Galbreath,
Rick; Brown, Vallie; Selna, Robert; Mormino, Matthias; Mogi, Viva; Veneracion,_April; Scanlon, Olivia;
Volberding, Alexander; Gillett, Gillian; Taylor, Adam; Chung Hagen, Sheila; Ronen, Hillary; Lau, Jon
(Jon.Lau@sfgov.org); Hamilton, Megan; Hsieh, Frances; Redondiez, Raquel; Sh1ooke, Joseph
Cc: Young, Victor; Caldeira, Rick; Bose, Sonali; Updike, John; Johnson, Debra
Subject: Real Estate Division and SFMTA Memo to the BOS re: Use of Space

Supervisors and Legislative Aides:

Please find attached a memorandum in response to Resolution No. 247-11 adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on June 7, 2011. The resolution approves the execution of a lease at 1455 Market Street for
the SFMTA's Transit Manageme.ntCenter, and requests that the Real Estate Division and the SFMTA
"provide a report to the Budget and Finance Committee within 3 months, addressing the plan for the use
of space which will no longer be needed by the SFMTA for real-time command and control functions and
the possibility of releasing the space for use by city departments.'"

A hard copybf the memo will also be delivered to the Clerk'soffic~for their records.

Sincereley,

Janet L. Martinsen
Local Government Affairs Liaison
SFMTA IMunicipal Transportation Agency
1 So. Van Ness, 7th Floor
janet.martinsen@sfmta.com
415~701-4693w; 415-701-4737f
www.sfmta.com

,Itt!
80S Memo - Response to BOS Resolution No.247-11 (TMC);pdf

"'=1I~
TMC Resolution -1455 Market St - signed 6-13~11.pdf
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MEMORANDUM

July 19, 2011DATE: Ylte., \ ~ O~3g>
Honorable Members of the n Francisco Board of Supervisors ISOS,-( I

~ Q..LPI·
Debra A. Johnson Co {3
Acting Executive Dir 0 g-rt:0~

. cAJCLVtL
SUBJECT: Response to San Fra cisco Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 247-11 0~

FROM:

TO:

This memorandum is in response to Resolution No. 247-11' dated June 7, 2011
approved by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and related to the execution of
a lease at 1455 Market Street for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency's (SFMTA) Transit Management Center (TMC). The Resolution requests,
"that Real Estate Division and the SFMTA shall provide a report to the Budget and
Finance Committee, within 3 months, addressing the plan for the use of space which
will no longer be needed by the SFMTA for real-time command and control functions
and the possibility releasing the space for use by city departments."

The table below summarizes the space that will be vacated and released by the
SFMTA when the TMC opens in mid-2012-2013.

Function moving to Current Address Size Use of Space Commentsl Est. SaVings
TMC (sq. ft.) . once TMC is

,
available

Line Management One S. Van Ness, 3,000 SFMTA Space being evaluated for use by
Center 8th floor Proof of Payment Function

(currently housed at Metro East)
and Schedules (currently at 949
Presidio).

SFGo, Traffic 25 Van Ness, #210 3,824 Other Real Estate Department will rent to
Management Center CCSF Depts. other CCSF department(s).

SFMTA saves $86,269 per year.
Assuming replacement tenant is
identified (search underway)
revenue to Building Operations will
be unaffected.

Security Monitoring One S. Van Ness, 2,500 SFMTA Vacated spaced to be used by
Center 8th floor Muni Transit Assistance Program

(MTAP) (currently housed at Metro
East) and vacated space at Metro
East will be occupied by the Signal
Shop (currently housed at 700
Pennsylvania) and vacated space
at 700 Pennsylvania will be
occupied by Training (currently
housed in four locations).

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Seventh FI. San Francisco, CA 941031 Tel: 415.701.4500 I Fax: 415.701.4430 I WW'N.sfmta.com



Memo to the Board of Supervisors
1455 Market St. Lease
Page2.of 2
JUly 19,2011

Parking Control Officer 505 7th St. 9,680 Caltrans The 571 10th St. lease is month-
Dispatching to- month with Caltrans. The

SFMTA will terminate the lease
and move the Scofflaw
Dispatching Office into 505 t h St.,
after the Parking Control Officer
street dispatching is moved to the
"(MC. The SFMTA saves $19,800
per year.

Muni Operation 131 Lenox Way 7,500 SFMTA Digital Shop maintenance
Central Control personnel will stay at Central

Control. All vital subway train
control systems reside in this
facility, the facility is retained as a
vital backup central controi center
for best practice redundancy,
safety and security.

Power Control Center 2502 Alameda Sf. 48,000 SFMTA Traction power maintenance and
repair shop personnel will remain
at the facility. All vital traction
power and control systems reside
in this facility. The facility is
retained as a vital backup traction
power control center for best
practice redundancy, safety and
security.

Additionally, between fiscal years. 2005-2006 and 2011:·2012, the SFMTA
consolidated its administrative offices into six floors at One South Van Ness Avenue
and terminated leases and, MOUs in several locations resulting in net savings of $2.9
million annually in lease payments.

SFMTA Space Needs
The SFMTA has significant needs to expand and upgrade its real estate and
facilities in order to sustain operations and meet the growth in demand for
transportation services in tile coming decades. Given the wide range of functions
under the SFMTA's jurisdiction, the Agency must address the current and future
needs of these various areas including transit, enforcement, traffic' signals, towed
cars, maintenance shops, operational centers and administrative offices. A
preliminary estimate of future land needs is about 31 acres of additional property will'
be required to accommodate the anticipated growth for fleet, faCilities and other
transportation infrastructure. The Agency is in the process of issuing a Request for
Proposals for The SFMTA's Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21 st Century to
fully identify the required land and buildings to support the future transportation
system effectively, as well as analyze viable re-purposing options of existing SFMTA
real estate. This report will be shared with the public once finalized in approximately
spring 2013.



FILE NO. 110538

Amendment of the whole
in committee. 5/26/11

RESOLUTION NO. ~L.f 1-1 I
1 [Lease of Real Property - MTA's Transit Management Center -01455 Market Street] 0

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
0

14

Resolution authorizing the lease of 39,573 sq. ft., propertyiocated at 1455 Market

Street, for ten years plus options to extend for the San Francisco Municipal

Transportation Agency's Transit Management Center.

.
WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency's (SFMTA) real-

time command and control functions currently reside in various locations dispersed around
( 0

the City in facilities, which are undersized with outdated systems, including at the Muni

tra~sit OperatiqnsControl Center (OCC) at 131 Lenox WayI the satellite Line. Management
o th

Center at 1 South Van Ness Avenue on the 8 Floor, Muni'sPowerControl Center at 1401

Bryant St., the $ustainable Streets' Traffic Management Center, SFgo, at 25 Van Ness
~ . . '.

Avenue, and the Security Division, wnich currently dispatches Parking CoOntrol Officers and
th

towing at 505 7 Street; and

15 WHEREAS, The SFMTA seeks to consolidate its real-time command and control

16 functions into a single, secure facility, adequately sized, with fully integrated and up-to-date

17 systems; and

18 WHEREAS, In September 2008, the SFMTA completed an Operational Concept

19 Document to establish key goals and recommendations for a new Transportation

20 Management Center (TMC). Key findings from the 2008 study included co-locating

21 command-and-control functions, development of both a primary and a secondary TMC; and

22 conducting a Site Assessment Survey for a new TMC ; and

23 WHEREAS, In March 2009, the SFMTA, though Jacobs Engineering, completed such

24 a Site Assessment Study, to evaluate and rank potential sites for a new TMC; the Study

25

Real Estate Division
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 1
5/31/11



. .

. "

1 evaluated nine (9) sites against twelve (12) criteria, and 1455 Market Street was ranked as

2 the best site; and

3 WHEREAS, In May 2010 an allocation of $11,155,000 from Proposition K funds was

4 authorized to fund the TMC at 1455 Market Street; and

5 WHEREAS, On April 5, 2011, t~e SFMTA's Board of Directors approved the terms of

6 the proposed lease and directed the Executive Director/CEO to recommend to the Board of

7 Supervisors and the Mayor enactment of a resolution approving and authorizing such lease;

8 now, therefore, be it

9 RESOLVED, That the Executive Director/CEO of the SFMTA and Director of Real

,10 Estate is hereby authorized to take all actions, each on behalf of the City and County of San

11 Francisco, as tenant, to execute a lease and other related documents with Hudson 1455

12 Market, LLC, ("Landlord"), in the building commonly known as 1455 Market Street, San

13 Francisco, California, for the Premises which comprise an area of approximately 39,573
.,

14 square feet on the terms and conditions contained in the Lease (a copy of which ison file

15 with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 10655) and as contained herein; and,

16 be it

17 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Lease shall be fora term of ten (10) years

18 (commencing upon Substantial Completion of the Tenant Improvem~nts expected to.beon

19· or about June 1, 2012) with two (2) further options to extend the term of the lease by ten

20 (10) years each. The Lease shall be at a base rent of $1,198,469.00 per year ($30.29 per

21 sq ft) and shall be fully serviced except for separately submetered electricity, chilled water
;

!.

22 charges for Computer Room Air Conditioning (CRAC) Units, CRAC equipment

23 maintenance, and interior janitorial. The additional cost for such other charges is estimated

24 to be $233,487.00 per year for a total rent and estimated operating expenses of
-

25 $1,431,976.00 per year ($36.19 per sq ft per year). The base rent shall increase annually

Real Estate Division
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 2
05131/11



1 by 3% on each July 1, beginning in 2013. The City shall pay other"typicaltenant costs

2 including its pro rata share of increases in operaUng expenses over the base year. The City
, ,

3 shall also pay the cost of tenant improvements above the Landlord provided allowance of

. 4 $1,729,669.00 (which is estimat~d to be $9,488,316.67). The proposed lease shall include

. 5 two (2) months oUree rent to facilitate SFMTA's transition to the new facility. This lease

6 shall include two (2) further options to extend the term for ten (10) yearseach on all of the

7 same terms and conditions except that the base rent shall be increased by five (5) percent

8 over the previous year's base rent; and, be it ....

9 FURTHER RESOLVED, That at the request of the Executive DirectorICEO of the

10 SFMT.A., the Board of Supervisors authorizes the Director ofRealEstate to exercise the

11 . options to extend the term if the Director of Real Estate determines that the renewal Base

12 Rents as calculated in the lea~e are less th~n 95% of the then fair market rent and, in

13 consultation '....ith the City Attorney, that suoh extended term is in the bestinterest of the City

14 and oonsistent '.vith the terms ~nd oonditions of the lease renewal PFO~li.sions; and, be it

15

16

FURTHERRESOLVED, Thafthe Lease shall include the lease ciause indemnifying
. ,

and holding harmless the Landlord, from and agreeing to defend the Landlord against any

17 and all claims, costs and expenses, inclUding, without limitation, reasonable attorney's fees,

18 incurred as,a result of City's use of the premises, any default by the City in the performance .

19 of any of its obligations under the lease or any acts oromissions of City or its agents, in, on

20 or about the premises. or the property on which' the premises are located, excluding those

21 claims, costs and expenses incurred as a result of the negligence or willful misconduct of

22 Landlord or its agents; and, be it
: , ..

23 FURTHER RESOLVED, That all actions heretofore taken by the officers of the City

24 with respect to such lease are hereby approved, confirmed and ratified; and, be it

25

,
.'

Real Estate Division
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 3
05/.31/11



1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes the Directorof

2 Real Estate to enter into any amendments or ~odificationstqthe Lease (including without

3 limitation, the exhibits) that the Executive Director/CEO of the SFMTA and the Director of

4. Real Estate each determines, in consultation with the City Attorney, are in the best interest

5 of the City, do not increase the rent or otherwise materially increase the obligations or

6 liabilities of the City, are necessary or advisable to effectuate the purposes of the Lease or

7 this resolution,and are in compliance with all applicable laws, including City's Charter; and,

8 be it

9 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City shall occupy the entire Premises for the full

10 term of the lease unless funds for rental payments are not apprbpriatedin any subsequent

11 fiscal year. Said Lease shall be subject to certification as to funds by the Controller,

1.2 pursuanHo Section 3.105 oOhe Charter. Annually, SFMTA and City's Real Estate Division

13

14

Staff shall use reasonable efforts to give Landlord at least nine (9) months advance notice of

any such projected termination. In no event shall City give lessthan thirty (30) days

15 advance notice of any such actual termination. SFMTA staff and management shall, as part

16 of City's budgetary process, seek to obtain the necessary appropriation of funds from the

17 SFMTA Board of Directors and City's Board of Supervisors and certification of the

18 availability of funds from the Controller. If City terminates the Lease due to lack of

19 appropriated funds, then Cityshall not appropriate funds in the fiscal year that such

20 termination occurs, or the subsequent fiscal year, for the purpose of purchasing a building,

21 or renting new or additional space in any other privately-owned building, to operate any of

22 the .City programs that were located in the Premises in the fiscal year that the Lease

23 terminated: and. be it

24 FURTHER RESOLVED. That Real Estate Djvisionand the SFMTA shall provide a

25 report to the Budget and Finance Committee. within 3 months. addressing the plan for the

Real Estate Division
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 4
05/31/11



RECOMMENDED:
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

RECOMMI;NDED:

John _ e
Acting' Director
Real Estate Division

use of-space which will no longer be needed by the SFMTA. for real-time command arid
. , . .

control functions and the possibility releasing thsspace fOr use by City departments.

1

2

3

4

5

6-

7 "
- -

8

9

10

11'

16

12

13~~- W~- --
14 Ii" Nathan,i.1 ~" Ford Sr. ..

Executive Director/CEO
15' -

Pursuant to. SFMTA
Resoiution No. 11-044, Adopted: AprilS. 2011

17

·18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Real Estate Division
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City and County of San Francisco

. Tails

Resolution

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco;CA 941024689

File Number: 110538 Date Passed: June 07, 2011

Resolution authorizing the lease of 39,573 sq. ft. property located at 1455 Market Street, for ten years.
pius options to extend, for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency's Transit Management
Center.

May 26,2011 Budget and Finance Committee - AMENOED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE
WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE . . , .

May 26, 2011 Budget and Finance Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED

June 07, 2011 Board of Supervisors .. ADOI='TED

Ayes: 7 - Avalos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell and Wiener

Noes: 4 - Ca!TIpos, Kim, Mar and Mirkarimi

FileNo. 110538

City and County ofSan Francisco :fage 1

I hereby certify that the foregoing
Resolution was ADOPTED on 6/7/2011 by
the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco.

Angela Calvillo
Clerk ofthe Board

Printed at 4:41 pm on 618/11



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BaS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: File 110506: Music/Entertainment in Bars & Cafe's

Charlie Geis <charliegeis@mac.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org
08/03/2011 12:39 PM
Music/Entertainment in Bars & Cafe's

"No one did anything until someone did something."

I overheard this gem recently and it rings as true today as at any
time in history. The first drum beat probably was an, accident. Since
then music has evolved and is so much of our culture and existence.

I support ,young musicians and professionals who have found a way to
live their life to the fullest creating something from nothing and
sharing it with the masses,

Please support your local businesses and'musiciansby allowing Live
Music to enrich everyone's lives.

Pleasa Vota "YES" to allow Bars & Cafe's to host Live Musi6 events.

Thank you,

Charlie



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc'. .---"-'-
Bcc: / ----........ \
Subj tt: File 110506: Per its for performers bars and cafe

Drissana Devananda <burlesquegoddess@gmail.com>
undisclosed-recipients:;
08/01/2011 04:39 PM
Permits for performers bars and cafe

Dear Board of Supervisors and David Chiu
I think it is a good idea that performers can get permits to perform in bars and cafes.
There is not enough live venues in SF. We used to have fantastic live entertainment. It is time we
had it again!
Please vote'YES!
Thank you for your time and the work you do.
Sincerely,
Nancy Benjamin-voter



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: File 110506: Please support the approval of live mUsic at small cafes to support the arts,

artists, businesses, and SF alike..

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Roger W <roger1003@yahoo.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org
08/01/2011 04:31 PM .
Please support the approval of live music at small cafes to support the arts, artists, businesses,
and SF alike.

Dear Leaders,

Please support the approval of live music at small cafes to support the arts, artists, .businesses, and
SF alike.

Thank you,

Roger Weinman .
1136 Kearny #3
SF CA 94133



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:-
Subject: Fi-I~ 11650~: Live Music

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Dario Zucconi <vinnostro@sbcglobal.net> .
david;chiu@sfgov.org, Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/01/201104:32 PM
Live Ml,lsic

Dear Supervisor(s),

Weare in full support of the considered legislation for limited live music at small cafes & bars.
What once was the fabric of The City's most dynamic neighborhood (North Beach) has become non-existent.
Thank you for your consideration

Dario Zucconi
The Vin Club
515 Broadway
www.thevinclub.com
www.facebook.com/thevinclub Like Us on FB!

Text "Vin" to 95323 for Specials & Updates via VrnMobile FREE. Standard text rates may apply.



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

1~.~:~USIC P_omits for Musicians 10 Play at B.ars~d Cafes Ins~
; --- ---------
. ""'-......_-_.- .......

Leah Bradley <Ieah.bradley@gmail.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, david.chiu@sfgov.org
08/01/2011 05:23 PM
Music Permits for Musicians to Play at Bars and Cafes in SF

Hope you are well. I would like to let you know that I support
allowingpe,rrnits for musicians to play at"bars and cafes in and around
San Francisco.

Thank you.



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bee:
Subject: File 110506: Measure allowing small acoustic music permit availability

Samantha Cooper <scooper1976@hotmail.com>
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov:org>, <david.chiu@sfgov.org>
08/02/2011 08:45 AM
Measure allowing small acoustic music permit availability

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Please vote YE$to pass the measure allowing small acoustic music permit in bars and cafes. This will
bring in business to bars and cafes that are struggling with expensive rent and will also bring about more
community. Music brings people together, and the city needs to find more ways of implementing It
around the city. If there needs to be a time cap where, "All music ends byllplm", then so be it, but
please add more life to the city as so many great activities in SF are being diminished. Music is the one
thing that is severely lacking in comparison to other cities such as Austin, Texas or New Orleans, LA. We
have great cafes and. bars to host this music in a calm and safe manner for everyone to enjoy. Please
ppss this measure. .

Thank you!

--SallJantha Cooper



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Ailsa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: File 110506: Acoustic Music Bill

Scot Sier <scotsier@gmail.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/01/2011 07:45 PM
Acoustic Music Bill

Hello Board,

I read that you are voting on a bill tomorrow that allows bars and cafes to support live acoustic
music. I couldn't find it on your website, if this is true is there a link to the agenda. Please add my
support if so.

My Best,

Scot Sier
Buchanan Street Publishing
72 Tehama St
San Francisco, CA 94105
Ph: 415.497.8856
Email: scotsier@gmai1.com
http://www.scotsier.com



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BaS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

File 110506: Support Limited Live Performance Permits
---~......._------~----

From:
To:

Cc:

Date:
Subject:

"Mark Deadder 415-263-9785" <mdeadder@innotas.com>
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, <sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>, <eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>,
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, <Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <Robert.Selna@sfgov.org>,
<carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, <janet.c1yde@gmail.com>
<marshagarland@att.net>, <~yemcd@yahoo.com>, "Farid Tamjidi" <FT@garciatamjidLcom>,
"Janelle Caywood" <janelle.caywood@gmail.com>, "Mark Nicco" <mknicco@hotmail.com>
07/29/201112:17PM' .
Support Limited Live Performance Permits

Dear Mr. Supervisor,

I am one of your district 3constituents, and a v'ery active and visible member of the North Beach and
Telegraph Hill neighborhood. I recently became aware of the proposed limited live performance pennit
being proposed at city hall, and thought it was a brilliant idea. Often, city residents and tourist ask me
where they can find live music in the neighborhood, and I often have to tell them "I can't think of a;
anywhere", except maybe the Saloon, which forother reasons I may choose not to m'ention. I'm
writing you insupport of this permit because I think it is first of all an affordable alternative to what is
available today. Ithink the price point is reasonable and attainable, creating opportunity for even the
small, or humble, establishment to authenticate themselves and invite a new audiencetotheirvenue.
It creates opportunity for the many musicians in the area and beyond to have new stages for their ~olo,
duo, and trio performances. And, of course, it presents opportunity for a neighborhood with such
historic impact on local culture to retain (or revive) that identity.

Not 10ngago,You may recall, former Mayor Willie Brown,said in some self-absorbed blog of his that
"North Beach is dead". I don't know how he would know anything about North beach since all he ever
does is go to the North Beach Restaurant, but that's beside my point. That comment made me, ard
many others very mad, especially the proprietors. I think it was a reckless,unnecessary, and incorrect
comment. North Beachers have a lot of neighborhood pride as you know. Not supporting this Limited
Live Performance Permit program would be a slap in the face in my opinion. It would in a sense be a
deliberate effort to mute the bohemian voices on which'this community is based and for which it
remains proud.

lask that you stand up against organized groups who are not in support of this initiative and back it
enthusiastically.

Regards,

Mark Deadder

POS. I will not accept, and will immediately dismiss, any argument that this permit program would lead
to out of control night club chaos and shootings every weekend. Anyone who responds with that
argument shouldn't even b.e invited to the discussion.That'san unrelated issue and distraction tactic.



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BOSConstituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

File 110506: In Support of Limited Live Performance Permitn. .. _. ,." _

From:
To:
Cc:
Date:
Subject:

"U.R.M,P United Residents and Merchants of Polk" <unitedrmp@gmail.com>
david.chiu@sfgov.arg,. board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Robert.Selna@sfgov.org
07/28/201105:19 PM
In Support of Limited Live Performance Permit

Dear Board of Supervisors\

With this email United Resident~ and Merchants of Polk (URMP) Neighborhood Association is
expressing its strong support to upcoming Limited Live Performance legislation. Currently any
venue is prohibited from providing live performances -- singers, poets, piano players -- without a
$3,000 permit, a detailed security plan, and other requirements tailored for nightclubs. These are
not the reasonable requirements in San Francisco. At this times when many small businesses on
Polk corridor struggle to survive, and when the number of vacancies is growing keeping the
redundant restrictions does not make sense any longer.

At least two businesses on Polk street received Cease and Desist orders for having a guitar
player, or a live music once a week for one hour. Here is some examples/ Amelie bar on 1754
Polk street was forced to shut down its live music operation on Sunday. Crepe's house is having
poets meeting on Sunday eves; it is not reasonable to require them to obtain $3,000 permit. Our
neighborhood association is using amplified microphone at our meetings and we can not afford
to pay $3,000 for permit.

32 members ofU.R.M.P. and multiple other residents on Polk encourage you to adopt the
legislation 'as is' and not to place any additional conditions and terms.

Tony Galetta
Vice Chair Person
United Residents and Merchants of Polk



From:
To: "
Cc:
Date:
Subject:

David,

To: BOSConstituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Limited Live Performance Permit

Jennifer Farris <jenniferJarris@sbcglobal.net>
david.chiu@sfgov.org
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org, chris.schulman@sfgov.org
07/29/2011 04:25 PM
Limited Live Performance Permit

C::".Gt-. 1\ 0 SO lo
-----~-- -_._--

I've heard that the Limited Live Performance Permit legislation is going to come up again next week before tl
If there are any proposed changes which would affect the Polk Street corridor, we ask that this be referred bac
so that,neighborhood merchants can be heard on the subject. :rhe PolkDistrict Merchants Association is in s'
legislation', which we believe would benefit a number.ofthe small businesses in our corrIdor and contribute t<

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. Many thanks,

Jennifer Farris
Polk District Merchants Association
415.845.8814 @ cell



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:---.

BaS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

File 110506: Limited Live Performance Permi\s
-'------------...;".-.-----~,

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Hello David,

Melissa Rhodes <melissalynrhodes@gmail.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org
08/02/2011 09:31 AM
Limited Live Performa'nce Permits

I understand that you will be voting today regarding a "Limited Live Performance Permit".

Wiener[Police, Planning, and Business and Tax Regulations Codes - Limited Live
Performance Permits]11050611.Sponsors: Mirkarimi; Wiener, Mar and
CamposOrdinance amending the San Francisco Police Code Sections 2.26, 2.27, 1060,
1060.1,1060.1-1,106,0.7.1, 1060.9, 1060.19, 1060.20.4, 1060.24, 1060.35,2901,2909,
and 2916; adding to the San Francisco Police Code Sections 1060.2.1, 1060.3.1,
1060.5.1, 1060.38,.and 1060.38.1; amending the San Francisco Planning Code Sections
102.17, 703.2, 790.38,803.2,803.3, and 890.37; and amending the San Francisco
Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 8 to 1) create a LimitedLive Performance
Permitfor indoor locales whose primary function is not presentation oflive
performances, saidpermit to include noise and hours restrictions but not necessarily
security plan requirements,' 2) to specify application and license fees and hearing
requirements for said permit; and 3) makingfindings, including environmentalfindings"
Planning Code Section 302 findings, andfindingsofconsistency with the General Plan
and the Priority Policies ofPlanning Code Section 101.1.

I am a San Francisco resident as well as a musician. This city cultivates amazing talent and
supports a growing music community. Please help us in our rp.ission to share the music. If this
permit makes it easier for bar/cafe owners to host musicians, then please use your resources to
make this happen.

I would enjoy l,earning more about this initiative and ariything that I may do to help the local
music community.

Thank you"

Melissa Rhodes
melissalynrhodes@gmail.com
415-875-9410



ited Live Entertainment

To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFG()V,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Case No 2011.0526T [Board File N

-~---------'<:.~---7---~--------'----'

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Jeffrey Leibovitz <j.leibovitz@gmail.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/01/2011 03:33 PM
Fwd: Case No 2011.0526T [BoardFile No. 11-0506] Limited Live Entertainment

Please include our comments for the record.

----------'Forwarded message ----------
From: Jeffrey Leibovitz <j.leibovitz@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Aug 1,2011 at 1:52 PM //
Subject: Re:Case No 2011.0526T [Board File No. 11 00506] Limited Live Entertainment V
To: Jane.Kim@sfgov.org
Cc: Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Carmen.Chu@sfgov;org, Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org,
Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org,
Sean.elsbemd@sfgov.org, Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org,
John.Avalos@sfgov.org, mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org, TOBY LEVY <
·toby@leyydesignpartners.com>,Scott Pelichoff <pelichoff@comcast.net>, Ed Zak <
ed.zak.photo@gmail.com>, Dale Riehart <dale@daleriehart.com>, Debra Dolch <
debrajdo1ch@fiduciaryservices.net>, Jeremy Kidson <jeremy@jeremys.com>; Rich Niles <
richkniles@gmail.com>, Lenore Pereira <lenoreper@gmail.com>, Alice'Rogers <
arcoInnsf@pacbell.net>, Christen <cakoncal@sbcglobal.net>, Tom Burkhart <
tburkhart@thesavantgroup.com>,Nathan Pollak <pollak.nathan@gmail.com>,
mdcproperties@aol.com, mmkirsch@sbcglobal.net, frosenmayr@comcast.net,
steven@babettesf.com, southparkcafe@sbcglobal.net, jking@sfchronic1e.com,
dschreiber@sfexaminer.com, jsabatini@sfexaminer.com, Louise Bird <kit491903@gmail.com>

Dear Supervisor Kim;

Re:Case No 2oil.0526T [Board File No. li00506] Limited Live Entertainment

, After reviewing and discussing the details of the proposed'Limited Live Entertainment Legislation with
your staff and members from the, Small Business Commission regarding your position, it is clear to us
tha1 you have not yet been convinced to yield your position for allowing entertainment as proposed in
the legislation in South Park. For some unknown reason you are ignoring our objections to the changes
this legislation will make to the existing zoning in South Park. I took the time to speak with several other
Supervisor's offices, including Supervisor Mikarimi's office regarding South Park District (SPD) being
excluded from the legislation. It became clear to me that the other Supervisors are deferring to youior
guidance on the legislation in your district 6 and are reluctant to support us without your approval. We
were also informed that you had explicitly requested that South Park be included in the legislation even
over the objections of the residents and the silence from the businesses or others if there are any in
support.

You have received emails from several property owners, business owners and residents expressing our
opposition to modifying the existing South Park District (SPD) zoning where entertainment is not
currently permitted in South Park. Your office has not produced one letter from a resident, tenant,
business orproperty owner supporting this change to the existing zoning surrounding the park. Ifyou
have such a letter or support please pass it along to those of us opposing the legislation so we can
understand your position and the position of those in South Park who support changing the SPD zoning.
If such support exists in South Park it is important that it not be hidden, SO that future cooperation can
be established early on. Our past experience with business owners has been very positive and without
identifying who the players are, we can not cooperatively co~exist.

AB part of the East SoMa rezoning efforts our neighborhood went through ten years of exhaustive



planning review. The plan was reviewed, vetted, and unanimously approved by the San Francisco
Planning Commission, and Board of Supervisors in 2010. As part of that process the property owners,
business owners, tenants and residents decided not to allow entertainment in SPD and this decision
was an open part of the public process.

We are two blocks from the largest entertainment venue in the city, AT&T Park. Our neighborhood is
enjoyed by visitors and fans throughout the year. Fans and event attendees use South Park for tailgate.
parties before and after events at AT&T Park. Events end as late as lOPM on weeknights and weekends
and attendees often linger for hours afterwords. During the planning processSouth Park residents and
businesses formed a consensus and decided that South Park would not benefit from live entertainment
venues, limited or otherwise. Sharfug the respite of this small city park with event attendeesalJd others.
most of the year was the rationale behind not permitting entertainment in South Park. Many people (
approx. 200+) live in this small neighborhood and we decided based on our experience over the years
how to best deal with entertainment issues so we could coexist with the millions ofvisitors and
preserve the quality of quiet solitude in an otherwise edgy neighborhood. We support this legislation,
but based upon years of discussions do not think it has a place in South Park.

The rezoning process for East SoMa was open,public and exhaustive, going all the way back to the days
when Dean Macros was Planning Director and our area was a forgotten wasteland'. Thousands of
volunteer hours, hundreds of public meeting and dozens of public hearings went into the ctafting of the
permanent zoning controls for the neighborhoods in the East SoMa. These zoning controls were
unanimously approved by the Board of Supervisors. Now you want to undo what took over ten years to
achieve through a very public process and was finally approved shortly before you took office.

This ite!ll will be heard one more time in committee and we are again are requesting that you strike and
remove South Park District (SPD)-from the legislation, Re:Case No 2011.0526T [Board File No. 110
0506].

With Kind Regards,

Jeffrey Leibovitz &Toby Levy

Co-Chairs, South Park Improvement Association

This E-mail (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act,
18 U.S.C. § 2510-2521, is confidential and may be legally privileged. The contents of this e-mail
message, including any attachments, are intended solely for the use of the personar entity to
which the e-mail was addressed. It contains information that may be protected by the
attorney-client privilege, work-product doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted from
disclosure by applicable state and federal law. It is the property of Jeffrey Leibovitz. If you are not the
intended recipient of this message, be advised that any dissemination, distribution, or use of the
contents of this message is strictly prohibited. Ifyou received this e-mail message inerror, please
contact the sender by reply e-mail. Please also permanently delete all copies of the original e-mail
and any attached documentation. Thank you.

This E-mail (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Commuriications Privacy Act,
18 U;S.C. § 2510-2521, is confidential and may be legally privileged. The contents of this e-mail
message, including any attachments, are intended solely for the use of the person or entity to
which the e-mail was addressed. It contains information that may be protected by the
attorney-client privilege, work-product doctrine, or other privileges, and may be restricted froin
disclosure by applicable state and federal law. It is the property of Jeffrey Leibovitz. If you are not the
intended recipient of this message, be advised that any dissemination, distribution, or use of the
contents of this message is strictly prohibited. Ifyou received this e-mail message in error, please
contact the sencj.er by reply e-mail. Please also permanently delete all copies of the original e-mail
and any attached documentation. Thank you.



To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: File 110506: Limited Live Entertainment Ordinance-_..__._--- ---------~-- -------

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

Marsha Garland <marshagarland@att.net>
David Chiu <david.chiu@sfgov.org>, Scott Wiener <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>, Ross Mirkarimi
<ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, Carmen Chu <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, Malia Cohen
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, David Campos <david.campos@sfgov.org>, John Avalos
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>, Mark Farrell <mark@markfarrell.com>, Eric Mar
<eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>, Sean Eisbernd <sean.elsbernd@sfgov,org>, Jane Kim
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>, Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org, megan.hamilton@sfgov.org,
catherine.stefani@sfgov.org, judson.true@sfgov.org, Cammy Blackstone _
<cammy.blackstone@sfgov.org>, joseph.smooke@sfgov.org, rick.galbreath@sfgov.org, John
Rahaim <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>, sophie.hayworth@sfgov.org, anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org
07/28/2011 04:40 PM .
Limited Live Entertainment Ordinance

Dear Supervisors:

Recently Supervi~or Mirkarimi authored a brilliant piece of legislation
(co-authored by Supervisors. Wiener, Mar and Campos) regarding limited live
entertainment. This proposed legislation is inclusive, not exclusive, and
allows for job creation and economic stimulus. It is the kind of legislation
that keeps the soul of a city alive!

At the last minute the Telegraph Hill Dwellers is seeking to gut this
legislation and, if nothing else, to remove North Beach from the equation.
This legislation is for an accessory use only and has built-in safeguards. In
the event a venue is in violation, that venue could be sUbject to suspension
or revocation of its permit by the-Entertainment Commission. Even though a
permit may be revoked, the permit is used on-an accessory basis and therefore,
the establishment could maintain its primary use, i.e., coffee house,
restaurant, art gallery.

See the attached flyer promoting a recent neighborhood-wide event in North
Beach. 90%- of the establishments listed do not have entertainment permits.
Why are we trying to kill the spontaneity of such efforts? This valiant
promotional effort brought vitality to the neighborhood. What was wrong with
it? Nothing!

The Entertainment Commission has issued "cease and desist letters" to(3om~ of
those rogu~roperato~s.

Some of these venues continue to operate out of bounds and are willing to take
the risk of not being compliant. Are we going ,to outlaw them? None of these
businesses can afford the $10,000 or more that an entertainment permit
eventually costs: ($1,700 for Entertainment" Commission; $500-$3,000 for the
requisite security plan; $2,000 for conditional use permit; architect's floor
plan ???; $3,500 on average in planning department recovery costs when there
is opposition; {case study.Colosseo, 414 Columbus Avenue, the singing waiter};
soundproofing $5,000 - $10,000; consulting fees ???;). -

We urge you to vote for the proposed limited live entertainment ordinanQe and
to keep North Beach as part of it. Let the music play and don't stop the
music in North Beach. Just legalize it!

Thank you.

~ ~
Flyer 1.jpeg fLyer 2.jpeg

Marsha Garland and Stefano Cassolato
Garland Public & Community Relations
The Historic Buon Gusto Building



To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:

File 110506: Letters re Limited Live Entertainment Ordinance - Pis don't exempt North
Subject: Beach

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

Marsha Garland <marshagarland@att.net>
David Chiu <david.chiu@sfgov.org>, Sean Eisbernd <sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>, Carmen Chu
<carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, Malia Cohen <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, John Avalos
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>, David Campos <David.Campos@sfgov:org>, Eric Mar
<eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>, Jane Kim <jane.kim@sfgov.org>, Mark Farrell <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>,
Scott Wiener <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>, judson.true@sfgov.org, catherine.stefani@sfgov.org,
megan.hamilton@sfgov.org, joseph.smooke@sfgov.org, anmade.rodgers@sfgov.org, .
Board .of.supervisors@sfgov.org,. rick.galbreath@sfgov.org, John Rahaim
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>, sophie.hayworth@sfgov.org, Robert.Selna@sfgov.org
07/2912011 11 :09 AM .
Letters re Limited Live Entertainment Ordinance - Pis don't exempt North Beach

Attached are two letters from North Beach restaurants that are against North
Beach being-exempted from the Limited Live Entertainment ordinance. Please
take the time to consider them in your deliberations. Thank you. Marsha
Garland

Cafe Maria Limted Live Entertainment.jpeg Bottle Cap Limited Live Entertainment.jpeg

Marsha Garland
Garland Public & Community Relations
The Historic Buon Gusto Building
535 Green Street
San Francisco, CA 94133
Mobile: 415-531-2911
E-Mail:. marshagarland@att.net
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--
From:
To:

Date:
Subject

To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFqOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject Opposing BOS Agenda Item #11 Limited Live Permits (file #110506)

.AEBOKEN Boken <aeboken@msn.com>
<board~of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, <david.campos@sfgov.org>,
<david.chiu@sfgov.org>, <eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>, <jane.kim@sfgov.org>,
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>, <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>,
<rick.caldeira@sfgov.org>,<ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, <scott.weiner@sfgov.org>,
<sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>
07/30/2011 12:25 AM
Opposing BOS Agenda Item #11 Limited Live Permits (file #110506)

Dear Board of Supervisors members,

I am urging each of you to oppose the BOS agenda item #11 Limited Live Permits (file #110506).

Eileen Boken
District: 4 resident



BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: .Urban Forestry Council resolution for distribution___••~_ - • ..-..0 • •

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Mei Ling Hui/ENV/SFGOV
Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV
07/26/201102:19 PM
Urban Forestry Council resolution for distribution

Good afternoon,

The Urban Forestry Council has passed a resolution regarding the Department of Public Works Tree
Transfer Maintenance Plan, attached here.

Please forward this resolution to all of the Supervisors.

~'"1
I,,~!
'-'

Res 006·11 '.UFC Transfer of Street Tree Maintenance Responsibilit~.pdf

I can be contacted with any questions.

Best,
Mei Ling

Mel Ling Hui
Urban Forest and Urban Agriculture Coordinator
Department of the Environment
11· Grove Street, San Francisco, CA 94102
415-355-3731
meiling.hui@sfgov.org
www.sfenvironment.org



File No. 2011-06-UFC Resolution No. 006-11-UFC

[Transfer of Street Tree Maintenance Responsibility to Private Property Owners]

2

3 The Urban Forestry Council urges the Board of Supervisors and the Director .of the

4 Department of Public Works to defer transferring maintenance responsibility of street .

5 tre~s and retain the present level of funding for the Department of Public Works Urban

6 Forest programs and to provide for the identification and development of long-term,

7 sustainable funding alternatives.

8 WHEREAS, The U~ited Nations passed Resolution 61/193, declaring 2011 the

9 International Year of the Forests and is convinced that concerted efforts should focus on

10 raising awareneSs at all levels to strengthen the sustainable managem'ent, conservation

11 and sustainable development of all types of forests for the benefit of current and future

12 generations1; and

13 WHEREAS, The Commission on the Environment passed Resolution No. 003-

14 OO-COE urging the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors of the City arid County of San

15 Francisco to adopt as a high priority a long-term policy of commitment to restore,

16 replenish, expand, and maintain the urban forest of San Francisco; call for the

17 establishment of a unified urban forestry plan with central coordination and

18 acco~ntability; and to support and fund urban forestry programs; and

19 WHEREAS, The Commission on the Environment passed Resolution No. 004-

20 09-COE urging the San Francisco Planning Department to prioritize the completion of

21 the Urban Forest Plan and identify and expedite funding for key portions of the plan.
r-f

22 WHEREAS, City trees are viewed as a best m~magement practice to control

23 storm water, and urban-heat-island mitigation measure for cleaner air, and a CQ2-

24 reduction option to offset emissions2
, and address climate change; and

1 Intemational Year of Forests ,
[http://www.un.org!en/evenis/iyoi20 lllresolution.shtml]

2 Municipal Forest Benefits and Costs in Five Os Cities, Joumal of Forestry
[http://www.fs.fed.tlsfccrcftopicslurball-forestsfdocs/jof_Dec_2005 .pdf] .

Urban Forestry COWlCi! June 28,2011
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WHEREAS, All residents of San Francisco realize the social, economic, and

2 ecological benefits of our urban forest and associated sidewalk landscaping as vital city

3 infrastructure; and

4 WHEREAS, There is a direct correspondence between the health and safety of

5 the trees and the benefits realized; and

6 WHEREAS, Street trees are invaluable as green infrastructure, and further, add

7 to property values in the City and County of San Francisco; am;!

8 WHEREAS, The Commission on the Environment passed Resolution No. 004-

9 09-COE urging the Planning Department and other agenCies to do the necessary . ,

10- economic analysis of having one agency take over the maintenanceof all publicly

11 owned trees; now, therefore·be it

12 RESOLVED, That the Urban Forestry Council finds the transfer ofstreet tree

13 maintenance harmful to the long-term via~i1ity of the City and County of San Francisco

14 and its environment and deplores such action; and be it
. -

1~ FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Urban Forestry Council urges the Mayor and

. 16 the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco, and the Director of

17 Public Works to maintain the staff and funding necessary to provide maintenance for the

18 trees under the Department of Public Work's care; and be it

. 19 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Urban Forestry Council work with city staff,

20 Friends of the Urban Forest, concerned community groups, and the public to identify

21 and/or develop long-term, sustainable funding options such as Landscape Assessment

22 Districts, or Parcel "taxes, to support Urban Forestry Programs, which can be brought to

23 the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors for consideration and adoption.

24 II

25 II

26 II

27
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I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted at the Urban Forestry Council's

2 Regular Meting on June 28, 2011 ..

3

4

5 Mei Ling HUi, Council Coordinator

6 VOTE:

7 AYES:

Approved 10-0; 1 Abstained

Council Members D'Agostino, Hillson, Costello, Flanagan, Hillan, Sherwin,

8 Sider, Sullivan, Sutherland and Vargas

9 ABSTAINED: Council Member Buck

10 NOES: None

11 ABSENT: None

12

13

14

15

16

'17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
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FUNDING FOR FRAUD INVESTIGATIONS AND PROGRAM INTEGRITY
EFFORTS RELATED TO THE IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
PROGRAM PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA STATE BUDGET ACT
OF 2011

Dear Honorable Chairpersons and Board Members:

The purpose of this letter is to provide clarification on the State Budget Act of 2011 as it
relates to funding county fraud prevention proposals for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011/12.

The BUdget includes a $10 million appropriation of state funds for the purpose of fraud
prevention and additional program integrity efforts related to the In-Home Supportive
Services (IHSS) Program. However, if revenues ~re projected to fall short of
expectations by more than $1 billion, then $600 million in cuts to higher education,
health and human services, and public safety would be implemented beginning in
January 2012. This IHSS funding is included in this potential cut, and the budget
requires that appropriations subject to the potential cut will not be released until the
revenue estimates are reviewed in December. This means that the earliest California
Department of Social Services (CDSS) can allocate the county fraud prevention funding
is January 1, 2012, assuming the cut does not occur. Once any allocation is released,
participating counties would be permitted to claim expenses retroactive to July 1, 2011.
However, if the cut does occur, no funding will be available for county costs incurred
after June 30, 2011.

CDSS will make every effort to timely allocate this funding once direction is received.
To ensure our readiness, counties electing to participate in this program will be asked to
prepare and submit their fraud prevention proposals. Further instructions will be
provided under separate cover from the Adult Programs Division. As in prior years, the
proposal and budget must be approved by the County Board of Supervisors prior to
submission to CDSS for approval.



County Board of Supervisors
Page Two

Enclosed you will find a summary of the activities and proposed timeline for achieving
these tasks. We appreciate your cooperation, and understanding of the uncertainties
associated with this particular funding for 2011/12. As always, if you have questions,
please contact Mary Huttner, Chief, Quality Assurance Bureau, at (916) 651-3494 or
mallY..huttner@dss..ca-.qov.

Sincerely,

WILLLIGHTBOURNE
Director

Enclosure

c: CWDA
County Welfare Directors
County District Attorneys
California State Association of Counties



Enclosure

FY 2011·12 County Fraud Prevention Funding
. Proposed Timeline

CDSS releases letter of solicitation to County September 1, 2011 '
Board of Supervisors

Due' date for County proposals October 28, 2011

CDSS review of proposals November 2011

CDSS releases tentative funding award letters December 2011

CDSS releases County Fiscal Letter with January 2012 .
allocations
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SANGER &OLSON
A LAW CORPORI\ IIOr!

576 SACRAMENTO STREET
SEVENTH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111-3023

TEL. 415.693.9300. FAA 415.693.9322

July 29,2011

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL To:

Name

President David Chu and
Members of the Board

Firm

SF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Telephone Fax Number

(415) 554-5184 (415) 554-5163

From:

Re:

# of Pages:

CIM#:

Message:

Whitney Carlson, on behalf of John M Sanger, Esq.

Requestfor Postponement

File No. 110835
Application No. 2008.01554S
1171 Sansome Street, AKA 1111 Sansome Street

BLOCK 113, LOT 40
APPEAL OF TENTATIVE MAP

4 (including this cover sheet)

0097

Please see the attached. Thank you;

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS FACSIMILE MESSAGE IS CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY

PROTECTED BY THE ATTORNEY/CLIENT PRIVILEGE OR THE ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE. IT IS

INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE RECIPIENT(S) NAMED ABOVE IN THIS FACSIMILE. IF THE PERSON

ACTUAllY RECEIVING THIS FACSIMILE OR ANY OTHER READER IS NOT THE PERSON TO WHOM IT IS

ADDRESSED OR NOT RESPONSIBLE TO DELIVER IT TO THE NAMED RECIPIENT(S), ITS USE OR

COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU RECEIVE THIS MESSAGE IN ERROR, PLEASE CALL US

COLLECTIMMEDIATELYAND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE BYMAIL TO US. THANK YOU.

'milOII 2:2l PM
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576 SACRAMENTO STREET
SEVENlH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111-3023
TEL. 415.693.9300. FAX~15.693.9322

July 29, 2011

BY FACSIMILE (554-5163) AND HAND DELIVERY

President David Chiu and
Members of the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors
1Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603
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John M. Sanger. Esq.

sanger@sanger-olson.com

Re: FILE NO. 110835
APPLICATION NO. 2008.01554S

1171 SANSOME STREET, AKA 1111 SANSOME STREET

BLOCK 113, LOT 40
APPEAL OF TENTATIVE MAP

Dear President Chiuand Members of the Board:

I am writing on behalf ofAppellants in the referenced matters, consisting afmy daughter,

myself and my neighbors David Davies and Jack Weeden. .

As indicated in the attached letter from the Applicantwhich you should have received,

the Appellants and Applicant have agreed to request postponement of the hearing on the appeal

in order to seek an amicable resolution.

We hereby seek such postponement for 30 da: s. Please advise us immediately if the .

postponement-is not granted.

JMS:kw

KJ\DOC\'PERSVMS\ll.EAL\ColhGun Tcnncc.\TAi 1"rup;dy\Chiu Ltl1Cfl'O PlIstponcmcnt-QI.d<llll
1","1 1:,9 rM
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Cc: by fax or email
Angela Cavallo, Clerk of the Board.
-All members of the Board of Supervisors

City Attorney Dennis Herrera
Deputy City Attorney John Mallamut
Bruce Storrs, City Surveyor
David Davies and Jack Weeden

Oocuml:1\ll
712!/1I1:49rM
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July 29, 2011

President David Chiu and Clerk· of the Board of Supervisors

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, .Room 244
San Francisco/ CA 94102-

Re: File NO, 110635
Application No. 2008.015545
Case No. 200e.0154E
1117 Si:\nsome Street (aka 1111 Sansome Street)

Assessor's Parcel No. Block 0113, Lot 040

Dear SirlMadam,

II
via fax: 415-554-5163
total 1 pa()e, original by mail

Please be advised that I reached an agreement with the appellants to postpone the hearing for

30 days. The appellants will notify you accordingly..

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

~.
VINCENT T.C.TAI, AlA
for· an~ on pehalf of Vinton Corporation and Kunhing Corporation.

cc: John Sanger

VINCENT T.C. Tal, AlA, Architect
Architedure .
Planning
Interior

2184 Round Top Drive
Honolulu. HI 96822
80B-941 3778 Tel
253-8308892 Fax
Email: TaiArchileeture@gmail.com

1238 Paoifio Avenue
San Franoisco, CA 94109
415·9219808 Tel
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576 S....CRAMENTO SmEET
SEVENTH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111-.:l023
TEL. 415.693.9300. FAX 415.693.9322

John M Sanger, Esq.
sanger@sanger-olson.com

July 29, 2011

BY FACSIMILE (554-5163) AND HAND DELIVERY

President David Chiu and
Members of the San Francisco
Board.of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603

Re: FILE NO. 110835 "
APPLICATION NO. 2008.015548
1171 SANSOME STREET, AKA I111SANSOME STREET
BLOCK 113, LOT 40
APPEAL OF TENTATIVE MAP

REQUEST FORGRANT OF APPEAL AND DENIAL OF APPLICATION
FOR APPROVAL OF A VESTING TENTATIVE MA/PARCEL MAP

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board:

I am writing on behalfof my daughter, myself arid my neighbors David Davies and Jack
Weeden to respectfully request that you grant the appeal and deny the application for approval of
a Vesting Tentative Map/Parcel Map for 1171 Sansome Street for the following reasons:

1. Both my daughter and I own two properties within 300 feet ofthe subject property
and the notice required by San Francisco Subdivision Code Section 1313 was not
provided to either of us. My neighbor sent me information only two weeks ago while
I was on vacation. As a result, the application for approval is procedurally defective
and thus, as a matter of law, cannot be approved by the Board at this time.

2. The subj eet property has a long history of attempted development and opposition to
it, and that history established and requires that an environmental impact report (EIR)
be published, commented upon, and be subject to hearings before the San Francisco
Planning Commission, pursuant to San Francisco Subdivision Code Section
1333.2(6), before any tentative map application for the subject property could be
approved. It is obvious that the subdivision is part of a "plan of development" for
which the City previously detennined an EIR was required. No EIR was ever

1M/lll:1IPM
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SANGER&OLSON. , .

President Chiu
JUly 29, 2011
Page 2

published (and thus. no comments were accepted) and no hearing before the Planning
Commission has occurred on an EIR for a subject property. As a result. the
application for approval is substantively defective. and thus. as a matter oflaw,
cannot be approved by the Board at this time.

The statements herein are made by me personally and in my representative capacity,
under penalty ofperjury. Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to discussing this
issue with the Board at the upcoming hearing.

JMS:kw

cc. by facsimile or email
Angela Cavallo•. Clerk of the Board
All members of the Board of Supervisors
City Attorney Dennis Herrera
Deputy City Attorney John Mallamut
David Davies and Jack Weeden

1fl9/11 .:40 PM



Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager

June 24, 2011

Supervisor Carmen Chu
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Fran,cisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Supervisor Chu,

This is the initial joint agency response to yourrecent inquiry to the SF Recreation & Park
DepartTTient and the SF Public Utilities Commission regarding the long Jerm plans for Camp Mather
(Reference File No. 20110524-002):

"Please detail specificqfly the capital needs of the facility and provide five years of data on the
operational expenses (maintenance, repair, staffing, overhead, etc.) and revenues for the facflity.
Please provide background information on the programming provided at the site in a given year (for
example, days when camp services are provided or otherprogrammed days). Please discuss the
department's plans to meet long term operational and capital goals."

We welcome the inquiry as it will give us the opportunity to share the results of the. nine-month
capital visioning 'and planning study for Camp Mather that RPD and PUC have jointly undertaken
this year. VVith funding f,rom the PUC, a consultant group (RMC) is completing a study that includes
site visits, observations of camp operations, facility assessments, document review of previous'
plans, and interviews with all stakeholders. RMC will complete its study in September, 2011 and the
resultant report will 'provide valuable data to facilitate further joint discussion of the long term
operational and capital goals that RPDand PUC share for this much beloved City property in the

, High Sierra. Once we receive the RMC report, we will provide a further response to your inquiry
regarding Camp Mather's capital need and our plans to meet the long term operational and capital
reqLiirements.

This initial response provides the five years of data on operational expenses and revenues(please
see attached spreadsheet) and the background information on Camp Mather programming in a
given year (please see attached Camp season listing).

We hope that this is helpfUl and we look forward to providing longer term operational and capital
goals information in September with the findings of the RMC report.

S~T'Y'~ (2 /
p~~\Ginsburg ~~gton
General Manager General Manager

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

McLaren Lodge in Golden Gate Park. 1,SOl 5tanyan Street I San Franci5~OI CA 94117 I PHONE: (41S) 831-2700 I WEB:sfrecpark.org

liiJ .~J~~' "J.. ~'"'" <'. I, t~~ ~ "- '1\ (l/;' ,"1' ; \, 'i! '.,~



MATHER BUDGET - REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

FY 2005-06 FY2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

DESCRIPTION ACTUALS ACTUALS 'ACTUALS ACTUALS ACTUALS

RENTS & CONCESSIONS 187,092 188,934 193,395 205,768 300,214

CAMP FEES 1,299,784 1,358,991 1,418,185 1,683,437 1,668,611

REVENUE TOTAL 1,486,876 1,547,925 1,611,580 1,889,205 1,968,825

SALARIES 356,819 391,259 367,266 386,202 372,839

FRINGE BENEFITS 49,895 56,932 53,179 58,592 65,237

OVERHEAD 111,792 127,998 133,282 130,076 146,489

NON PERSONNEL SERVICES 26,444 36,910 27,309 25,110 3"8,621

MATERIALS & SUPPLIES 381,282 420,405 432,204 396,977 415,025

EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 8,824 0

SERVICES OF OTHER DEPTS 19,905 0 0 0 0
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE 303,372 395,098 550,485 507,444 510,8:59

EXPENDITURE TOTAL
-

1,249,509 1,428,602 1,563,725 1,513,225 1,549,050

REVENUE LESS EXPENDITURES" 237,367 119,323 47,855 375,980 419,775
-



Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Philip A. Ginsbur!:j, General Manager

Camp Mather Programming -- 2011·

• WEEK 1 May 26 - 30: Camp Mather opens each year with the first of two Strawberry
Music Festivals (May 26 ~May 30). There are approximately 5000 campers in

.attendance.

• WEEK 2 June 6 -10: The first of two Senior Get-a-Way weeks at Camp Mather (See
below for available programming)

• . WEEK 3 - WEEK 11 June 13 - August 20; Family Camp 10 weeks. Each week the
Camp hosts approximately 500 family campet's. (See below for available programming)

• WEEK 12 August 20 - 24; Senior Get-a-Way week 2 (See below for available
programming)

• WEEK 13 August 25 - 28: Teen Camp Mather Experience: This 3 night 4 day high
intensity training experience is being provided by RPD in collaboration with DCYF,
SFUSD, Juvenile Probation, SFPD, and a number of DCYF funded non-profits (see
attached cmriculum.

• WEEK 14 August 31- Sept 5: Strawberry Music Festival #2~ There are approximately
5000 campers in attendance.

Below are the directed and self-directed activities that are offered at Camp Mather: .

Swimming - Birch Lake and pool, both in camp, have trained lifeguards. A spacious lawn area
for sun bathing adjoins the lake and pool. (Swimming only when lifeguards are on duty.) Water
aerobics classes are offered as well.'

~kLal'en Lodge in Golden Gate Park I 5015tanyan Street 1 San Francisco, CA 94117 I PHONE: (415) 831-2700 I WEB: sfrecpark.org

. " ,," I'



Recreation Activities - Experienced rec1"eation professionals lead group games, organize

tournaments such as softball, table tennis, and capture the flag. Recreation staff arrange dances

and serve many other recreational interests, inc1udingregula1" campfire programs, arts & crafts,

talent shows and nature hikes.

Hiking and BHang - Numerous mountain trails bring the vacationer to the beauty of the High

Sierra. Sunrise Peak and Inspiration Point are favorite spots for breathtaking views ofHetch

Hetchy Valley, O'Shaughness'y Dam and the/deep Tuolumne River gorge.

Games - Facilities are available for tetinis, badminton, ping-pong, horseshoes, basketball,

volleyball and softball. Please bl'ing your own tennis racquets andsoftbaU gloves. Badminton

racquets and ping-pong paddles, basketballs and volleyballs are available for use.

Horseback Riding - For those who enjoy riding, there are well-trained horses accustpmed to

mountain trails. A corral concession service ptovides horses for hil:e by the hour or the day.

Special rides such as breakfast.rides, childJ:en's rides and pack trips are offered at reasonable

tates. '

Fishing - Try your luck in the Tuolumne River, South and Middle Forks of theTuolumne,

Cottonwood Creek and alongthe' shores of Hetch Hetch)'. California Trout License required.

Young Children1s Programs - There are special mis and crafts programs, group gmnes, and

also a play area with play apparatus, .

Nature Learning Programs: We offer a number ofvolunteer naturalist-led nature programs that

.take campers on a wide range ofhikes to points in Yosemite National Park, Heteh Hetchy, and

the Stanislaus National Forest to explore the surrounding £1ora,fauna, history and ecology.

Artist-in-Residence Program. Each week features a different vohmteer aiiist-in-residence who

offers campers professional-leve1.creative rnis activities based on the mtist's professional

portfolio. Activities are offered for all age gro·ups. .

SCENIC TRIPS

Camp Mather is the perfect center for sightseeing. Both half day and full day 'trips to some the

"most spectaculaT scenery in the High, Sierra is easily reached by automobile, '
. , .

Retch Hetchy Reservoir - A twenty-minute drive and nine miles away, is the O'Shaughnessy

Dam, where one may see Sml Francisco's gigantic dam and water supply. From there you might

wishto take a two-mile hike on marked trails to WapamaWaterfalls.

Yosemite Valley - The splendor of Yosemite National Fmk can befoundjust 27 ~iles mld a 45-'

minute drive away in the Yosemite Valley. Here within ,seven squm'e miles are the spectacular

Yosemite and Bridal Veil Falls and the sculptured beauty ofEI Capitan and Half Dome.



Tuolumne Meadows - A leisurely hour's ride from Mather over the Tioga Pass Road and
through the Yosemite High Camps brings one to the exquisite Tuolumne Meadows. A walk
through this natural alpine garden, at 8600 feet of elevation, makes a delightful day excursion 
an unforgettable odyssey among sparkling streams, glistening lakes and niountain wildflowers.



City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

MEMORANDUM

July 29,2011
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Human Se,rvice.s Agency·

Department of Human Services .
Department of Aging and Adult Services

Trent Rhorer, Executive Dir96Jor
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TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Ben Rosenfield, Controller of the City and County of San Francisco

FROM:

SUBJECT:

· THROUGH: Human Services Commission

Trent Rhorer, Executive Director ' ~ \ f r\...n.',
Phil Arnold, Deputy Director for Administration;~. .. ~~

\.

Human Services Care Fund: FYIO-11 4th Quarter Update

This memo is intended to notify the Board of Supervisors and the Office of the Controller that
· pursuant to Administrative Code Sections 10.100-77(e), the Human S~rvices Commission has
· approved the Human Services Agency's final FYI0-ll savings for the Human Services Care

Fund; , .

The FYI0-ll savings in homeless CAAP aid payments resulting from the implementation
of Care Not Cash is $13,694,154, which is approximately three thousand less than
previously estimated. The savings are roughly five thousand dollars more than the
budgeted amount for FYI0-11.

/

(memo continued on next page)

P.O. Box !988, San Francisco, CA 94120-7988.• (415) 557-5000· www.sfgov.org/dhs



The table below shows the detailed monthly projections made last quarter and compares them to
the actual figures for FYI0-ll

Ju\..10
Au '-10
Sep-10
Oct-10

.Nov-10
Dec-10
Jan-11
Feb-11
Mar-;11
Apr-11

May-11
Jun-11

Total FY10-11 $13,696,832 $13,694,154
NOTE: Shaded figures are actuals (versus projections).

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

($2,991)
$166
$148

($2,677) ,

The FYlO-11 budgeted amount for the Human Services Care Fund is $13,689,505. As shown
below, the actual savings for FYI 0-11 equaled $4,649 mo~e than this budgeted amount.

. FYIO-ll Human Services Care Fund
B d Cu Ie;et om lanson

FYI0-ll Budget $13,689,505

FY10-11 Actual $13,694,154
'. >,>, 1.>.;.;".· •••. '.,··'·,··,,····'·······'·····,·, '''.,.i/>1····/; ;:-J;'/ I",'.. >
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City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Edward D. Reiskin, Director

July 20, 2011

San Francisco Department of PublicWor~- -0
Office of the Director

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 348
. San Francisco, CA 94102 .

(415) 554-6920 • www.sfdpw.org

Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerkof the Board
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
Room 244, City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton RGoodlett Place
San Francisco, Califoniia 94102-4845

Subject: Report of the Department ofPublic Works
Adopt-A-Tree Account

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

Pursuant to Section 10.100-227 of the Administrative Code, attached is the Quarterly Report of
the Department ofPublic Works Adopt-A-Tree Account for the period of April 1, 2011 through
June 30, 2011.

Attachment: As noted

CC:Liz Lenna, BUF
Carla Short; BUF
Robert Carlson, DDFMA
Jocelyn Quintos
Sreed Pisharath

of. p • .".'"

San Francisco Departmentof Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.



Department of Public Works
Adopt;.A-Tree Fund

Quarterly Report
June 30,2011

Beginning Fund Balance - April 1, 2011

Revenues

Expenditures·

Ending Fund Balance - June 30, 2011

$ 333,174.00

60,764.00

(100,208.00)

$ 293,730.00



COMMISSIONERs
Jhn Kellogg, President .

Discovery Bay
.Richard Rogers, Vice President

Montecito
Michael Sutton, Member

Monterey
Daniel W. Richards, Member

Upland
. Jack Baylis, Member

Los Angeles .

EDM~ONDG. B.~~WN'JR.

:-.•....... "., "" •... ,. -.' .

Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA .

Fish .and Game Commission

~~---1;~~CUie.
Sonke MastTup /

Executive Director
/416 Ninth Street

Box 944209
Sacramento. CA 94244-2090

(916) 653-4899
(916) 653"5040 Fax

fgc@fgc.ca.gov

July 29, 2011

To All Interested and Affected Parties,.

This'is to provide you with a copy of the notice of proposed regulatory action relative to
Amending Subsections 551 (g), mand(q) and Sections 700.4, 701 and 705; and
Repeal Section 704, Title 14, California Code of Regulations,.relating.to the ALDS
Acceptable Forms of Identification; Wildlife Area Passes and Annual Fee Adjustments

.for Sport Fishing and Commercial Fishing, which will be pwblished in the California
RegUlatory Notice Register on July 29, 2011.

Associated documents will also be.published to the Fish and Game Commission
website at htlp:llwww.fgc.ca.gov/regulations/new/2011/proposedregs11.asp.

Plea~e note, on page two of the attachment, the dates of the public hearing related to
this matter and associated deadline for receipt of written comments."

Ms. Maria Melchiorre, License and Revenue Branch, Department of Fish and
Game, phone (916) 928-8322, has bee.n designated to respond to questions on the
SUbstance of the proposed regulations.

...:-,"",,--

.~rricerely',

/
\-

---tr1""i'l'"f\---(O~ellstr m
Associate Governmental Program Analyst

Attachment·



TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Fish c;md Game Commission (Commission), pursuant to
the authority vested by sections 200, 202, 203, 355, 713, 1050, 1054, 1526,1528, 1530, 1570"
1571, 1572, 1765 and 10504, of the Fish and Game Code and to implement; interpret or make
specific sections 355, 711, 713,1050,1054,1055.3,1526,1528, 1530,1570,1571,1572, 1764,
1765,2006, 10504 of said Code, proposes to Amend Subsections 551(g), G)and (q) and
S~ctions 70004, 701 and 705; and Repeal Section 704, Title 14, California Code of Regulations,
relating to the Automated License Data System (ALDS) Acceptable Forms of Identification;
Wildlife Area Passes and Annual Fee Adjustments for Sport Fishing and Commerc,ial Fishing.

Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview
",

, '

This proposal adds two new and clarities one previous acceptable form of identification when a
'customer: applies for a license in ALDS. The changes ensures customers are,uniquely identified
in the ALDS database and removes unintended barriers for customers to purchase licenses.
This section is also amended to transfer provision of Section 704 in and for consistency to Fish
and Game Code 1050(e), by defining the surcharge as an "application fee." , '

One-day entry permits are not currently issued at Department license sales offices or License
Agents because they are area specific and non-transferable. Beginning in 2011/2012, sales
transactions of any type will no longer be feasible at Department check stations; therefore, this
proposal is needed to allow for the issuance of pre-paid one-day entry passes at license agents,
Department offices, and online. This proposal increases the number oflocations thata one-day
pass may be purchased from only <;it the check station to any Department license sales office or
approximately 1,400 license agents and online.

This proposal also changes the name of the day use pass for non-hunting public uses to "day
use permit" and specifies that day use permits may be obtained by any person in possession of
a pre-purchased annual or daily Department lands pass. Annual and daily lands passes are
available from Department license sales offices and License Agents.

This proposal also updates the waterfowl hunting reservation application process to allow
hunters to apply for waterfowl hunting reservations using the ALDS. This proposal makes

'applying for reservations more convenient for hunters because it will allow them to apply at any
License Agent, Department license sales office or online. This proposal further allows waterfowl'
hunters more flexibility in applying as a multiple choice application replaces one and five-choice
applications.

Editorial relocation of Section 704 to existing Section 70004 is proposed to move language
affecting ALDS to one section and remove forms previously incorporated by reference prior to,
ALDS, and to improve readability for the public. ' , ,

Other administrative changes affecting sport and commercial fishing fees are proposed to
comply With the Fish and Game Code. , ' .

NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing, on all
actions relevant to this action at a hearing to be held at the Red Lion Hotel, 1830 Hilltop Drive,
Redding, California, on Thursday, September 15, 2011, at 8:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as
the matter may be heard. Written comments mailed, faxed or e-mailed to the Commission

1



office, must be received before 5:00 p.m. on September 12, 2011. All comments must be
received no later than September 15, 2011, at the hearing in Redding, CA. Ifyou would like
copies of any modifications to this proposal, please include your name'and mailing address.

The regulations as proposed in strikeout-underline format, as well as an initial statement of
-reasons, including all information upon which the proposal is based (rulemaking file), areonfile
and available for public review from ,the agency representative,Jon K. Fischer, Deputy Executive

" Director, Fish and Game Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Box 944209, Sacramento, California
94244-2090, phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct requests for the above mentioned
documents and inquiries concerning the regulatory process to Jon Snellstrom at the preceding
address or phone number. Ms. Maria Melchiorre, Department of Fish and Game License and
Revenue Branch, (916) 928-8322 has been designated to respond to questions on the
substance of the proposed regulations., Copies of the Initial Statement of Reasons, including
the regulatory language, may be obtained from the address above. Notice of the proposed
'action shall be posted on the Fish and Game Commission' website at http://www.fgc.ca.gov: '

-.' .~ • - ,-., ,.. -.. ." - • - ~ ..". - > .... -. -

Availability of Modified Text

If the regulations adop~ed by the Commission differ from but are sufficiently related to the action
proposed, they will beavailable to the public for at least 15 days prior to the date of adoption.
Any person interested may obtain a copy of said regulations prior to the date of adoption by
contacting theagency representative named herein. '

If the regulatory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained from the
, -address above when it has been received from the agency program staff. .
,Impact of Regulatory Action

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from the _
proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial determinations relative
to the required statutory categories have been made:

(a) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Businesses,lncluding
the Ability of California Businessmen to Compete with Businesses in Other States:

.The proposed actions will not have a significant statewide adverse economic impact
.directly affecting business, including the ability of California businesses'to compete with
businesses in other states. Feeadjustmerits pursuant to Section 713 of the Fish and
Game Code are based on changes in the Implicit Price Deflator for State and Local
Government Purchases of Goods and Services, as published by the United States
Department of Commerce to determine an annual rate of increase or decrease in the
fees for ,licenses, stamps,permits,tags or other entitlements issued by the Department of .
Fish and Game..

(b) Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State, the Creation of New
Businesses or the Elim,ination of Existing. Businesses, or the_Expansion of Businesses in
California:

None..

2



(c) Cost Impacts on Private Persons:

The agency is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or
business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with th~ proposed action.

. (d) . Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:

None

(e) Other Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to local Agencies:

None·

(f) Programs Mandated on local Agencies or School Districts:, .

None
, , '

(g) Costs Imposed on Any; local Agency or School District that is Required to be
Reimbursed under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4:

None

(h)' Effect on Housing Costs:

None

Effect on Small Business

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations may affect small business. The
Commission has drafted the regulations inPlain English pursuant to Government Code sections
11342..580 and 11346.2(a)(1). ' .

Consideration of Alternatives

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the Commission,
or that has oth~riNise been identified and brought to the attention of the Commission, would b.,e
more effective in carrying out the purpose for which the action is proposed or would be as

.effectiv·e and less burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed action..

FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

Daled: July 19, 2011

3

Jon K. Fischer
Deputy Executive.Director



1-800·652-4712.
1·800·660-6789
1-800·893·9555

July 26, 2011
TO STATE, COUNTY AND CITY OFFICIALS

NOTIFICATION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY'S APPLICATION FILING
FOR APPROVALTO RECOVER THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE AGREEMENT
WITH THE LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY FOR 21 st CENTURY

ENERGY (A.11·07-008)

On July 18,2011, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) filed a joint application filing with
Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (collectively,
"Utilities"), with the California Public Utilities Commission (CRUC). The joint application filing
is seeking authority from the CPUC to recover the costs associated with a strategic' applied
research and development agreement between the Utilities and Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory. The agreement is known as the "California Energy Systems for the 21 s' Century
Projl:lct" ("Project").

The partnership seeks to leverage the joint resources of the Utilities, California agencies, and
California research laboratories and institutions to develop the necessary technologies and
computing power necessary to expand and enhance the use of renewable energy and energy
efficiency resources for the benefit of California consumers, businesses, and governments.
The consortium will employ a joint team of technical experts who will combine data integration
with the nation's most advanced modeling, simulation, and analytical tools to provide problem
solving and planning to achieve California's energy and environmental goals.

The joint Utilities' application filing requests authorization for the Utilities to increase their
electric and gas rates, where applicable, and charges to collect up to a maximum of $150
million over five years. PG&E seeks to recover its share ($83.44 miilion) of the associated
revenue requirements, allocated 75 percent to electric revenue requirements and 25 percent
to gas revenue requirements, in electric and gas rates over the five year period. Therefore
PG&E will increase its electric revenue requirements by approximately $12.5 million in 2013
and its gas revenue requirements by approximately $4.2 million in 2013 and these amounts
will remain in rates through the end of 2017.

Will rates increase as a result of this application?
Yes, approval of this application will increase electric rates for electric distribution and gas
transportation and distribution service customers by less than 1 percent relative to current
rates and would not have a significant impact on individual customer rates.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
To request a copy of the application and exhibits or for more details, call PG&E at
1-800·743·5000.
For TOOrTTY (speech-hearing impaired), call
Para mas detalles lIame al
~ffl~i5(~

You may request a copy of the application and exhibits by writing to:
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
LLNLlJOINT IOU Application
P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco, CA 94120.

THE CPUC PROCESS
The CPUC's Division of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) will review this application. The ORA is
an independent arm of the CPUC, created by the Legislature to represent the interests of all
utility customers throughout the state and obtain the lowest possible rate for 'service consistent
with reliable and safe service levels. The DRA has a multi-disciplinary staff with expertise in
economics, finance, accounting and engineering. The DRA's views do not necessarily reflect
those of the CPUC. Other parties of record will also participate.

The CPUC may hold eVidentiary hearings where parties of record present their proposals in
testimony and are subject to cross~examination before an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ).
These hearings are open to the public, but only those who are parties of record may present
evidence or cross-examine witnesses during evidentiary hearings. Members of the public may
attend, butnot participate in, these hearings.

After considering all proposals and evidence presented during the hearing process, the ALJ
will issue a draft decision. When the CPUC acts on this application, it may adopt all or part of
PG&E's request, amend or modify it, or deny the application. The CPUC's final decision may
be different from PG&E's application.

if you would like to learn how you can participate in this proceeding or if you have comments
or questions, you may contact the CPUC's Public Advisor as follows:

60S-II

Public Advisor's Office
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room
2103
San Francisco CA 94102

Telephone: (415) 703·2074;
TolI·free: 1·800·849·8390
TTY: (415) 703·5282;
TTY Toll-free: 1·866-836-7825
E-mail topublic.advisor@.cpuc.ca.Qov

If you are writing a leller to the Public Advisor's Office, please include the nUmber of the
application to which you are referring (A.11 ~07-008). All comments will be circulated to the
Commissioners, the assigned Administrative Law Judge and the Energy Division staff.

A copy of PG&E's LLNUJOINT IOU Application and exhibits are also available for review at
the California Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102,
Monday-Friday, 8 a.m.-noon, and on the CPUG's website at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/puc/.

{OOl18150.DOC;1}



/2/11 agenda

To: Gail Johnson/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Liquor License Transfer-- 1423 Polk ("HiloClub'

-~_._--t------:I----------------.-._~.-_..._.

From:
To:

Cc:
Date:
Subject:

Li Chapman <Iicwa@yahoo.com>
"John.Avalos@sfgov.org" <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, "Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org"
<Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>, "Eric. L. Mar@sfgov.org" <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>,

. "David.Chiu@sfgov.org" <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, "Jane.Kim@sfgov.org" <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>,
"David.Campos@sfgov.org" <David.Campos@sfgov.org>, "Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org"
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, "Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org" <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>,
"Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org" <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "Ross.Mirkirimi@sfgov.org"
<Ross.Mirkirimi@sfgov.org>, "ScottWiener@sfgov.org" <Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org>,
"Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
"dave.falzon@sfgov.org" <dave.falzon@sfgov.org> .
08/01/2011 03:54 PM
Liquor License Transfer-- 1423 Polk ("Hilo Club") File 110544-- 8/2/11 agenda.

Re. File 110544, August 2 City Operations-Neighborhood Services Committee and BOS
agendas . .

1423 Polk "Hilo Club,"class 48 license transfer
From Van Ness area, 1060 Geary (Koko Club)
To Polk Neighborhood Commercial District, near Pine/California (retail space, no

previous license)

References:

1. Accusation 7/3/11, for Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (pertinent part is at
Attachment 1):
. a. requests a make-whole remedy for residents denied information to protest the
application: thousands of
occupants (more than 1,738 households) were. effectively denied rights conferred by the
ABC Act.

b. reports this application falsified Affidavit of Mailing; falsified residence lists that
"document" the
applicant mailing; deliberately altered residence lists submitted for ABC use (eliminated
opponent in
the area protected by Rule 61.4, where ABC contacts residents).

c. summarizes fact-finding sufficient to infer no Notice of Intention was mailed to the
500' radius
(no notice was reported for hundreds of residents on sixblock faces).

d, requests ABC investigate basis for penalties (potentially license denial, revocation,
referral to
the Attorney General).

2, Letter for Conditional Use hearing, describes neighborhood deterioration and crime ,
cites ABC and
Planning Code provisions precluding license for 1423 Polk, 4/27/11. (Attachment 2)

3. San Francisco Examiner, "Cops target Polk Street prostitution," 4/19/11, describes
conditions
that followed the influx of late-night business, (Attachment 3)



Supervisors:

The Board cannot take a PCN vote without trampling on public policy-to ensure legal
notice,
and the policy to maintain a process for residents to protest liquor licenses. Some of you
are
lawyers-~ and I believe all will care about civil rights, government process, or the public
welfare.

Protecting filing rights and correcting harmful notice errors are public policy. Decisions to
approve this application cannot be made until a remedy restores rights the applicant
denied an
entire community.

The August 2 agendas for two votes on 1423 Polk look like an effort to sweep another bar
into a
neighborhood where residents are desperate to reverse the conditions that followed
late-night I

businesses to the NCD. Before this recent influx, lower Nob Hill was the safest of
neighborhoods.
Safe streets were a principal attraction for older residents and single women- - who
compnse
a large part of our district.

Abar for this location is precluded by provisions of the ABC Act, and Planning Code Section
303(c)
Conditional Use requirements. Reference 2 details the provisions.

'But for a Wednesday call from Inspector Falzon, not one opponent would know of your
hearing.
From your agenda I discovered'-- late Friday-- that the applicant had IIPCW action
waiting
for scheduling since May. Since May, I made contacts with City Planning and SFPD-- about
~ow the PCNhearing would be scheduled. Not one hint of actions your agenda shows were
ill

process since May 11.

I would not expect a city vote in an ABC mandated process while area residents were
waiting
for ABC to have the legally required Notice of Intention mailed.

Ask when the applicant seeking your approval mailed the mandatqry Notice of Intention to
more than 1,700 households. ABC officials in San Francisco and Sacramento said protests
could be reje(;ted, if filed before a window set by IIsecond mailingll (sic). Protests were then

rejected- - while other residents waited through July for a notice to file.

Where the applicant effectively denied most residents information needed to initiate a
protest,
controversy is demonstrated by _the fact that ABC acknowledged about 60 II verified ll

protests. More
were filed, including erroneous dismissals. Most residents have not had opportunity to



protest.

At any meeting of residents concerning the Polk NCD you would get a notion of widespread
.and .
intense objections to adding alcohol licenses to this over-saturated district. The vicinity of
1423 Polk is now a "high-crime area." The history of organized prostitution, shootings and
other violence followed the influx of alcohol licenses: bars and "restaurants" operating as
clubs.

Profiteers run businesses to attract hoards of youths from outside the neighborhood for
binge drinking. One merchi?nt summed it up: "These people have money- - they come to
our
neighborhood and trash it, then they leave and we'rehere."

Residents established in .the neighborhood for decades no longer feel comfortable on the
.street in the evening. Some suffer from noisy. clubs in the vicinity of residences, or the

nOlSY
bands of roving drinkers. Disorderly streets are a magnet for crime.

The area of concentrated licenses from Post to Bush already deteriorated from a dining
mecca to a slum: dark gated storefronts by day, and crowds of noisy drinkers by night
discouraging retail and pedestrian traffic. Now the applicant wants to move the slum
north, to a location where pimps are congregating near the intersection already graced
by one bar, a liquor store, a third alcohol license (just closed for violations), and other
late-night businesses.

Linda Chapman
1316 Larkin Street

I~.-.'...~"".'.'.;."
~

ABC1423PolkAccusationExcerptForBOS.docx
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ABCExaminerArticleCopsTargetPolkSt.docx

~
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ABC1423PolkCommentsCUHearing.docx
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Third and Le Conte Associates, L.P
1360 Mission Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94103

July 26,2011

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
·1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE: 1075 Le Conte AffordableHousing

Dear Honorable Supervisors:

I am writing to inform you that Providence Foundation of San Francisco and Mercy
Housing California are jointly applying to the State Department ofHousing and
Community Development for financing from the Multifamily Housing Program,
Supportive Housing Component, for the development of I075 Le Conte Mfordable
Housing.

We are applying for $10,000,000 in funding to support the development of 1075 Le
Conte Affordable Housing, located at 1075 Le Conte Avenue, into.73 permanent
housing units for homeless and formerly homeless individuals and families,
including those with disabilities: 1075 Le Conte Affordable Housing was identified
by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency as a supportive housing development
to serve homeless individuals and families in order to address the need for supportive
housing identified in San Francisco's Ten Year Plan to Abolish Chronic
Homelessness.

This letter is a requirement of our funding application:

If you have any questions regarding this application or the overall project, please feel
free to call me at 355-7109.

cc: Sheela Jivan, Mercy Housing
Kate Hartley, SFRA
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Your appeal , . - :'

11'17 SansomeStreet (aka 1111 SansorYIa Street)':' ..::.:

Assessor's Parcel No. Block 0113, LGt 040 , ..... ~ ,:
Re:

John Sanger
575 Sacr~mentoStreet, 7th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111

July 27,2011

Dear John,

We met back in the'SOs when I'was active in San Francisco. I believe we were on the same side

of the development team. I closed my office and retired! froOlaCtive consulting work in 1999 and

moved to Honolulu about 6 years ago. My family owrie~ this property for 30 years. At 67 years

old, it is no time for me to tackle sensitive and difficult ~rojects.

As for your appeals, it is obvious that your real motive behind your citing of technical violations

is that you oppose to the 2-lotsubdivision, my proposal to donate Parcel B to the City or a non

profit organizati?n and my intention to turn it into open $pace not to allow any devel.oP?lent In

the future. The only development potentially may occur is in thesmalJ Parcel A fronting on

Sansome street. Since you represent developers, you know that this·parcel is zone C-2 with a

rear yard setback requirement of 25% for residentiaJ pr:oJects. Given the topography, the most

one can do is to build a relatively small strueture fn:>ntin9 on Sansome Street with minimum

impact on Telegraph Hill where you live. If yourlntentiqn is to oppose to this potential

development in parcel A, you can wait until a proposed project is presented to the City. you will

certainly have plenty of opportunities to vOice your op(iosition.

You must have read my letter to Brett Boilinger of the Planning Department (cc to Telegraph Hill

Dwellers) dated January 22, 2010. My letter documen:tedthe various geotechnical studies

including the one commissioned by the Department of'Public Works. All the studies concluded

that both Parcel A and Parcel Bare safefof developm~nt.

I would like to find out exactly why you oppos~ to this ~pplication to simply subdivide it into 2

lots. If Indeed you oppose turning Parcel B into open ~pace, I would certainly like to know why. I

thought the Telegraph Hill Dwelle'r$ do not want Parcell B to be developed. This is exactly what I

intend to propose. So, what you dowanl? I wished w~ had the chance to communicate before

you filed the appeal. .

Sincerely,

VINCENTT.e.TAI, AlA .

for and on behalf of Vinton Corporation and Kunhing Corporation
II

bee: BoarcJofSupervisors, President David cnu and Clerk afthe Board via fax: 415-554 5183

. '.
.

VINCENT ".C. Tal, AlA, Architect

Architecture
Planning
Interior

2184 Round Top Drive
HonolUlu. HI 96822

- 808-941 377BTei
253·830 8892 Fax
Email: TaiArchitecture@gmail.col11

,1238 Pacific Avenue
San francisco,CA 94109

-415·921 9BOlHel
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JUly 28, 7011

President David Chiu and Clerk of the Board or Supervisors

San Francisco Board of Supervisors - .
City Hall .. ,

1 Or. CarltonB. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: File NO. 110835
Application No. 2008.01554S
Case No. 2008.0154E .
·1117 Sansome Street (aka 1111 Sansome street)
Assessor's Parcel No. Block 0113, Lot 040 .

Dear Sfr/Madam,

via fax: 415~554-5163
total 2pages, original by mail

'.
.

, am writing to urge the members olthe Board to appro'Ve my appl.ication for the 2-lot minor

sl,lbdivision. My family own9~ this property for ~O years isince 1981. We determined 'it is time for

us and my~elf in particular to mpve. on and do sotnethin;gabout it.

1. The 2-lot subdivision application ismerely a minor land subdivision that does ·not include

any proposed building structures. As such, ther~ is no physical change and activity on

the property. The publiC and the Planning Department will have the opportunity to

comment if and when a building project isprop~sed in the future.

2. It is my intention to donate Parcel 8 ofapproximately 9,304 SF to a non-profit

organization to keep it asopen'$pace perpetually. The City of San Francisco may be a

potential recipient sinc.e italready owned the cortiguous Upper Calho,un rerrace ight-of

way above: I have written to the Telegraph Hill Dwellers on 'Debember'1Z; 2007, July 7,

2009 and November 28, 2009,·and Mr. Daniel ~aForte of the San Francisco Park Trust·
.', . , .. ' ...

on February 24, 2010 and again on 5eptember'7, 2010 to find ~u\ if they can refer me to

non-profit organizations .that may have interes.t in accepting such donation. 50 far, there

is no response. It is clear from my offer thllt ParcelS is to be remained undeveloped and

potentially rezoned to open space.

3. There have been a number· of extensive full geotechnical investigations perfor-med

during the past 25 years. The City had in poss~ssion and reviewed these geotechnical

reports, notably the Treadwell & Rollo"lnc./OliVia Chen report commissioned by the

Department of Public Works in 1999which concluded lne property is stable and safe to

develop, particularly in the lower portion fronting on Sansome Street. If and when there

Is a proposal to develop Parcel A currently zon~dC~2 in the future, the proposed

development will be restrict~d to a rather small;building fronting on Sansome Street dLie

VINCENT T.C. T.i, AlA, Arehiteo'
Architedure
Planning
Interior

I

2184 ROund Top'Drive
Honolulu. HI 96822 .
808-9413770 Tel
253·8308892 Fax
Email: TaiArchileclure@gmai1.com

1238 Pacific Avenue
San Francisco; CA 941"09
415-921 9808 Tel

.,
!
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July 28, 2011
Page 2 .... . '. .

President David Chiu and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

to the 25% rear yard setback requirement. Such a structure is away from Telegraph Hill

and will have minimal effect on its residen,s.. '

. .

4. While there was a history of landslide and slape stability Issues in the adjacent and
., ...., .

nearby properties, to the best ,ofmy knOWledge, lhere had been no landslide or major

rack falling off within the subject property during the past 30 years or so. There had been

a few isolated incidences dUringthe 1980s that some rocks or boulders fell off from the

top of the' neighboring property (200Green. A min9rlandslide occurred in the lower

portion of property north of the subject property In December of 2005, but nothing .

noticeable. withi!) the subject property. There ha~ been some 'occasional rather minor

erosion of the loose gunite and sh~le originat~d'from the City Right-of Way under Upper

Calhoun Terrace that slid down the s!ope and c~rriedthe loose 1alus and quarry debris

along withthem wi,thin the subject property.

5. I wrote to Mr. Sanger to ask him what are his real rea~ons behind his appeals as they

.are clearlybased.on technical grounds. It is obvious that he is opposed to the 2·/ot

subdivision, and my proposal to not to allow any future development to occur on Parcel

, B. tam not clear what are his real intentions. A$ his neighbor, lam willing to listen an~ to

take his concerns intooonsidsl"stion.lf he oppo~es to any future development in Parcel

A, he will certainly have th~ opportunity to voice his concerns when there is such a

proposal:
'

J will be happy tt? a'nswer any other questionsyou mayihave during the hearing on August 2. I

wish to thank you in actvan'ce for your attention and. fav;orabJe consideration,

Sincerely~

VINCENTT.C.TAI, AlA

for and on behalf of Vinton Corporation and Kunhing Corporatio~

Tai A$$.oclataslArchilee\$
Architecture
PlannIng
Inlerior



Thomas Alderman
2445 Polk Street, Apt. 1

San Francisco, CA 94109
(415) 310-2770

Board of Supervisors
City Hall-Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Cc: Mayor Edwin M. Lee
Cc:Senator Mark Leno
Cc: Assemblyman Tom Ammiano
Cc: Director Edward Reiskin, Department ofPublic Works

Dear Sirs:
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I'm writing to you today in regards to the dangerous conditions in the Broadway tunnel concerning bicyclists
on the pedestrian sidewalks. As a Russian Hill resident, I regularly walk to and from work in the Financial
District via the Broadway tunnel and found on numerous occasions (nearly every day in fact) to be ·confronted
by a cyclist riding illegally on the pedestrian sidewalk.

The cyclists seem to think it. is their right of waY,and are not afraid to push past pedestrians on the sidewalk
that is barely wide enough for pedestrians to pass one another, much less a bicycle. On multiple occasions,
I've had a cyclist run right up into me from behind, and on other occ,asions they use their handle bars or their
arms to push you aside. As I'm sure you have heard from others in the community, the tunnel walls are filthy
with greasy black dirt, so you can imagine what it's like to have a nicely pressed shirt and slacks soiled after
being pushed against the wall.

Furthermore, there are very real and serious safety concerns by having bicycles on the sidewalk. Traffic
moves swiftly through the tunnel and I can only imagine w1;J.at might happen if a young child were thrown
from the path by a cyclist with no regard for safety. There are schools and playgrounds 9n both sides of the
tunnel; the pedestrian paths must be safe for all to use,

I recommend that the city take the following steps to correct this problem:

1. Add signage to all four sidewalk entrances clearly stating "Pedestrians Only" (no bicycles, no
skateboards)

2. Repaint the bike lanes in the tunnel with white lines and the identifying "stick-man cyclist." These
lanes used to be there, and can be seen in a couple places heavily faded, but in most areas are completely
washed away. I imagine many cyclists use the pedestrian path for fear of using the lanes, so they must
be made visible for the safety of the cyclists.

3. Add additional lighting to the pedestrian paths. The tunnel is very dark at night, adding to safety
concerns.

4. Wash the tunnel! I mean seriously, this is Broadway in one of the most beautiful cities in the world,
and the tunnel looks like something from a third world country.

I hope you take these concerns seriously and make every effort to increase safety along this well-travelled
corridor in our city. Thank you.

Sincerely, .

~h~-
Tom Alderman



BOARD of SUPERVISORS
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1 Dr. Carl,"ton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102~4689

Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
. Fax No. (415) 554~5163

TDD{TTY No. (415) 554~5227
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July 27, 2011

Mr. John Arntz
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Room48 .
San Francisco CA 94102

Dear Mr. Arntz:
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Please accept this letter as confirmation that we are withdraWing our support for the Jreviously
submitted Fair Shelter Initiative for the November 8, 2011 election.

Srncerely, tfl ~_
~sorJaneKim . ~:morEriC Mar

District Six District One

j Cc: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

-. .



August 1, 2011

Dear Director John Arntz:

We hereby withdraw our signatures from the "Parks for the Public" measure currently scheduled

for the November 2011 ballot.

Thank you,

Cc: Angela Calvillo, Clerk ofthe Board
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August 1,2011

Dear Director John Arntz:

We hereby withdraw our signatures from the "Anti-Demolition" measure currently scheduled for
the November 2011 ballot.

Thank you,

Ross Mirkarimi

Cc: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
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SPRA\VLDEF -- the Sustainability, Parks, Recycling And Wildlife Legal Defense Fund -- a California non-profit corporation,

and I, David lam, as an opponent of cutrate megadumps because they are sprawl~inducing and undermine financing of

recycling efforts wherever d1ey are operated, oppose award by tl).e City and County of San Francisco of the proposed contracts

with Recolog)' for the transport and landfilling of unrecyc1ed wastes when the current contract with the Altamont Landfill and

Resource Recovery Facility expires. (Board of Superivsors, 26 July 2011, Agenda Item 21)

\v'e asse~t that the -procurementprocess was seriously flawed and should be redone to ens~e that recycling and composting

are maximized in competition With conventional waste collection and disposal service provider, which this' contract fails to do

by fostering vertical integration of all solid waste services provided to the businesses, instituitions, and residents of San

Francisco.

Moreover, the proposed contract should not be awarded because it accepts unjustifably the assertions that the proposed rail

haul of 120 miles from somewhere in Oakland by some unspecified route without a certified Environmental ImpactReport

will eventually be found in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act.

As advocates for effective and intertwined policies ~nd ptograms that will reduce the harmful effects on global cliinate c.. \., d vtqe <::) ..... ~

once.,great society of California, this contract will in our estimation be found to conflict with the provisions of the Global

Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32~' i
• and the Sustainable Communities

and Cliinate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375).

Because we advocate for the interests 0 f all 0 f San Francisco and.Northern California for cost-effective environmental

programs, we object tb d1e award of the contract because of the possibility -- which 'JIe deem a likelihood -- that the Yuba

County Board of Supervisors will increase fees at Recology Ostrom Road Land Fill from $4.40 per ton to

$35 per ton, which would make the proposed rail-haul by Recology of up to 5 million tons during a 10-year contract about

$7.5 million per year (lO-year total of $75 million) more expensive than simply continuing with the use of the Altamont

Landfill. The $75.million in fees authorized by your Board to be collected by Recology could be much better spent if placed in

d1e Impound Account and used to finance competitively-bid recycling programs d1at are now awarded by dint of parochial

interpretations of the Chatter of the City and County of San Francisco.ie. 'Re co \ ell i .

The great crime writer" Raymond Chandler, observed: "You can't have everything, even in California."

Respectfully,

David 1. Tam 510-859-5195

Research & Development Director

SPRAWLDEF -- Sustainability, Parks, Recycling And Wildlife Legal Defense Fund

802 Balta Drive, EI Cerrito CA 94530

LO 1)



Sprawlcology thre'atens Yuba County.
Watermelngrower 11:42 AM on July 26, 2011 POSTED TO NIARYSVllLE CA APPEAL-DEMOCRAT STORYBELOW

Sprawlcology threatens Yuba County. Citj..zens should ensure their

Supervisors do whatever it takes to avoid becoming vicitimized by

urban sprawl ~-in the form of Recology's proposed tripling of tonnage

at the Ostrom Road Land Fill. '

See problems with the Recology contract

11 [tV: 1I \\"-"v.s fbg.com/poli tics12011/07/25 I \.\>111-kopps-competitive-biddil1g-il1itiativc-derail-recology%E2%80%99s-train-

y~ba. "

. .
Recology bringing in 400,000-500,000 tons of unrecycled wastes from

San Francisco on top of the 241,002 tons from

Yuba-Sutter-Glenn-Colusa-Nevada counties will triple the tonnage. Bay

Area landfills have enough cap~city at current recycling levels for

about 50 years.

Supervisor Roger Abe quietly pointed out to the San Francisco

Supervisors' Budget & Finance Committee last Wednesday tl1at Yuba's

fees could go from present $4.40 per ton to over $30 per ton. Yuba

County doesn't need to host Northern California's first -- \"hen none

will ever be necessary -- rail-haul landfill. '

Read more: http://\V\V\v.appeal-democrat.com/articles/authority-l08654-surplus-bills.htmI#i..,o;:zzlTEq2f9Go

Trash bills may rise "

Comments 3
July 25,2011 10:18:00P1'I

By Ben van der Meer/Appeal-Democrat

Yuba-Sutter residents could see it modest increase in their garbage

bills in a couple of months, even tl10ugh the Regional Waste Management

Aud-writy projects a surplus in rate collections during this fiscal

year.

But the surplus now"vill help keep bills st'lble down the road, and a

higher surcharge will end severalyears of deficit budgets .for that

agency, said administrator Keith 1'fartin.

"\V'e've been using our accumulated reserves," Martin said, adding the

surplus from overall rates will go into reserVes again for future

years when costs might outstrip revenues. "You've got something to

address extraordinary expenses down the road."

The authority determined tl1ere would be about a 2.35 percent surplus

from overall garbage bills fu 2011-12 because of a number of factors,

. including lower fuel prices than projected and an overall decrease in

garbage volume owing to tl1e recession~

However, customers in Marysville and Yuba County are still subject to

a rate increase on overall bills, because of :Lviarysville's ,

street-sweeping services and the county's Ponderosa Transfer Station.

There, rates will increase by 1.55 percent and .10 percent,

respectively.

The resulting projected surplus in 2011-12 of about $550,000 'will be



put into reserve; after the authority's board of directors voted 5-0

to accept. a rate adjustment report Thursday.

In its next motion, d1e authority's board unanimously approved, with

no co ment, to pass along to member agencies a vote on an authority

surcharge. The surcharge is separate from what ratepayers pay for

trash service to Recology Yuba-Sutter, Inc. .

Martin said the higher aud10rity surcharge will amount to about 25

cents more a mond1 for household customers. Commercial customers pay a

corresponding fee.

The authority uses funding fwm the surcharge, established in 1989,

for avariety of purposes, including managing the household hazardous

waste facility in Yuba City, exercising oversight of the Ostrom Road

landfill through the local enforcement agency, and creating a

long-term municipal solid waste master plan.

Higher surcharges and other adjustments must be approved by the

authority's member agencies - 'the two counties and four cities.

Ma!tin said all SL'>: governing bodies for those members will vote on

the chahges during August, and they'd go into effect Oct. 1 if

approved.

CONTACT reporter Ben V411 der Meer at 530-749-4786

COJ\fivIENTS:
rubicon 11:32 PM on July 25, 2011 The story is difficult to follow but it looks like the rates are going

up to pay for d1e increased cost of t;he Yuba County's garbage

enforcement program at the landfill. How much of this new charge can

be credited to d1e ongoing garbage wars to keep SF trash out of the

Yuba County Landfill? Is dus really cost local residents must payor

should our trash hauler "Recology" spring for dus bill? Score: 3

trp756 6:32.AM on July 26,2011

"a higher surcharge will end several years of deficit budgets for that

agency, said administrator Keith Martin."

This has nodUng to do with recology.This is all the county agency

wanting more money for themselves. Recology shouldn't have to pay it

anymore than we should.

Istherejustice 8:42 AM on July 26,2011

I stopped paying recology several months ago for hauling away my

money, and I couldn't be happier. Recycling is easier than you think,

and you're getting your money back instead of d1WWing it away to

Recology. You save all the way around. and just think if everyone did

it, we wouldn't have to hear those noisey trucks at 4 and 5 a.m. Stop

d1rowing yoU! money away. Everything is recyclable. \VE have a hauling

service for FREE! Call me.
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July 25,2011

Board of Supervisors .
City and COUIityof San Francisco

Re: Sie:r;ra Club position on Waste Disposal Contract

. Honorable Members:
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As Vice Chair of the San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club I·am submitting comments in
support of the Club's position on the proposal to award a contract to transport trash by rail to
Yuba County.

In FebruarY whenthe proposed bid was first made public the Sierra Club submitted comments
and raised questions. A copy ofour letter is attached. In our comments we suggested that the
process in place left many questions that could not be answered regarding contract performance
and costs to th~ rate payers. We asked that the Board stop the bid process and re-puplish a
revised RFP. Your sfaff summarily dismissed oUr concerns and told us we did not know what.
we were talking about. Since that time they have been quietly and diligently working to address
some ofour concerns one at a time, inc1udin,gthe one currently being considered regarding cost.·

The Sierra Club believes our original concerns remain valid aoo that your st8.ffwill not be able to
address all ofthem in the proposed contract, which places the dumpster before the horse, so to
speak. Ifyouproceed'on'fue course staff recommends; in the. end the City will likely not meet its
goals for trash diversion and recycling, will find that it is, ~;)Ut 'of compliance with AB-32 and SB- .
375, and the rate payers will end up paying more than they do today for the same service. The
residents and rate payers of San Francisco will not see any change in the way their trash is
collected. The trash will quietly go away each day to another county far to the north. And, there
Will be very little the Board can do once:diversion and recycling numbersb~ginto slip below
your very ambitious goal of reaching zero waste by 2020, which we support, and which we
believe was intended by the Board to reduce the impaCt of your trash on the City and the State.

Sincerely,

Attachment: February 7, 2011 Letter frOID the Sierra Club



SIERRA
CLUB
FOUNDED 1892

San Francisco Bay Chapter
Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin Zld San Francisco counties

. February 7, 2011

Budget and Finance Committee
'Board ofSupervisors
City and County ofSan Francisco

Honorable members;

The San Francisco Bay Chapter ofthe Sierra Club represents 26,000 members in the central Bay Area, ,
and 8,000 members who live in San Francisco. For years the Chapter bas been involved in solid waste
issues, both through the reduction ofwaste by various programs, such as recycling and oomposting, and
through the mailagement of solid wastes by appropriate disposal practices. The CluJ;>. believes; consistent
"vith state law, that there should be a reduction in waste sent to landfill sites, and that such landfill waste
should be sent to facilities reasonably close to the point oforigination.

Under state law and local policy, the City and County of San Francisco is required to plan for its
disposalof solid waste for the'next fifteen years. Under the Zero Waste policies and programs adopted
in 2006, the CitY and County has projected to reach zero waste; that is to have no materials going to
landfills or incinerators, by 2020. This ambitious goal has been matched by few public agencies in the
developed world.. . .

. . . .

We have.reviewed the proposed waste hauling and'disposal contract. under consideration with Recology,
fonnerly NorCal. Ibis agreement would redirect waste generated in San Francisco and currently
trucked to Altamont Landfill in eastern Alameda County to a landfill site ovo,ned by Recology in Yuba.
County. Recology would then become boththe waste hauler and the landfill operator for San
Francisco's was"Le. W~ have identified :flaws in the bid process as well as in the,proposed contract
language. Staffhave asserted that many of the issues raised by the Club will be 'resolved during the
Rate-setti.l1g process. We believe many ofthese issues have'the potential for serious cost consequences
that would need to be absorbed by the ratepayers and could cause :further delay in the imple1Th;;lltation of .
the agreement. QUestions raised by the Club and others should be resolved prior to acCepting the bid.
The Rate-setting phase ofthe bid process is not the time to evaluate these matt..ers.

We do not believe this agreement will result in .San Francisco reaching its 2020 goals ofzero waste. We
also conclude that this contract will impose on San Fra..'1ciseo rate-payers considerably higher rates than
those projected. Further, there have been changes in market conditions which could resultin monetary
benefits for rate payers with a renewed bid process. The Sierra Club therefore urges that the Budget and
Finance Committee recommend to the full Board of Supervisors that the current bid process be rejected
and that the Depa..-tment ofllie Environment circulate anew Request for Proposal (RFP).

We ask that you reject the proposed cOntract currently under consideration for the followillg reasons_ .



The Proposed Contract:

1. Appears to shield the contractor from certain as yet unspecified additional costs that will be borne by the
rate payers. These costs include fees imposed by other jurisdictions that have yet to approve actions
within their authority necessary for the contractor to fulfill the teons of the agreement. Yuba County
and other regulatory agencies have not granted approval for the full range 9fresidual waste~ organics
and ADC to be delivered to the Ostrom Road landfill operated by Recology in Yuba County.
Regulatory fees or host mitigation fees willlik.ely be.imposed for the additional tonnage. The costs for
these fees have not been identified in the bid and are not under the control of the City and COlmlY of San
Francisco or by the contractor. These additional costs will ultimately result in an increase in .the
collection rate. .

2. Does not account for the reiu!atoryrequirements of shifting from truck haul to rail haul. The rail
.in:frastructure may require approval from other jurisdictions beyond San Franc;isco and Yuba County.

. The costs associated with permitting rail transportation facilities have not been identified and will
ultimately be induded in the rate structure.

3; Does not ·accountfor the lack ofpenllits for procesSing an ofthe materials proposed to be hauled to
Ostrom Road. Organics, ADt and c9mpostable materials are not pennitted to be processed In the
quantities or by the methods required for the contractor to be in compliance with the contraet

4. Does not consider the envirornnental iinpacts ofthe complete scope ofthe project encompassed by the
contraCt. While there is environmental documentation for the Ostrom Road landfill site~ no study has
been conducted for the potential impacts ofshifting the transport ofWaste to Alameda County by truck
compared to transport toYuba County by rail. Moreover,~proposal could trigger a new 'study for the
Ostrom Road site because ofthe increased volume ofmateria.Js and new information on the possible
impacts on water quality and to the extensive agriculture close to the landfill, particularly such water

,intensive crops as rice, walnuts and aImonds~

5. May not result in San Francisco achieving the goal ofzero waste by 2020 as required. VJhile the City
has an adopted waste plan requiring zero waste by 2020, awarding a contract to a single .entity that both
hauls the waste and controls the landfill could create a disincentive to the private hauler to reduce the
amount .ofwaste, thereby creating a conflict of interest Specifically~ since Recology will profit from the
landfill oPeration it v;ill be in its corporate best interest to continue having San Francisco waste to take
to the landfill. Furthermore, Recology's interest in inaintaining a landfill operation may also influence it
when choosing its waste diversion programs. Since the fee money generated by this contract for waste .
diversion programs (Zero Waste Account) requires aWIOvaHrom Recology it is possible that the most

.effective waste diversion programs will not be selected. Without adequate safeguards or incentive
measures to prevent a single entity from delaying :full attainment by 2020, the City and the rate payers
may not achieve its goal ofzero waste on schedule. More needs to be done to encourage diversion
activities apart from what the contractor does.·Monopolistic S"jstems which don't benefit from market
competition are at an inherent disadvantage when mnovation would best serve CCSF's need to.phase out

.landfill entirely. ' . .

6. Does not.adequately consider available landfill capacity at permitted landfill sites closer to the City.
Several operating landfill sites have available capacity for the tenn of the proposed contract:· three
operating facilities in the San Jose area, a landfill near Pittsburg in Contra Costa County, as well as the
Altamont and Vasco Road landfills in Alameda County. All have adequate pennitted but Unused



·disposal capacity in excess ofthe 1,100 tons per day that CCSF would appear to need at the ~gipningof

the proposed contract. Additionally, any reference to Hay Roap Landfill in Solano County as a possible

, back-up site by the contractor needs to acknowledge the legal restriction on imports to this site ofno

, more than approximately 600 tons per day which rule it out as a realistic facility to provide back-up

capacity.

7. Does not provjde 'adequate financial 'control ofthe Zero Waste Account The Zero Waste Account'

should be controlled solely by the city, not in a joint account with the Contractor. '[Landfill Disposal

Agreement, Para. 3.8J.

Another assumption requiring further review during the proctI.fement process is· the interest in using

land:fiIYgasas a haul-vehicle bio-fuel. The Club does not support the capture of-methane 'gas from

landfill sites for the production of electrical power or,for use as a bio-fuel. While the concept ofusiilg

methane gas to produce energy may be attractive, research has shown that the current technology for

collecting landfill gas for energy recovery alJows.for excess lea.te:age into the atmosphere and may

actually result in more deleterious air quality impacts than simple flaring.

We wish CcsF well in its pursuit of attaining Zero Waste; a slogan that is much easier said than done.

The challenges are extensive but not monumental· We very much hope you will be successful.
, '

Again, the Sierra Club urges the rejection ofllie current bid process and the circulation'ofanew ReqUest

for Proposal (RFP).

Very truly yours,

~~~'-

Arthur Feinstein, SF Bay Chapter Chair

·-&C~~
BeckyEV~F 'Group C1:lair
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. Stop The Tea Baggers NOW
Lee Mentley
to:
democratic.caucus, Democrats WhoWant, CA DEMS, LACounty Democratic PartY, Chairman Art
Torres California Democrati~Party, Gov.-Howard Dean, National Jewish Democratic Council, Gov.
Howard Dean, governorcuomo@exec.ny.gov Cuomo
07/26/2011 09:16 AM
Cc:
Chuck Schumer, Congressman Barney, Roll Call; The Hill, Elena Jimenez, Benjamiil Cardenas,
AneRomero, Maxine Waters, Barbara Boxer, bernie, senator, tom_harkin, Dianne Feinstein, Senator
John Kerry, senator, Senator Harry Reid, Senator Roc).<.efeller, Nancy Pelosi, Nancy Pelosi, "Rep. Nancy
Pelosi", Congressman Kucinich, Alan Grayson, SanFraricisco ClerkofTheBoard,.Govenof Richardson,
Gavin Newsom, governor
Show Details

When will the President and elected Democrats stop whimping out and use the power they have been
given. Even when you had a majority in all three branches you rolled over like a broken mutt... ! The
14th Amendment is there use it.)

Get the game on and kick Tea Bagger Butt... !
Especially if you want my vote or funds on any level...!

To say that I am angry..., doesn't even comec1ose... !

Lee Mentley
.Los Angeles

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web4021.htm



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Andrea Ausberry/BOS/SFGOV,

Please support Health Care Security Ordinance amendment (file #110546)
-. ...... - ----_._-~

From:
To:
Cc:

Date:
Subject:

SF League of Pissed Off Voters <theleaguesf@gmail.com::
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
LinShao.Chin@sfgov.org, Les.Hilger@sfgov.org, Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org,
Catherine,Stefani@sfgov.org, Margaux,Kelly@sfgov.org, Victor.Lim@sfgov.org,
Catherine.Rauschuber@sfgov.org, JUdson.True@sfgov.org, Cammy.Blackstone@sfgov.org,
Katy.Tang@sfgov.org, Robert.Selna@sfgov.org, Rick.Galbreath@sfgov.org,
Vallie.Brown@sfgov.org, Olivia.Scanlon@sfgov.org, Alexander.Volberding@sfgov.org,
Gillian.Gillett@sfgov.org, Adam.Taylor@sfgov.org, Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org,
Sheila.Chung.Hagen@sfgov.org, Jon.Lau@sfgov.org, M.egan.Hamilton@sfgov.org,
Raquel.Redondiez@sfgov.org, Frances.Hsieh@sfgov.org, AvalosStaff@sfgov.org
08/02/2011 11 :46 AM
Please support Health Care Security Ordinance amendment (file #110546)

San Francisco League of Pissed Off Voters

Also known as the League of Young Voters

theLeagueSF@gmail.com

htlp://theLeague.com/SF

August 2, 2011

Re: Please support Health Care Security Ordinance amendment (file #110546)

Dear Supervisors,

For years, San Francisco has led the way in workers issues by providing things like the nation's highest minimum
wage and paid sick days. In 2009, San Franciscans took great pride in the passage of the Health Care Security
Ordinance, which we were told would require employers with more than 20 employees to provide health insurance
for their workers. We see signs at restaurants-around town saying they are adding a surcharge to their bill so they
can provide health insurance for their employees, and we were satisfied to know that our money was' going to take
care of the people who prepare and serve our food.

But now we're' pissed off to learn that almost half of the restaurants are not providing actual health insurance or
access to Healthy SF forthe employees. Instead they are putting 'money into Health Reimbursement Accounts
(HRAs) that is set asidefor employee health costs. The bottom line is this: HRAs are not health insurance. They
may be adequate to coVer routine health care costs, but any kind of serious illness or injury will quickly wipe out an
HRA account. HRAs are also typically too limited in what types of health care they provide.

But wait, it gets worse. If the worker quits (or is fired), or doesn't use the money by the end of the year, the
employer takes it back and the account balanc:e resets to zero. Last year, 4 out of 5 dollars Were reclaimed by the
businesses. This gives employers an incentive to restrict access to the account, or worse not even tell their
employees they are eligible for this benefit! That means we haye restaurants telling us they're charging us more to
give health care to their employees, but really they're pocketing 80% of the money at the end of the year. And if their
employees do get sick, we all end up footing the bill when our tax dollars are used to give them care in the
emergency room!

That's why we support Supervisor David Campos's ordinance to help close this loophole. The ordinance
simply says that unused money in HRAs rolls over from one year to the next.

We have heard that there's talk of a "compromise" that would split the baby by letting employers take back 50% of
the money in HRAs. That compromise sucks for two reasons:



1. HRAs are not ,health insurance! We need to encourage employers to provide real health insurance or access to
Healthy SF for their employees. Allowing them to still pocket 50% of the HRA money encourages them to continue to
provide substandard care for their employees while still ripping off their patrons with their fake Healthy SF
surcharges.

2. This50-50 split would violate the ERISA (Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974), and could lead to
the courts throwing out the entire Health Care Security Ordinance! (It's some technical stuff, but federal law
says SF can't dictate how employers spend on health care. We can mandate that employers provide health care, but
we can't mandate certain types of coverage.) .

That's why we're urging the Board of Supervisors to close the Health Care Security Ordinance loophole without
watering it down in ways that would put this landmark legislation at risk. ' ,

Sincerely,

The League of Young Voters PAC

IEI~
! "1....1
i~~\

08-02-11-LeagueHealthcare loophole letter.pdf



San Francisco League of Pissed Off Voters
Also known as the League of Young Voters
theLeagueSF@gmail.com
http://theLeague.com/SF

August 2, 2011
Re: Healthcare loophole

Dear Supervisors,

For years, San Francisco has led the way in workers Issues by prOViding things like the nation's highest
minimum wage and paid sick days. In 2009, San Franciscans took great pride in the passage of the Health
Care Security Ordinance, which we were told would require employers with more than 20 employees to
provide health insurance for their workers. We see signs at restaurants around town saying they are adding
a surcharge to their bill so they can provide health insurance for their employees, and we were satisfied to
know that our money was going to take care of the people who prepare and serve our food..

. .
But now we're pissed off to learn that almost half of the restaurants are not providing actual health insurance
or access to Healthy SF for the employees. Instead they are putting money into Health Reimbursement·
Accounts (HRAs) that is set aside for employee health costs. The bottom line is this: HRAs are not health
insurance. They may be adequate to cover routine health care costs, but any kind of serious illness or injury
will quickly wipe out an HRA account. HRAs are also typically too limited in what types ofhealth care they
prOVide.

But wait, it gets worse. If the worker qUits (or is fired), or doesn't use the money by the end of the year, the
employer takes it back and the account balance resets to zero. Last year, 4 out of 5 dollars were
reclaimed by the businesses. This gives employers an incentive to restrict access to the account, or worse
not even tell their employees they are eligible for this benefit! That means we have restaurants telling. us
they're charging us more to give h.ealth care to their employees, but really they're pocketing 80% of the
money at the end of the year. And if their employees do get sick, we all end up footing the bill when our tax
dollars are used to give them care in the emergency room!

That'swhy we support Supervisor David Campos's ordinance to help close this loophole. The
ordinance simply says that unused money in HRAs rolls over from one year to the next.

We have heard that there's talk of a "compromise" that would split the baby by letting employers take back
50% of the money in HRAs. That compromise sucks for two reasons:

1. HRAs are not health insurance! We need to encourage employers to provide real health insurance or
access to Healthy SF for their employees. Allowingthem to still pocket 50% of the HRA money encourages
them to continue to provide substandard care for their employees while still ripping off their patrons with their
fake Healthy SF surcharges. .

2. This 50-50 split would violate the ERISA (Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974), and could
lead to the courts throwing out the entire Health Care Security Ordinance! (It's some technical stuff,
but federal law says SF can't dictate how employers spend on health care. We can mandate that employers
provide health care, but we can't mandate certain types of coverage.)

That's why we're urging the Board of Supervisors to close the Health Care Security Ordinance loophole
without watering it down in ways that would put this landmark legislation at risk.

Sincerely,
The League of Young Voters PAC



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Invest in City College!

-----~~-_._,_.---
-_._~~----.-----_

._-------

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Anaia Gilliam" <agilliam@mail.cs;sf.edu>
Board .of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/02/2011 02:38 AM
Invest in City College!

To Mayor Lee and Supervisors: City College provides critical educational

opportunities to 100,000 working students every year. Our future depends on

quality, affordable education. Students have it hard enough as it is -- let's

give students a break by eliminating the $2 million in service fees charged

to City College.

Sincerely,

Anaia Gilliam
San Francisco, 94121



._------_....-----~---~~--------

I~Z!~l ~~~ BOS ConstituentMail Distribution,

L::.J~<I Bcc:
~~~~ect: .•Invest inCity College!

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Judith Keenan" <j.k.46@sbcglobal.net>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/12/2011 02:41 PM
Invest in City CollegE;l!

To Mayor Lee and Supervisors:
City College provides critical educational opportunities to 100,000 ~orking

students every year. Our future depends on quality, affordable education~
Students have it hard enough as it is -- let1s give students a break by
eliminating the $2 million in service fees charged to City College.
I spent 30 years as a carpenter, which supported my avocation as a
photographer. I have been taking filmmaking classes at·City College since
2009 and feel right at hom~ in the midst of working students whq are also
incredibly ~reative. California used to have one of the best public education
systems in the country. Please support City College! There is lots of talent
there.
Judith Keenan
I did both of these while a student in the film department.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mu1DA6CKNUY this one was in the Bernal
Heights Outdoor Cinema Festival in 2010
http://youtu.be/26nZNiurxf8 I won 6 months of free CalTrain and Muni in a
video contest in 2009

Sincerely,

Judith Keenan
San Francisco, '9



Invest in City College!
JOSE L. pOllS to: Board.of.Supervisors

VV~

08/05/201111 :21 PM

To Mayor Lee.and Supervisors:

Honorable, Mayor Lee & Staff members of our beloved City of San Francisco:

City College provides critical educational opportunities to 100,000 working
students every year. Our future depends on quality and affordable education.
Students have it hard enotigh as it is -- le~'s give students a break by
eliminating the $2 million in service fees charged to City College.

I'm honored to have this opportunity to raise my voice and appeal to your
distingui~h political investment you honorably hold by ~he majority of the
votes 'favored you and your staff members.
As you. know, many San Franciscans have put their trust and hopes in you.'
San Francisco is known to be a city that is commited to the provision and
protection of its people from social injustices.
I appeal to your sense of kindness to support our CCSF, as many other public
& private entities in our community, to keep thriving for the better living
and well-being of these multi-lingual, social and cutltural races that makes
of this, our beloved city a very particular and wonderful place to be, and .
live in. .

Best regards.

Sincerily,

JOSE SOLIS

Sincerely, .

JOSE L. SOLIS
Oakland; 94612



James J 0 Ludwig
66 Montclair Terr~~'RECEIVED'

o OF SUPERVISORS
San FrancIsco, CA ~ FR ,6JIC1SCO
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August 20, 2011

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 280
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02-4689

Dear Supervisors:

,1; LT>-L\

~

The Oak and Fell Streets "bike lane expansion" is a bad idea. Auto traffic on those
Streets would be severely affected by the proposed buffer area and expanded bike
lane. Fell and Oak Streets are active thoroughfares and have made driving in the City
much more fluid. Removing a traffic lane to add a bike lane would make an already
congested route much worse.

Traffic is vital to the health of the downtown shopping areas which provide vital
property and sales tax revenues to support the city's economic health.

Best regards,

~~o
James J. ;:~g . .

cc: Mayor Ed Lee
Scott James, SF Chronicle Staff Writer
Paul Newman, President, Uptown Parking Corporation (Sutter Stockton & Union
Square Garages)

(415) 441-5252 • E-mail: LudwiginSF@earthlink.net • (415) 441-5596 fax



To:
Cc:
Bee:
Subject:

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Summer Pool Safety, Children with floatation devices. Is it Law? Who sells it?.- - .--

From:
To:

Cc:
Date:
SUbject:

."Neil Signo, A+ Network+" <neiLsigno@yahoo.com>
"cgroom@co.sanmateo.ca.us" <cgroom@co.sanmateo.ca.us>, "ccd@fostercity.org"

. <ccd@fostercity.org>, .
Rose Gibson <RoseJG@co.sanmateo.ca.us>, "Board,of.Supervisors@sfgov.org"

<Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
NeilRey Signo <neiLsigno@yahoo.com>
07/30/201110:04 PM
Summer Pool Safety, Children with floatation devices. Is it Law? Who sells it?

San Mateo Board, CCD Foster City.•SFGov Board of Supervisors;
I am requesting the repeat of a law if there is such; the requirement of safety products

for
young children in swimming pools. The known safety of inflation devices or floating devices'
to
keep the children afloat preventing 'drowning'. Is it law that it is required for the child
under
age 12 to wear a floatation device; where swimming pools are deeper than 5 fee,t?
On the television news this last week July 30, 2011 in the San Francisco Bay Area, I

thought was San Jose area. Acomplaint that a fence was too high, around a apartment
unit community pool. The child and father were drowned leaving one person to jump over
the fence.



From:
To:

Cc:

Date:
Subject:

To: . BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc;
Bcc:
Subject: Removalof term in eml:lrgency services jobs "EQUIVALENT EXPERIENCE"

"Neil Signo, A+ Network+"<neil_signo@yahoo.com>
"BoardOperations@cob.sccgov.org" <BoardOperations@cob.sccgov.org>,
"Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <B6ard.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
"cgroom@co.sanmateo.ca.us" <cgroom@co.sanmateo.ca.us>,
"john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us" <john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>
07/30/2011 08:52 PM
Rernbval of term in emergency services jobs "EQUIVALENT EXPERIENCE"

SF Board, Santa Clara Board, San Mateo Board, Santa Cruz Board;
Comments:
I am requesting the SFO County Board and the other Bay Area County Boards to review

the .
term "equivalent experience" in job advertisements specific to "emergency services" and
dangerous jobs in the utilities. I would prefer the words "equivalent experience" be .

. removed
and banned forever. To prevent persons from working as electrical pole utility to
ambulance -
response, even untrained fire people. The persons injured in the act of help paid by local
taxes and becoming injured.



From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

To: Victor Young/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Opposing BaS Agenda Item #27 Extending Time to Consider Continuing Redevelopment

Activities (file #110863)

AEBOKEN Boken <aeboken@msn.com>
<board .of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <carmen .chu@sfgov.org>, <david .campos@sfgov.org>,
<david.chiu@sfgov.org>, <eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>, <jane.kim@sfgov.org>,
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>, <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>,
<rick.caldeira@sfgov.org>, <ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, <scott.weiner@sfgov.org>,
<sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>
07/30/2011 12:34 AM
Opposing BaS Agenda Item #27 Extending Time to Consider Continuing Redevelopment Activities
(file #110863)

Dear Board of Supervisors memebers,

I am urging each of you to oppose the BOS agenda item #27 Extending Time to Consider Continuing
Redevelopment Activities. (file #110863) for all the previously stated reasons.

Eileen Boken
District 4 resident



--------------_~

From:
To:

Date: .
Subject:

To: Linda Wong/BOS/SFGOV, BaS Constituent Mail Distribution, .
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: West Portal Ave CBD Item# 110772

Pedro Galletti <pagalletti@gmail.com>
sean.elsbernd@sfgov.or, mark.farrell@sfgov.org, jane.kim@sfgov.org,
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
07/26/2011 09:35 PM
West Portal Ave CBD Item# 110772

To the San Francisco Board of Supervisors

As a business and property owner for Mozzarella di Bufala Pizzeria at
.69 West Portal Ave. I would like to let the board know that I strongly
support the formation of the CBD # 110772.
I have been to several merchant and neighborhood meetings where this
idea has always been weleomedby the people present.
By visiting other neighborhoods, such as Fillmore and 24th St. lean
see, the benefits that such a program would bring to our street.

Sincerely yours,

Pedro Galletti



To: Linda Wong/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: West Portal CBD Item #110772

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

Anthony Cuadro <anthony.cuadro@gmail.com>
Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, Jane.Kim@sfgov.org,
Board. of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
07/26/2011 10:06 PM
West PortaI CBD Item #110772

De.ar Esteemed Members of the Board of Supervisors,

I am writing today to express my support of the creation of a CBO
in the West Portal neighborhood. My roots are in the greater West Portal
neighborhood for generations, I_grew up in Forest Hill, as did my mother a~d

my grandparents still currently live there as well. In all I am a 6th
generatiofr San Franciscan and 1 have been a merchant ih West Portal for the
last 5 years. I use to work for CitiGroup's branch of Citi~ank in West Po~tal

and I currently am the Sales'Manager for First Republic bank in West Portal. I
know that a CBO will really enhance the neighborhood for merchants and
residents. I currently live in Noe Valley and I have seen first hand how that
CBO has improved 24th street. I really urge you to bring this item ·to a vote
and I appreciate your support. .

Thank You for your time,

-Anthony Cuadro

/



From:
To:
Cc:
Date:
Subject

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Linda Wong/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:

. Bcc:
Subject: West Portal CBD Item #110772... , ._--------'""----;.......-----_.-------_.__._---_._-~

"cpagan2@juno.com" <cpagan2@juno.com>
Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org
mark.farrell@sfgov.org, jane.kim@sfgove.org, board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
07/27/2011.09:48 PM
West Portal CBDltem #110772

To all'this may concern:

As a business owner on West Portal Avenue, I support the West Portal CBD. The CBD would
allow residential, commercial and merchant members of the communtiy to work together to
create a thriving shopping and dining neighborhood that is safe for the residents and visitors
alike. Currently any progress or activity is reliant solely on the merchant community which has
proven unsuccessful in these times over and over, year after year. The Avenue needs to look and
feel like the neighborhood that it is part of.

Any opposition to this effort should be viewed as a mere attempt to.distract from the progress
that has been made by those individuals who have worked diligently, consistentlY,and
tenaciously for two years to get the CBDprocess this far. The CBD will make way for change on·.
the Avenue which will impact the residents, merchants and property owners in a number of
positive ways.

Thank you,
.Cynthia Pagan
415.317.0589

Get Free Email with Video Mail & Video Chat!



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Linda Wong/BOS/SFGOV

Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Item 110772

~----,----,-----
----

From:
To:

Cc:
Date:
Subject:

Ed Rosenberg <bapaed@att.net>
Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Mark.Farre\l@sfgov.org, Jane.Kim@sfgov.org,

Board .of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
bapaed@att.net
07/28/2011 02:28 PM
Item 110772

As a past merchant on West Portal for over 45 years and a property owner on West Portal,

I want to let you know that I strongly support the formation of the CBD on the above

mentioned subject. Item #110772.

Please Support and vote for the formation of he CBD

Ed Rosenberg
Anne Rosenberg Realty 415-566-0200
Owner of 240'--42-44 West Portal Avenue.



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
HUMAN RIGHTS COMM1SSION

FOR HRC USE ONLY

Request NUl1!ber: (pOJ J,

\<..N:t: it ./'''\\-t t

'~\0

Contact Person: Marshall Clark

Fax Number: 415 554-1854Phone Number: 415 554-2451

»Section 2. Contractor Information

Contractor Name: Department of General Services

S.F. ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTERS 128 and 148

WAIVER REQUEST FORM
(HRC Form 201)

>: Section 1. cep.artment:lnformatio~n. . . . .

Department Head Signature: .~ lI!!/JI
. ,~Ci:r· . I rf-. rOue-v- r

Name of Department: SFPUC-Power Enterprise cn+e-rpn.r.e.
Department Address: 1155 Market Street, 4th Floor

Contact Person: Angie Lee

Contractor Address: P:O. BQx 989053, MS-407, West Sacramento I CA 95798-9053

Vendor Number (if known): 17615 02

>- Section 3. Transaction Information

Contact Phone NO.:916 375-5990

Type of Contract: .Gas Aggregation Progra'm

Dollar Amount of ContractEnd Date: 06/30/2012

Date Waiver Reque .·Subml d: 07/06/2011
B-""" '""1

Contract Start Date:"mfAo+'~+-1

$5;@4-Q;QOO- flJ. eo, l.\ ~ t "!j <:\ 0 -r\J.i

>Section 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (p/f~ase check all that apply)

~Chapter 12B

o Chapter 14B Note: Employment and LBE sub<:;ontractingrequirements may still be in force even when a

14B waiver (type A or B) is granted.

»Section 5. Waiver Type (Letter of Justification must be attached; see Check List on back of page.)

o A. Sale Source

o B. Emergency (pursuant to Administrative Code §6,60 or 21.15)

o C. Public Entity

o D. No Potential Contracl<>rs Comp~ - Copy of waiver requesl Sent tu Boa;d of ~upe",isOfs on:f~

t'8I E. Government Bulk Purchasing Arrangement - Copy of waiver request sent to Board of Supervls .. .

o F. Sham/Shell Entity '- Copy of waiv.er request sent to Board of Supervisors on:

o .G. Local BusinessEnterprise (LBE) (for contracts in excess of $5 million; see Admin. Code §148.7.1.3)

o H. Subcontracting Goals

r

HRCACTION

128 Waiver Granted: if 14B Waiver Granted:

12B Waiver Denie9: 14B Waiver Denied:

Reason for Action; Pl.u':ocbG~ ~ ~<Y-"l. V/\V-1';>1\Q/1 Qln\{I?"'H1J~

'p i"lj."xJAC(,I)dkl1 (ill\v~Je.xn ~..vft ,
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ate Waiver Granted: Contract Dollar Amount:
-~ ......

HRC Director:
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Contreras, Lisa

Frol11: Lee, Angie A

Sent: Monday, July 25,20114:18 PM

To: Contreras, Lisa; Ifurung, Maria

Subject: FW: HRC FORM 201

Attachments: PUC 6082.pdf

FYI...

From: Info, HRC [mailto:hrc.info@sfgov.org]
sent: Monday, July 25, 20114:13 PM
To: Lee, Angie
Subject: FW: HRC FORM 201

From: Info, HRC
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2011 4:30 PM
To: Lee, Angie
Subject: HRC FORM 201

31_--

Attached is a signed copy of HRC Form 201 for the vendor DEPARTMENT OF
GENERAL SERVICES.

Please be aware that because this is a Government Bulk Purchasing Arrangement,
a copy of the waiver request must be sent to the Board of Supervisors on July 22,
2011.

Domenic Viterbo
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Human Rights Commission
25Van Ness Avenue, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94102
Ph: (415) 252-2541
Main: (415) 252-2500
Fax: (415) 431-5764
Website: www.sf-hrc.org

7/25/2011



The Tenderloin Housing Clinic's Shocking Loss of Property Value

Rita August O'Flynn
to:
john.alvaros, david.campos, david.chiu, carmen.chu, malia.cohen, sean.elsbernd, markJarrell, jane.kim, eric.mar,

ross.mirkirimi, scott.wiener, board.of.supervisors, matthew.smith, matierandross, jsabatini, jcote, jvanderbeken,

steve, john.avalos, ross.mirkarimi, auweia1, cityattorney, controller, assessor

07/27/2011 01:14 PM
. Show Details

Times are pretty tough for San Francisco Real Estate Market. But I doubt anyone in San Francisco has

experienced a loss as great as that suffered by the Tenderloin Housing Clinic though. According to the audited

financial statements for the Tenderloin Housing Clinic, in 2007 land within the City and County of San Francisco (

900 Innes) with an "assessed value" of $20million was donated to the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. According to

the SF Tax Assessor's office however, almost immediately upon the donation, the land lost significant value and

was somehow assessed at ...$200K. That's right folks...a 100-fold loss in property value!!!

Its unfortunate that the tax records for the donor are not available to the public; it may never be known how

much of a tax deduction the donor enjoyed with his bait and switch gift to the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. We do

know, however, that for some reason the Tenderloin Housing Clinic has yet to document the receipt of this land,

at any value, on their IRS Form 990's even though their independent auditors feel it should be in order for the

Tenderloin Housing Clinic to be in compliance with GAAP. One wonders what the reluctance is? One also

wonders why this shortchanging of the Tenderloin Housing Clinic of valuable real estate assets is not front page

news in BeyondChron?

Ball is in your court in case you think something is fishy with this situation. Please fee free to contact me if you

have any questions.

Rita,O'Flynn 415-386-8224 Cell: 415-260-7608

43)
~,:¢lli~~I~:'
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Banks ARE Chains under FOmiula Retail Law

David Tornheim
to:
Christina Olague, Borden, Gwyneth, BIll Sugaya, Moore, Kathrin, linda.avery@sfgov:org, Moore,"

Kathrin (#2), Borden, Gwyneth (#2), Sugaya, Bill (#2), Rodney Fong

07/27/201109:04 PM
Sent by:

. <dat_room@hotmail.com>
Cc:
Scott Wiener, Sean Elsbernd, "Jane Kim (D6 Supervisor)", Maila Cohen, Carmen Chu, Clerk

BoardofSupervisors, David Campos, David Chiu, Eric Mar, John Avalos, Mark Farrell, Reiss Mirkarimi,

Amy Farah Weiss, Gus Hernandez
Show Details

Dear Commissioners (and Board of Supervisors):

Earlier this year, a number of us came to the Commission informing you that a Chase Bank was being

issued permits (at 401 Divisadero/Oak) by the Planning Department without going through the required

Conditional Use hearing pursuant to the Formula Retail law.

In response to our concerns, you requested a presentation on the issue of Formula Retail, and tomorrow

is that. presentation.

Staff will tell you that corporate banks ("financial services") with 1000's of standardized branches are

somehow "exempt" from the Formula Retaillegislatiein of 2004 authored by Matt Gonzalez. I have

known Mr. Gonzalez and his staff since before that time and followed the legislation from inceptionto

passage and Prop GJ and there was never any intention to exempt banks, and by readingthe code

carefully it is quite clear no such exception was either statedor intended. This unusual interpretation

that yiolates common sense is little more than obfuscation created by the Department using the complex

language ofth~ Planning Code as cover to create an exemption that they wish were there. Banks are

neither exempt by intent, by express statement, by omission, by conimon sense or by careful scrutiny of

the Code*. (*see further information following this message on detailed examination of the Code)

I am troubled that chain banks who brought you the mortgage crisis, the resulting economic downturn

and who were rewarded for their deceptive praCtices with billions in bailout money are being given

preferential treatment here in San Francisco.

Please request· and instruct the Department to discontinue the practice of preferential application of the

Formula Retail law that impropedyfavors chain banks. Any help to change this practice is appreciated.

-David Tornheim (15 year resident)

1890 Grove St. #5
San Francisco, CA94117-1249
(415) 968-2353
DavidTornheim@hotmail.com

*Additionalinformation from various sources. Some explain in further detail the Department's incorrect

assertion that banks are exempt from formula retail:

!:*jl""~;t)
l ZJ1f ',

·t~ !.r _.1
ll'
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Story #1: http://www.baycitizen.org/blogs/citizen/support-local.,.economic-development-4/

Story #2: http://ecolocalizer.com/2011/07/261chase-bank-pushes-out-locally-owned"businesses-in-sf!

The Planning Dept states that the Formula Retail Use controls apply to a finite group of

uses, which include two broad categories: sales and service, retail, and sales and service,

other retail. They interpret this to mean that Formula Retail does not apply to uses not

specifically listed, including Personal Service, Financial Service, or Medical Service.

Each of those is a Service, which falls under Sales and Service, Retail. The Zoning Control

table for every district shows this. Financial Service IS a Retail Sales and Service.

You have several formula retail items on [Thursday's] agenda.

Target on Geary and Masonic, is not specifically listed as a use.

Unleashed by PetCo on Geary, again is not specifically listed as a use.

These fall under "Other Retail Sales and Service." Sowhy does the Planning Department

only apply Formula Retail to some uses that are not specifically listed, but not others? The

law was intended to be comprehensive and inclusive of all retail uses, which is why both

Retail Sales and Service and Other Retail Sales and Service is included. All retail uses fall

under.at least one of these two broad categories, if not both.

--Gus Hernandez

According to San Francisco Planning Department's Neighborhood Commercial District Zoning Code

(NCT Zoning Code), the heading "Retail Sales and Services" is clearly listed as a catch-all area for the

services listed beneath, including "Other Retail Sales and Services (not listed below)" §790.102 and

"Financial Services" §790.110.

Section 703.3 of the planning code, which addresses Formula Retail Uses, draws from the language ofthe

NCT Zoning Code. Therefore, "Financial Services" are clearly meant to be included in 703.3(c) under the

category of "sales and service, retail".

We urge the Planning Commission to require thePl~ing Department to comply with the existing

law immediately, thus requiring a conditional use hearing for any pending/proposed permits.for

fmancial services in neighborhood commercial districts that meet the criteria for formula retail. We

do not believe that a legislative fix is necessary to begin correctly interpreting the Formula Retail

ordinance.

--Amy Farah Weiss

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web9236.htm 7/28/2011



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Andrea Ausberry/BOS/SFGOV,

FBOS Govt. Audit/Oversight - Thurs. July 29th, 10am - Items 2+3 -110687 and 110688-----
From:
To:
Cc:
Date:
SUbject:

Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

David.Chiu@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org

board.of.5upervisors@sfgov.org, andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org

07/28/2011 01 :23 AM
SFBOS Govt. Audit/Oversight - Thurs. JUly 29th, 1Oam - Items 2+3

July 29th, 2011 Items 2+3 SFBOS Govt. Audit & OversightCommittee

RE: Items 110687 and 110688 .

SF Board of Sup~rvisorsand Commissioners on the Govt. Audit and Oversight Committee

I respectfully note that the memo from Mrs. Matz regarding her responses are incorrect and

not comect on the concerns raised by preservation and tenancy organizations in relation to the

parkmerced project, and the issues before you on thursdays discussion and items.

a) preservation organizations suggested and submitted comments at EIR hearings and during prior

phases, that stated clearly the preferred alternative was eliminated by the planning department and

should have remained as one alternative. An alternative that either 1) protected and preserved the

landscape design was afeasible alternative 2) a scheme that promoted infill, or alternative sites, and

possibly an eastern sidf1 density plan was another option. 3) a third project proposal was submitted

that removed and replaced the towers vs. the garden units, and utilized infill instead Of tabula rasa

demolition. These all were ignored by the planning department in favor ofthe developer's schemes.

b) no carbon footprint analysis has b~en provided nor a nexus study as suggested by the SF Planning

Commissioners on the extent of impact environmentally on demolishing and replacing the

already "flipped" and rennovated units by Stellar during the 2007-2008 ongoing rennovations on site.

c) no "soundness" report or independent analysis was perforined on the existing units to show

what is the actual deterioration, or structural concerns of the existing towers and garden Units.

d) 19th Ave. Transit Study - did not analyze the SFPUC Rail Engineer's comments on safety

and the best and mostdirect alternative which is through GRADE SEPERATION along 19th

ave to Daly City BART. There was also in the alternative a proposal to provide new western

transit hub and linkages on the north-south routes along 19th our sloat blvd. and/or around lake

merceds northern or southern edge, to promote linkages between western side districts and light

rail lines existing.

e) no analysis included the PG&E gas lines existing

f) the rent-control issues are ignored and many tenants groups have stated clearly the lack of

enforceability of the Developer Agreement due to Costa Hawkins and state laws.

the DA also ignores loss of open-space and ammenities due to land-sell offs prior, and total

loss of open space per unit and density levels existing and proposed.

g) david chiu (respectfully) should not be allowed to vote on this issue, as he has already made

arnmendments which are in question due to his discussions with the de)'eloper's party, and the

concerns that his arnmendments were not given timely review per the Brown Act. He should

recuse himself from the vote and issue since he is also running for mayor.



h) other projects were recently approved (sidewalk expansion) along brotherhood that pre-emptively

green-light projects that were expired~ and required a new conditional usepennit to be issued

(800 Brotherhood Way) the approval of this project risks other environmental and physical

concerns to the parkmerced project, engineered hillside built as part ofParkmerced's southern

edge, and the prior green-belt and creek that was along the sites southern edge. Suggestions

on the transfonnation ofbrotherhood Way to a new daylighted creek bed, were part of the

SFPUC's small-low-scale project concepts suggested by community members at a meeting at

SFSU-CSU regarding how to better improve GREEN-BELTS in San Francisco to connect

regional natural areas.

I am concerned that Mrs. Matz's memo does not accurately address the points raised by the

Civil Grand Jury Report, and skirts around the fringes ignoring the principles raised and concerns

brought to light by the projects quick approval and lack of review per CEQA in tenns of

alternatives, and methods to reduce loss .and destruction of existing rental housing stock

per the SF General Plan. There is also significant citywide concern as the signatures to

require a public vote, and concerns on the legal issues have been filed by neighborhood

organizations. A response by the city, and public agencies such as the SF Planning

Department should recognize the issues related to PUBLIC benefit, and not just a private

developer's gold-mine....Without rental housing being built and any fonnal analysjs on the

LOSS of over 1,000 units of rental housing in this district, (see SFSU-CSU purchase of

Stonestown and Parkmerced) ther is no real adequate explanation as to why there should

NOT be a.better proposal per CEQA that ensures preservation of the existing units, and a

non-demo~ition alternative ofthe garden and landscape areas, eligible for the national register. .

To send the project sponsor back to the drawing board is the appropriate action, and decision.

Sincerely

Aaron Goodman
amgodman@yahoo.com



Message

FW: RE: Urging peace on the streets -with bikes, C.W. Nevius, Thursday, July 28,2011.

19oo'din1 .

to:
David.Chiu, david.campos, Malia.Cohen, Eric.L.Mar, john.avalos, Sean.Elsbemd, Jane.Kim, carmen.chu,

Scott.Wiener, Mark.Farrell, Ross.Mirkarimi, board.of.supervisors

07/28/2011 11:40 AM
Cc: .
"Stephen Tacchini"
Please respond to 19oodih1
Show Details

See below FYI and hopefully, action.

Lee Goodin
415-346-4335
19oodin l@mindspring.com

----- Original Message -.:.---

From: Nevius, CW
To: Igoodin1@mindspring.com
Sent: 712812011 11:15':26 AM ,

Subject: RE: Urging peace on the streets" with bikes, C.w. Nevius, Thursday, July 28, 2011.

Not a bad idea. Goo,d one. CWN
C.w. Nevius
Columnist
San Francisco Chronicle .
415-777-7903

-----Original Message-----

From: [mailto:lgoodin1:@mindspring.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2011 10:57 AM

To: San Francisco Chronicle Letters to the Editor

Cc: Nevius, CW
Subject: Urging peace on the streets - with bikes, C.W. Nevius, Thursday, July28, 2011.

Editor,

First, a disclosure: personally, I think too many cyclists are at best scofflaws and at worst

hooligans ... the "Critical Mass" bunch are no better than terrorists and do nothing to endure

themselves to the generalpublic. However, since bicycle riding isn't going away the city needs to

set up licensing and registration for all bicycle riders over the age of twelve years. Licensing

would require a written test similar to that for motor vehicle drivers and registration might help to'

recover stolen bicycles. The fees collected could be used to pay for bike lanes and other bike

improvements. Like the bicyclists, Rodney Dangerfield complained: "I don't get no respect."

Cyclists, ifyou want to get respect you got to give it as well.

Lee Goodin
600 Chestnut ~treet #408
San Francisco CA 94133
415-346-4335

Igoodin l@inindspring.com

file://C:\Documentsand Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web6247.htm. 7/28/2011



BENEDICT Y. BUR
CHAIRPERSON

JAMIENNE S. STI.JDLEY
YICE-CHAIRPERSON

BEVERLY RAYON

COMMISSIONER

DOROTHY S. LID
COJ:vfMISSIONER

Date:

To:

From:

Re:

~ O~-(\

EtHICS COMMISSION co8 l Cfa..r--
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'

... ;-;

I ~,
! >

h\~August 1, 2011 ~.'-v

Members, Board of Supervisors J r:x
Members, Ethics Commission .d.---::;;> J C:?

John St Croix, Executive DirectorV ---7: ;;::
Funds in the Election CFUllpaign Fund

CHARLES L:WARD

COJ:vfMISSIONER

JOHN ST. CROIX

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Under Section 1.54(b)(2) 'of the San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct

Code, I am required to provide this notice to you that the Election Campaign Fund

currently has sufficient funds such that it contains at least $8.00 per resident, after

subtracting 15 percent for the administrative expenses provided under section

1.38(b)(2), for the purposes ofthe public financing program. Accordingly, there is no

need to request a supplemental appropriation from the Board of Supervisors and the

Mayor for th~ Election Campaign Fund.

s:\Prop 0 Adrninistration\2011-PUb. Fin\section 1.154 notice 8.201 1.doc

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220 - San Francisco, CA 94102-6053- Phone (415) 252-3100- Fax (415) 252-3112

E-Mail Address:ethics.commission@sfgov.org , Web site: http://www.sfethics.org ,
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Dollar Amo~nt of Contrqct:

II"
Contact Person: TaTah RMvelo

Fax Number:. 4154014747

Contact Phone No,:6502463195

. Type of"Contract:

End D;;lte: 04042012

tion must be completed aod fetu"rned to HRC f*r waiver types D, E & F.

':314

DepartmentAddress: 350 Am\;ler Drive, San Francisco, ea 94131

ContactPerson: Inspector Matt I<rimsky.

HRc~re ~ jt
HRC Staff:: .. . .. .. . Date:

HRC Director: ~~ ._~ _._.~=Date: 1·'if?r /£

HRCACTION

Contractor Address: 250 GatewqY Boulevard•. South San Franclsco,Ca 94080

1213 WajlierGranted: ........:l..
.12BWE\ivE1r Denied:

Re;;lsonforAclion:. "'n b (<;urrp\! (\KIt 6bv,Q'C('... ro s:m ....f!'li6..Ei1~ Ce.i)YI<,fktr§klJR

CITY AND COUNTY OF1!SAN .FRANCISCO
HUMAN RIG'TS COMMISSION.

S.F. ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTERS 12Band 14BNf-~ ~

WAIVER REQUEST FORM Ll!1__'-='-'-""""-"":=..><!=-'---i

. . (HRC Form 201) '"

>- Sectlqn 1. Deparlrn~nt Inforrnatl°l· . . . a.. ~

Department Head Signature:'-- ~ l<'be .~ /,e. _ \....,t-
. r ............

. Name.of Dl3partrnenl: San Francisco Po!jCJl Academy

>- Section 5. WlIiver Typ.e (Lettflr of Justification must be lIttllchfld, see Check List <t back of page.)

o A. Sole Source

[j B.. Emergenoy .(pursu'ant to Administrative Code §l;l.60 or 21.15)"

o C.~UbIiC· Entity

1:81 D. No Potential CantractorsComply - Copy ofwaiver requestsent to Board,of ~upervisors on:

o E. Government BulKPurchasing Arrangement - Copy of waiver request sent tol~oard of Supervisors on: ..., ~ .').."1-) J

o F. Sham/Shell.Entity - Copy Qfwaiverrequest sentto Board of Supervisors on·~

0_ . G. Local Business Enterprif?e (LBE) (for contracts In excess 61$5 milllon; see A~min ..Code§14B.7.1.3)

o H. SUbcontracting Go;:!ls

Phone. Number: 4154014721

>- Section 2. Contractor Information

Contractor.Name: Embassy Suites Holel

Contract Start Date: 03142012
$11;500.00, ..

- . .'

>-Sectloir 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (please checl{all that apply)

lii5l Ch;;lpter 1213

·B......-0hapter-14B.lIlote.:..~p1o,yment-an.d-1=B&subeoniractin9·rE
!q[Jirements-may'stlll

. 1-4B-waiver-(type-A~or-BHs·gfaAted.

Vendor Numper (if known): 76972

>- Section 3.Transa~tion Information

. Date W;:tiver ReqljeslSubmitled: ???

··n·~··"~f . .,:., ';
! +:. i,
~ , i;; o(J 1
\",~:.)
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Dollar Amp~:ntof Contract:

Fax Nljinber: 4154014747

Type of Contract:

Contact Phone No.:6502463195

End Date: 06162012

QepartmentAc!dress: 350 Amber Drive, San Francisco, Ca94131

Contact Person: Inspector Matt Krims~y

Name of Department-San-Francisco Police.Academy

. . I
tl (/1 . CITY AND COUNTY OF ISAN FRANCISCO

l'-r . . HUMANRIG TS COMMISSION

.S.F~ ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTER,S 12B and.14B I . '. .
WAIVER REQUEST FORM . FOR HRC USE ONLY

. (HROFQn:i\201) ..; .. ' ~&.

>sec..tiOn1. De.part.m.~ntlnfOrm~IOI0. ..~. feqUestNumb~r._, 0:0' 7-

Department Head SIgnature: .' ..:d I\...-,(V"': , ". I 3 (/)
I ~

Phone NumberA154014721

>Section 2. Contractor Information

Contractor Name: Embassy Suites Hotel. Contact Person: Tarah R~velo

Contractor Address:25Q Gateway 60iJlevar~. South S~m Francisco,COI $)408Q I]

Vendor Numb,er (if known): 76972

;> S~ction 3. Transac.tion Information

Dat~ Waiver Request SUbmitted: 1'7?

ContraclStarlDate: 06012012
'$11,500.00 .

. >Section 4. Administrative Code CllllPterto be Waived (pleas!) check aU-that apply)

18lChapter12B

- ..•a----ena
p
ter-14BcNete:--eIUPI0ymerlt'an.d.-l:BE-S.UbC0."... tfaetin

g..•req.l:lireme.ntSlTlaY'Stl.lI~pe'i.n-fo.ree.eveFl"When.a.
14B-walver(type-A-or-B)-is-granted,. I. .

>Sectlon 5. Waiver Type (Letter of Justification mu~tbe attached, see ChecKLlst.o I backof:page.)

o A. Sole Source '. . . .

. 0 --" B. Emergency (pursuant to Administralive Code§6.600r21.15) ,.

o C. Public. Entity

~ D. No Potential Contractors Comply -Copy of waiver request sent to Board-of upervisors on: l-:,).,\ ~ \\

o E Government Bulk Purchasing Arrangement - Copy ofwaiver request'sent ~ooard of Supervisors on:

o F. Sham/Shell Entity - Copy of waiver request sent to Board··of Supervisors on: _

o G. LocarBusiness Enterprise·(LBE) (for contraots'in ~xcess of $5 million: see If. min. Code§14B.7.L3)

o H. SUbcontracting Goals . .' _ I .

,
.!

14B,Waiver Granted
14B Waiver Denied:

HRCACTION

.J

ction must bBcompleted and-returned toHRC f.llrwaivertypes 0, E & F.
. ~ .

HRCStaff: -;.i1-.. rc;:. ~.'.. ~;;f'.;~'C ~
HRC Staff: . - .:::::-'" . Date: ....,...........-

HRCDirector: = =='. .. IDate: 704ft lL



Contrl;lctor Addre~s: 250 GCllewCl¥ Boulevard, South San Francisco, Ca 94080

I
I
!

.r
I
i

C/;

c.~ ..
5=i:=
~~
~:~
6::':'zc;

N

,..."
~::=! i"...J-:.....

"0
~

r.._
c:::..

N
6)

Dollar Amo~rt of Contract:

Fax-Number: 4164014747

. co~tac:person: Tarah Rlelo

,

CITY AND COUNTYOFI!SAN FRANCISCO
HUMAN RIG lilTS COMMISSION

Contact'Phone No.:6502463195

Type of Contract:

End Date: 12192011 -

2/'1

Phone Number: 41'54014721

> Secti.on 2. ContrC\ctor Information

Contractor Name: Embassy Suites Hotel

S.F: ADMINISTRATIVE CODI: CHApTERS 126 and 146;+, ,
. WAIVER REQUEST FORM I FOR HRC USE ONLY

. (HRC Fonn201). b . .
> Section}- Departmentlnformatio:()~~~~.. ' ~:. I,eque,st Number: ,?.(y)../

Department Head Signature:">..~~ ~
." .. ........-

. ,

Name,ofDepartment San Francisco Police Academy

DepartmentAddress: 350 Amber Drive, San Francisco, Ca 94131

Contact Person: InspectorMatrKrimsl<y

Vendor Number (if known): 76972

>- Section 3. Transaction.lnformation

Dqte Waiver Request Submitted: ???

Contract SlartDate: 12012011
$11,500.00 .

>Section 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (please c.hecl<all that.'apply)

181 Chapter 12B

'B-ehapteM4B-Note:-:ErnpIQymerit-and'I:BE-subcontr~cling'r-equlrements-may,gtilli!re'"in"force-even-wheA·a
14B-wai17er-{Vpe A-orB)is-granted. .

>- Section 5. Waiver Type'(Letter of Justification niust.be attached, seeChecl5: Li~t oU bllcl< of page.)

o A. Sole Source

o B. Emergency (pursuant to Administrative Code §6.60 or 21.15)

o C. Public Entity

181 0, No Potential Contractors Comply ~ Copy qf waiver request sent to Board of luperviSorson:

D' E. Government Bu.lk Purchasing Arrangem.~nt - C.0.. py of waiver req.",,; ~"t1" "cd 0' '",'N"om 0", 1 -"'-II
D F.· :Sham/Shell.Entity·-.CoPY ofwaiver request sent to Board of Su.pervjsors on: I '. . .
o G. Local Business Enterprise (LBE) (for con.trapts in excess of $5 million; see M!mln. Code §14B.7.1.3)· .

o H. Subcontracting Goals

,
I
I

1"a;-z~\\

1'Z8tl/._ .
ssection mustbe comDletedand returned to HRC fcl~ waiver tvpesD. E 8. F.

H~CStaff~ ~"!.':f=S;::.' '%' l~r ~
HRC Staff. • 7J., ~ . [.

HRC ACTION I.
.12B Waiver Granted: ,.j 148WaiverGrahted .. _
12B WaiVer Den'ied: 14B Waiver'Denied: J ----

R\3ason for Action: '1, . J." ".' \ '0l' '''I ~ntI. . ,
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FOR HRC USE ONLY
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Contact Person: Tarah RalJelo

'Fax. Number: 4154014747

, l!q

'Department~ddress:350Amber Drive, San Francisco, Ca 941.31

Contact Person: Inspector Matt l<rimsky

Phone Number: 4154014721

>'Section 2. Contractor Information

Contractor Name: Embassy Suites Hotel

crrv AND COUNTY OF I~AN:FRA.NCISCO
HUMAN RIGfflTS COMMISSION

:S.F. ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTERS 128 and 148~~1_~ ----,

. WAIVER REQUEST FORM . ,. i

" ' (HRC' Forrn 2Qll CL
> Sect.l.on, 1. Departm~ntlnfOrmaL.io~.. /l, ", ,n.' '.., .,.

Department Head Signature: ~....-';1 .1.Llg.,...",~~

Name of Departmerit: San Francisco Police Academy

Contractor Address: 250 GatewcW Boulevard, South San Francisco, Ca94080

Ve.ndor Number:(ifl<nown): 76972

> Section 3; Tram,action Information

Date Waiver Request Submitted: '171

Contact Phone No.:6502463195

Type ofContract:

Contract Start Date:· 09012011 End Date: 10072011 Dollar Ari1o~nt of Contract:

$11,500.00 .

.>Section 4. Administrative COde Chapter to' be Waived (please check aU thatapply)

1XI Chapter'12B,; ,

&--,.GhaPte.':14B..NDte:.... EmPl~Ymentand'l=BE-sUbcontraCtlng'f$.qUirements-maYstilr~:e'.lrrf9r{;e..even'WheR~
a.

'. 14B-walver(type'"'A-orS)'Is-granted: " . I '
> Sec.tlon 5. Waiver Type (Letter of Justification must be attached, see Check List 0 tbacl< of page.)

D A. SoleS0l,!tce '. " , '

o B. EmergencY (pursuant to Administrative Code §6.60 or 21'.15)

D C. Public Entity

1XI D. No Potential Contractors ComI'J1y - Copy of waiver request sent to Board of ~iupervlsorson:

o E. Government Bull<,Purchasing Arrangemcent - Copy of waiver, request· sent to ~oard of Supervisors on: ~ ... ~'-t ...\ \

D' F: Sham/Shell Entity - Copy of Waiver reqi,Jest sent to Board of Supervisors on:

D G. Local Business Enterprise .(LBE) (for contracts in exce~s of$5 million; see A~min. Code §14B.7,.1.3)

D H. Subcontracting Goals . II
HRCACTION

128 Waiver Granted; _....,.{L....__
1213 Waivl;lr D~nied;

Reason for Action: =nn COITIl('l.wrrt ~>Q1? u [','r" !!'814 ';t'Ot] h°t-y f'~1.:')'!s"e \:I] t:1I'i:li,\ '=\:{Jr"

HRCStaff: ;;.~~tb'if" ~I. Dat.~: Jy~t'J~\\

HRC Staff: ___IDate; ---o:~.,----

HRC Director: ~ _ _ _ _.LDate: i·l8, II
s section must be completed .and returned to /-IRC, f~r waiver types 0, E &. F.

i
I



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

STANDARD AGREEMENT
STD 213 (Rev 06/03) AGREEMENT NUMBER

11112364
REGISTRATION NUMBER'

1-. This Agreement is entered into between the State Agency and the Contractor named below:

STATE AGENCY'S NAME

. Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training

CONTRACTOR'S NAME

San Fran~isco Police Department

2. The term of this July 1, 2011

Agreement is:

thro,ugh _June 30,2012

3. The maximum amount $.184,615.80 ,

of this Agreement is: One Hundred Eighty-four Thousand, Six Hundred Fifteen Dollars andEighty Cents

4. The parties agree to comply with the terms and conditions of the following exhibits which are by this reference made a ~

part of the Agreement. . "

Exhibit A - Scope of Work
-2- pages

Exhibit B - Budget Detail and Payme("lt Provisions -1- page

GTC - 610

-1- page(s)

Exhibit C* - General Terms and Conditions

Check mark one item below as Exhibit 0:

I~ I' EXh~b~t - b Speci~1 Terms and Condi~i~ns (Attached hereto as part of this agreement)

o Exhibit - D* Special Terms and Conditions . ..'. .

EXhibit.E - Conditions for Equipment Purchased -1':' page

. Exhibit F - Inventory of Equipment Purchased ·1- page

Items shown with an Asterisk (*), are hereby incorporated by reference and made part ofthis agreement as if attache.d hereto.

These documents can IJe viewed at. www.o/s.dgs.ca.govIStandard+Language

IN WIINESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by the parties hereto.

, California' Department of General
CONTRACTOR -Services Use Only

CONTRACTOR'S NAME (if other than an individual, state whether a corporalion, parlnership, etc.)

San Francisco Police Department

BY (Authorized Signature) DATE SIGNED(Do not type)

£S
PRINTED NAME AND TITLE OF PERSON SIGNING

ADDRESS

350 AmberOrive, San Francisco, CA 94131

STATEOF CALIFORNIA

AGENCY NAME

Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training

BY (Authorized Signature) DATE SIGNED(Do not type)

P$,
PRINTED NAME AND TITLE OF PERSON SIGNING o Exempt per:

RW. Reed, Assistant.Executive Director

'ADDRESS

..

1601 Alhambra Boulevard, Sacramento, CA 95816-7083



San Francisco Police Department
. 11112364

Page 1

EXHIBIT A
(Standard Agreement)

SCOPE OF WORK

The San Francisco Police Department (Contractor), agrees to present for the Commission on Peace Officer

Standards and Training (POST), the Robert Presley Institute of Criminal Investigation (ICI) training course 

noted below.

1. - Contractor agrees that course presentations shall be certified by POST and shall be presented in

- a9cordance with the respective Course Outlines and Course Budgets which-are incorporated by reference

and hereby made a part of thisagreenient Additionally, instructor resumes for each cou~se presenter are

on file at POST and are hereby incorporated into this agreement by reference.

2. Materials provided to students will be clearly marked with a POSTIICllogo or other appropriate title (Le.

curriculum, certificates, evaluations, etc.).

,3.. Gontractor agreestotrain sixteen (16) to twenty-five (25) students per presentation, who are full-time law

enfurcemel1t pelsonne1-;=et nployed byayerrcie-s initfe res=rTetmbonrement1Jl:'0grarrras=foHmJ\7s.·

A) Four (4) ICI Core Course presentations at $44,760.20 per presentation for an amount not to

exceed $179,040.80. '

4.' Each presentation shall be limited to no more than 5 students from anyone agency. Exceptions to the

minimum and maximum number of students must be granted by the POST ICI Program Manager prior to

the course presentation. The contractor can allow up to 85% of the students to bemembers of the San

Francisco Police Department and at least 15% of the students shall be from other agencies.

5. Course Instructor Requirements (use of instructors that have not met the following requirements are

sUbjectto prior approval by the POST ICI Program Managerprior to the course presentation):

A) New instructors - Contractor agrees to only use instructors that have successfully completed the

40-Hour ICI Instructors' Update Workshop (Phasesl, II, & III).

B) Instructors hired prior to july 1, 2002 are exempt from the Phase III requirement

C} Phase III classroom coaching instructor development may be requested and/or required for existing

instructors upon recommendation of the Class Administrator and/or the POST ICI Program .

Manager. '.
. .

6. -When costs for team teaching have been approved, the following definition shall apply'for contract

expenditures to be authorized: . '

"Team teaching is defined as having two or more instructors in the classroom for actual

teaching purposes and under conditions which the particular subject matter, material or

. format of instruction may require, which may include workshops, exercises or panel·

discussions. No coordinator or observer, while acting as such, will be considered

simUltaneously a teacher."

'7. The "on-site coordinator", provided by the Contractor, shail be present at or in the immediate vicinity of the

training site during the entire duration of the course.

8. ~pon completion of each presentation, Contractor agrees to subr;nit the follOWing before payment will be

authorized:

A) Course Roster(s); ..

B) Course Evaluations; and

C) An invoice containing the breakdown of actual course costs.

9. Students attending the course who are non-reimbursable under POST regulations shall be charged the

applicable course tuition by the Contractor.. Prior to submission of an invoice to POST, Contractor shall

deduct, from the total sum of direct and indirect costs, the amount collected for tuition. The invoice shall

clearly reflect where the collected tuition has been deducted. Invoices for payment shall be submitted in

accordance with the terms specified in the applicable contracted course (actual expenditures vs. projected

cost).. .
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10. Any savings in presentation costs resulting from students attending from agencies not part of thePOST

reimbursable program may be redirected to other costs upon prior approval of the POST ICI Program

Manager only under these circumstances:

A) For costs related tO'expenses already detailed in this contract, in the 'course budget, or other '

equipment/materials to support the course: '

B) Expenditures are Iimite,d to actual savings from the attendance of students from agencie~ not part of

the POST-reimbur$able program. '

11. The POST Program Manager has the authority to transfer funds between categories of expenditures when

, there is a demonstrated need to meet program goals. ' ,

12. ThepOST.ICI Program Managerwill conduct at least one ';spot audit" of the Contractor's record keeping

pl'Ocesses annually to ensure that the Contractor is dispersing (unds according to this AgreE?ment.

Contractor wiH provide proof of paid inv:oices upon request (e.g. hotel expenditures, instructor payments,

billable staff hours, etc.).

13. Contractor is authorized to make a one time equipment purchase in accordance with the Conditions for

Equipment Purchased marked Exhibit E and the Inventory of Equipment Purchased marked Exhibit F

Which are attached hereto and incorporated herein.

14. To ensure the integrity and quality'ofthe ICI Program, alllCI.presenters shall comply with the regulated

automation of c9urse certification and maintenance of ICI courses via the electronic Data Interchange (EDI)

system. ' " ,

AIIICI presenters shall establish and ma'intaineach ICI course within EDI, as enumerated below:

Accurate and complete course administration information

A complete list of instructors proViding instruction in the course(s)

COlTlpletelnstructor Resumes (Section 7)for each instructor prO\ii~ing instruction (PAM 1070)

A consistent Hourly Schedule in accordance with the, course outline

An expanded Course Outline that represents the content of the course

A Safety policy for any area of the course that yields a potential for injury

A Budget that reflects costs incurred by the presenting agency (PAM 1054)

Notification/listing' of cour$e dates for the Fiscal Year

15. Direct inquiries concerning this program to the Program Managers indicated below:

State AQency: Commission on POST' Contractor: San FranciscO" Police Department

Name: Anne Brewer Name: Matt Krinsky ;

Phone: (916) 227-4895 Phone: (415) 401-4721

Fax: '(916) 227-4011 Fax:

16. Direct inquiries concerning the processing of this agreement to:

State Agency: Commission on POST .Contractor: San Francisco Police Department,

Section/Unit: Contracts Unit Section/Unit:

Attention: Heather Camp Attention: Matt Krinsky

Address: 1601 Alhambra Blvd. Address: 350 Amber Drive

Sacramento, CA 95816-7083 San Francisco, CA 94131

Phone: (916) 227-3937 Phone: (415) 401-4721

Fax: (916) 227-3895 Fax:

17. Contractor hereby acknowledges that POST reserves the right to decertify and/all contract courses and/or

terminate the contract in the event of any deviation or violation of the requirements cited herein.
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EXHIBIT B
(Standard Agreement)

BUDGET DETAIL AND PAYMENT PROVISIONS

1. Invoicing and Payment

A. For services satisfactorily reridered,and upon receipt and approval of the invoices, the State agrees to

compensate the Contractor for actual expenditures incurred in accordance with the rates specified

herein. ' r" , ' '

B. Invoices shall inciude the Agreement Number and shall be submitted in triplicate not more frequently

than monthly in arrears, and not later than 45 days following each course presen.tation, to:, '

Commission on POST
Accounting, Section

1601 Alhambra Boulevard
Sacramento, CA' 95816-7083,

, , ,2. Budget Contingency Clause

A. It is mutually agreed that if the Budget Act of the current year and/or any subsequent years covered

under this Agreement does not appropriate sufficient funds for the program, this Agreeme'nt shall be of '

no further force and effect. In this event, the State shall have no liability to pay ,any funds whatsoever to

Contractor or to furnish any other considerations under this Agreement and Contractor shall not be

obligated to perform any provisions of this Agreement. '

B. If funding for any fiscal year is reduced or deleted by the Budget Act for purposes of this program,the

State shall have the option to either cancel this Agreement wit,h no Iiability'occurring to the State, or

offer an agreement amendment to Contractor to reflect the reduced amount.
, r

3. Prompt Payment Clause

Payment will be made in·accordancewith, and within the time specified in, Government Code Chapter 4.5,

commencing with Section 927.

)
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EXHIBIT 0

(Stan~ard Agreement)

SPECIAL TERMS AND' CONDITIONS

1. Settlement of Disputes

Except as othelWise provided in this agreement; any dispute concerning a question oHact arising under
this agreement which is not disposed of by compromise shall be decided by POST, who shall. reduce its
decision in writing and mail or othelWise furnish a copy thereof to Contractor. Contractor has fifteen
(15) calendar days after receipt of such a decision to submit a written protest to POST specifying in
detail in what particulars the agreement requirements were;exceeded. Failure to submit such a protest
within the period specified shall constitute a waiver of any and all right to adjustment in agreement
terms and POST's deCision shall be final and conClusive.' Pending final decision of a dispute
here'under, Contractor shall proceed diligently with the periormance of this agreement, upon receipt of
wrfttei'F5ffier FrOm POSFtoCIo so.

2. ·Amendments

This agreement may be amended by mutual written consent.

3~ Cancellation Clause

POST reserves the right" to cancel this agreement sUbject to 30 days written notice to Contractor.
Contractor may submit a written request to cancel this agreement only if POST should substantially fail
to periorm its responsibifitiesas provided hereiri.

4. Contractor Evaluation (if applicable)

In accordance with provisions of the State Administrative Manual, Section 1283, Contractor's
performance under this agreement will be evaluated. The evaluation will be prepared by POST within

, 30 daysafter completion 'of the agreement.

5. Travel

Travel expenses and per diem related to the services provided under this agreement are subject to '
prior' approval by the" POST representative, and shall not exceed the rates paid to State non-
represented/excluded employees. .

. ,

Rate information may be viewedat www.dpa.ca.gov/personnel-policies/travel/hr-staff.htm

6. Subcontracting (if applicable)

Contractor is expected to periorm the work contemplated with the resources available within its own
organization., Subcontracting of work pertinent to this Agreement sh,all be upon prior written consent by
POST and subject to the permissive cOnditions set forth in the State Contracting Manual Section 3..06.

Based on "reasonable effort" to the best of its ability, Contractor warrants, represents and agrees that it
and its subcontractors, employe~s and representative shall at all times comply with all applicable State
contracting laws, codes, rules and regulations tn the periormance of this Agreeme~t. .

Co~tractor shall notify POST immediately upon termination of any such ·subcontract.(s).
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- EXHIBIT'E

(Standard Agreement)

CONDITIONS FOR EQUIPMENT PURCHASED

1; The equipment purchased underthis contract will be used specifically for work in connection with the
certified ICI Course Presentations and may be used forotherPOSTcertified courses conducted by the
ContraCtor.

2. Contractor shall be responsible for the repair of any damage, necessary maintenance, or replacement for
any lost or stolen items during the life of the equipment. Failure to do sowill result in the cost of same
being charged to contractor or deducted from any then current agreement between POST and contractor,
at POST's option. ' .

3~lleceij5f5f lite equipilletlr,=a:mtraclor stllilFiorwardl<rrne=POSrContraets Officer, a copy oFfhe
invoice, which shall include make, model, and serial number of all purchased items. Upon receipt of the
itemized'list of equipment purchased, POST will forward State property tags to be affixed to each piece of
equipment. The items will then be inventoried by providing all information requested in Inventory of
Equ~pmentPurchased provided below. . '

4. The inventory record of each piece of such equipment shall include the description and model
ideptification, serial number, total cost, date acquired, State 10 tag # (supplied by POST}, cHld any other
information or description necessary to identify said equipment. Contractor shall provide the itemized
inventory listing with the physical location of each itemto the POST Business Services Officer. This list
will be maintained in the contract file. This list ~i11 be auditedon a yearly basis, in June, until the useful
life of this equipment has~xpired. The useful life of this equipment shall be five (5) years.

5. Contractor must continue to use this equipment for' work i~ connection with the ICI Course and other
POST certified courses conducted by the Contractor, sho'uld future contracts be entered into between
POST and Contractor. Should future contracts not be entered into prior to the expected five-year life of
the equipment, the equipment shall, upon request, in writi~g by :OST, be imme~ia~eIYreturn~d to'POST '
at contractor's expense. At the end of the usefullJfe of thiS equipment, ownership IS automatIcally
transferred to the Contractor.
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EXHIBIT F

(Standard Agreement)

INVENTORY OF EQUIPMENT PURCHASED·

Description Serial Number Cost Date Received' POST

In Focus 3500 Lumen $i,450.00
.-

IN3104,Projector

LCD Bulb $500.00

Printer Cartridges $125.00
..

Inspiron 600m pentium . $1,600.00
processor - 750 or better
with carrying cases: 2 @.
$800 each

Laser Printer with USB $400.00
Port ' ,

Sony Flash Memory $1,500.00
Camcorder SD 16G ATY: .
5x $300

Total Funds Requested $5,575.00

By Signing below, Contractor does swear, under penalty of perJury, that the above listed equipment purchased
by post is being utilized for the aforementio'ned named program(s) under the terms of this agreement and is
located at this facility. '

Contractor's Signature

San Francisco Police Department
Department

Please return a completed copy to:

AI Jorrin, Business Services Manager
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training
1601 Alhambra Bo'ulevard
Sacramento, CA 95816-7083

Date

Telephone No.



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
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From:
To:
Cc:

Date:
SUbject:

Anthony Ababon/CON/SFGOV
Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV

Jasqn ElliottlMAYORISFGOV@SFGOV, Harvey Rose/BudgetAnalystlSFGOV@SFGOV, Rick

Wilson/MAYORISFGOV@SFGOV, Mark Blake/CTYATT@CTYATT, Kenn(3th

RouxlCTYATT@CTYATT, Angela Whittaker/CON/SFGOV@SFGOV, Angela

Calvillo/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Ben Rosenfield/CON/SFGOV@SFGOV

08/05/2011 11 :33 AM .
Re: Commercial Paper Program Update

Please find attached memorandum advising members of the Board of Supervisors as to the status

of the City's commercial paper program and briefly summarizing the program performance from its launch

in June 2010 through June 30, 2011. Thank you.

·~.·10
I~

CCSF CP Update Memo.fnI.08-2011.pdf

Anthony Ababon
City & County of San Francisco

Controller's Office of Public Finance

P: 415.554.6902
F: 415.554.4864



TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER

MEMORANDUM

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

Nadia Sesay, Director of Public Finance

Commercial Paper Status Update

Friday, August 5,2011

Ben Rosenfield
Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

Nadia Sesay
Director

Office of Public Finance

The purpose of this memorandum is to advise members. of the Board of Supervisors as to
the status of the City's commercial paper program and to briefly summarize the program
performance from its launch in June 2010 through June 30, 2011. The City launched its
commercial paper program to pay for project costs in connection with the acquisition,
improvement, renovation, and COI1struction of real property and the acquisition of capital
equipment and vehicles (Resolution No. 85-09). Pursuant to Resolution No. 85-09, the Board of
Supervisors established a $150,000,000 commercial paper program, and the City currently has
letters of credit supporting a $100,000,000 program. The City has the option to upsize the
program from its current size of$1 00,000,000 to $150,000,000: when and. as necessary.

The City has issued five commercial paper notes totaling $36,910,000 to provide interim
financing for three capital projects and capital equipment acquisitions, with each project
receiving prior approval from the Board of Supervisors. Through June 30, 2010 the commercial
paper program has achieved approximately $478,000 in net present value savings and is expected
to achieve approximately $15,600,000 in net present value savings over the life of bonds
financing Moscone Center Improvements; Street Improvements, and HOPE SF projects further

.. described below. Also in adopting Ordinance 149-11, the Board of Supervisors approved the
War Memorial Veterans Building seismic upgrade and improvement project, with initial
renovation activities for the projected expected to be financed through the commercial paper
program.

Pr()ject Summaries:

Moscone Center Improvement Project: In adopting Resolution No. 530-08, the Board of
Supervisors authorized the issuance of not to exceed $45,000,000 in City and County of San
Francisco certificates of participation to finance the Moscone Center Improvement project. The
Board of Supervisors approved the appropriation in Supplemental Appropriations Ordinance No.
06-09. As of June 30, 2011, the commercial paper program has provided interim financing of
approximately $8,543,000 for Moscone Center Improvement Project costs, of which
approximately $6,821,000 has been expended.

415c554- 7500 City Hall' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place' Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466



Street. Improvements Project: In adopting Ordinance No. 264-10, the Board of

Supervisors authorized the issuance of not to exceed $48,000,000 in City and County of San

Francisco certificates of participation to finance various capital improvements, including street

improvement projects. Proceeds pending the sale of the certificates in the amount of$32, 156,835

were appropriated by the Board. in the annual 'appropriations ordinance 190-10. As of June 30,

20-11, the· commercial paper program has provided interim financing of approximately

$5,810,000 for Street Improvement Project costs, of which approximately $2,013,000 has been

expended. .

- HOPE SF: In adopting Ordinance No. 266-10, the Board of Supervisors authorized the

issuance of not to exceed $38,000,000 in City and County of San Francisco certificates of

participation to partially finance the rebuilding of severely distressed public housing sites, while

increasing affordable housing and ownership opportunities and improving the quality of life for

existing residents and the surrounding communities (the HOPE SF Project). Proceeds pending

the sale of the certificates in the amount of $24,950,000 were appropriated by the Board in the

supplemental appropriations ordinance 267-10. Of $1,000,000 in commercial paper issued for

the HOPE SF project on June 28,2011, $-0- has been expended as of June 30, 2011 ..
;

Department of Public Works - Capital Equipment Acquisitions: In adopting the annual

appropriations ordinance 190'-10, the Board of Supervisors appropriated lease payments for

various Department of Public Works capital equipment totaling $932,252 for. various DPW

Vehicles, IT Equipment and miscellaneous other capital equipment. As of June 30, 201,1, the

commercial paper program has provid6dfinancing of approximately $736,000 for capital

equipment acquisition costs, ofwhich approximately $483,000 has been expended.

Issuance Summaries:

The table below summarizes the City's commercial paper issuances since its launch. Of

the $36,910,000 issued, the City has remaining outstanding $17,519,000 with scheduled

maturities in August 8, 2011 and September 26, 2011.

Issuance Date
6/23/2010
9/812010
2/3/2011

.• 3/8/2011
• 6/28/2011

Maturity Date
9/812010
3/8/2011
3/8/2011
8/8/2011
9/26/2011

Status
Retired 1Rolled
Retired 1Rolled
Retined 1Rolled
Outstanding
Outstanding

City Ref.
2010-01
2010-02
2011-01
2011-02
2011-03

CUSIP
79768DAA5
79768DAB3
79768DAC1
79768DAD9
79768GAA8

Tax Status
Tax Exempt
·Tax Exempt
Tax Exempt
Tax Exempt

Taxable

$

$

Total Prinl;ipal
5,035,000
5,345,000
9,011,000

16,519,000
1,000,000

36,910,000

Rate
0.30%
0.32% .

·0.29%
0.31%
0.22%

• Of CP Notes totaling $36,910,000 issued since June 2010, $17,519,000 remain outstanding (City Ref. 2011-02 and 2011-03) as of JUly25, 2011.

Utilized and Remaining Capacity:

The commercial paper program has a remaining capacity of approximately $75,440,000

out of its current program size of $100,000,000, after allowing for the curre.nt commercial paper

outstanding of $17,519,000, maximum interest at 12%, and maximum annual program fees.

Stated differently, $75,440,000 in commercial paper is available to support the City's ongoing

capital programs relying on commercial paper. As noted above pursuant to Resolution No. 85

09, the City has the option to upsize the program from its current size of $100,000,000 t6

$150,000,000, when and as necessary. -

2 on



Interest Costs, Capitalized Program Fees and Costs ofIssuance:

As noted in the table above, interest costs on the tax exempt commercial paper have
ranged from 0.29% (33 days) to 0.32% (181 days) with a weighted average of 0.31%. The City's
initial taxable commercial paper issued' June 28, 20II' accrues interest at 0.22% (90 days)., As of

., June 30, 2011, capitalized interest on the commercial paper totals approximately $30,000. To
compare in September 2010, the City's most recent issuance of long-term certificates of

.participation with final maturity in 7033 achieved a true interest cost of3.89%.

In support of the program, capitalized program fees total $769,000, of which $723,000
has been expended for letter of credit fees to. U.S. Bank and J.P. Morgan Chase as letter of credit
providers, commercial paper dealer fees, monitoring and surveillance credit rating fees, 'trustee
fees and contingencies. Annualized program fees are expected to total approximately
$1,418,000. Including estimated capitalized program fees and interest costs, the annualized all in
costs of the commercial paper program has averaged approximately 1.73%.

The program's initial cost of issuance budget is $775,000 for initial program costs, of
which $693,000 has been expended. The costs of issuance is expected to be closed pending
receipt and approval of final invoices. Cost of issuance includes amounts budgetedJor legal fees,
rating agency fees, financial advisory, trustee and delivery & paying agent, property and business
interruption insuran<;:e, title insurance, City fees and contingencies.

Please contact 554-6902 ifyou have any questions. Thank you.

cc (via email): Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Jason Elliott, Legislative Director '

/ Harvey Rose, Budget Analyst
Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Greg Wagner, Mayor's, BudgetOffice
Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Office
Mark Blake, Deputy City Attorney
Kenneth Roux, Deputy City Attorney

3 on



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

August 4,2011

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervis'ors

San Francisco City Hall
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San 'Francisco, CA 94'102

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

V"J'I,,""-~ --.- ,
c'. c () B I ULg D.e-p. c- f48

EDWIN M. LEE
, MAYOR

I am pleased to advise you of the following appointments, pursuant to Charter, Section 3.1aO(l8}:

Michael Pappas to the Human Rights Commission, assuming 'the seat formerly held by

Sh,irley Breyer-Black, for a tenn ending September 2, 2012. '

Sheryl Evans Davis to the Human Rights Commission,assuming the seat fonnerly held by

Julius Tunnan, for atenn ending AugtfSt 14,2014.,

Shoba Dandillaya to the Residential Rent Stabilization and ArbitratiOli Board, assuming the

seat formerly held by Amelia Yaros, for a term, ending October 1, 2011. .

Please see the attached resume"s 'which demonstrate how these appointments represent the

communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and County of San

Francisco. '

, Should you have any questions related to these appointments, please contact my Director of .

Appointments, NiCole Wheaton at 415-554-7940. . .

~~
Edwin M. Lee V v. ""
Mayor

1 DR.. CARLTON B. GOODLElT PLACE, ROOM 200

,SAN'FRANCISCO, GALIFORNIA 94102-4681

,TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



MICHAEL G. PAPPAS -

1513 Pershing Drive "e", San-Francisco/CA 94129

- MichaeI@sf-interfaith.org 1415.425.9631 '

Michael G. Pappas was born in Glen Ridge, New Jersey. He graduated from Dickinson

College (Carlisle, PA) in 1983, after which he successively yvorked as a lobbyist, . 

Regional Field Director ~or a presidential campaign and investment banker for the oldest

_municipal bond fiim in New Jersey.

In 1987, he left the world ofpolitics & finance and enrolled at Holy Cross

G1:eek Orthodox Sc~ool of Theology, attaining an M.Div. with honors in the class of

1992. An ordained priest of the Greek Orthodox Church, Michael served parishes in

Palos Hills, IL, Stockton, CA and~SanFraricisco, CA.

During his sixteen-year ministry, he was a prolific writer, contributing articles to

numerous religious and secular periodicals. As weII, he devoted energy to work with the

homeless and furthering ecumenical/interfaithrelationships. After stepping do_wn.from

parish ministry in 2007, he was selected by the San Francisco Interfaith Council

sf-interfaith.org. to the newly createdadministrative position of Executive Director.

'.
. - . -

Michael is the father 6ftwo sons, George and Paul, and one daughter, Julia. -

-San Francisco Interfa~th Council (SF-interfaith.org)

Executive Director -
12.07-Present

Previous/Cunent Board Membership:
'SF Mayor's Disaster Coupcil -

SF Mayor's Office of Civic Engagement, Complete Count/Census 2010 Cmte.

SF Assisi Sister City Committee, Member -

National Shrine of SaintFrancis, Board Member " _

- Uhited Religions- Initiative, North America Region Leadership C~uncil

Interfaith Center at the Presidio, Board of Directors --

Interfaith C~nte~ at the Presidio, Program Committee Chair

San Francisco Foundation FAITHS Advisory Board

Night Ministry Advisory Board, Board Member

Recent Conferences Attended:-
Pacifica. InstitUte Cultural Exchange, Turkey

United Religions Global Assembly, Mayaplir; India

_Parliament for the World's Religions, Melbourne, Australia

Dickinson College Alumni/Current Student Service Trip, New Orleans

-URI NoI1h America Region Leadership CounCil, United Nations Mission, NyC



PREVIOUS pASTORAL EXPERIENCE

. HolyTrinity Church, San Francisco,CA 08.04- 8.07

Pastor and Principal. Served as chief executive and pastoral officer of a congregation of

over 1,000 fa.tnllies. Managed a financial organization of over $1,000,000. Managed

staff, faculty and'volunteers of the parish, parochial school and athletic facility.

Maintained the physical plant, comprised of three major buildings On eight and a half

acres of prime San Francisco real estate. Oversaw operations and developed/coordinated

programs. Oversaw the annual stewardship pledge drive and, most recently, successfully

spearheaded a $1.5 million dollar capital campaigil to see to completion a sanctuary

renovation project.

Metropolis of San Francisco, Ecumenical Officer .' 'iO.04-08.07

Interfaith Delegate to the Vatican for the Elevation of Cardinal WIlliam Levada

Hellenic Journal Magazine, Monthly Columnist. 08.02-08.07

Cultural periodical with circulation of 10,000, 'Western United States distributi,on,

St. Basil Church, Stockton, CA 11.94 - 07.04

Doubled the parish membership; brought greater visibility t6the congregation through

strategic involvement in local ecumenical and charitable institutions; successfully

established the City'smost prestigious preschool; and oversaw the fundraisingllogistics

for acquiring new propertylbuilding and major renovation of the physical plant

Sts. Constantine {k Helen Church, Palos Hills, IL 01.92 - 11.94

Associate Pastor at a congregation of 1,200 families. Catalyst for the updating of

computer network and systems. Initiated promotional campaign for parish parochial

schooL' .

ADDITIONAL EXPERIENCE

JB Hanauer &.Co., Vice President Investment Banking 01.85 - 06.87

Successfully facilitated government relations to advance the underwriting of negotiated

municipal bond issues:

NJ Reagan-Bu~h84' Presidential Campaign, Field Director 03.84 - 01.85

Successfully organized and executed voter registration andget-out-the vote campaign for

five Northern NJ counties, as well as coordinated with White House advance team fDr

campaign visits of thePresident and Vice President to the region.

CN Communications International; Inc., Lobbyist 10.83 ~ 03.84

Successfully coordin~ted public relations /lobbying effort for one ofthe firm's chief

accounts, the Atlantic City Casino Hotel Association.



ADDITIONAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS

.' US House of Representatives, Congressional Page '1977

1995-2006

. World Council Of Churches, Ecumenical Internship Program 1991
New York; Geneva, Switzerland; Canberra, Australi.a
Religious Leaders White HouseRo~d 'Fable with President William Clinton

- .

Bishop's Task Force on AIDS, Chicago, IL 01.92-11.94
Founding member
The fIrst fonnal Orthodox Christian AIDS ministry inthe Greek Orthodox Archdiocese
of North and South America to comfort the afflicted andeducate the clergy and faithful.

. .

Diocese of Chicago Junior Olympics; Chicago, IL 01.92-11.94
Director' . .
With the assistance of over 150 volunteers, organized this annual three-day.Christian
ath1e~ic fellowship, attended by twenty-two hundred young people representing thirty-two .
parishes; ages 7-18, from six Midwestern states. . . ,

Patriarch Athenagoras Orthodox Institute, Berkeley,. CA
Board of Trustees/Interim Director .
A not-for-profIt teaching and research affiliate ofthe Graduate Theological Union, .

. Berkeley, cA. The only independent and pennanently endowed Orthodox.educational.
center with a physical presence at a North American u~verslty.

St. Mary's Interfaith Community SerVices, Stockton, CA 1996-2004
(' - . Board of Trustees, Board President ,

A social welfare agenpy which provides food, clothing, hygiene, education,medical and
dental care to the homeless and working poor in SanJoaquin County,CA. The.
organization runs almost entirely on volunteer labor and donations.

Hate Crime SumIIiit, Stockton, CA 11.19.1999
SUmmit Leader/Convener .
Instrumental in c'Oordinating the response of the local interfaith religious community and
public offiCials to the arson ~d vandalism suffered by the Presentation\Catholic Church
ill Stockton, CA, Oil Sunday, November, 7th, 1999. Organized the Hate Crime Sumniit
hosted by th~ local newspaper, The Stockton Record.

Oxford Round Table, Pembroke College, Oxford, Presenter 03.2007



EDUCATION

Holy CrossSchool of Theology, Brookline, MA

Mast~r of Divinity .

Dickinson College, Carlisle, PA

Bachelor of Arts, Political Science

09.87 - 12:91
\

09.79- 06.83



Sheryl Evans Davis
244 Garces Drive
San Francisco CA 94132

415 2050BQ6

Experience;'
Public Defender-Fillmbre/Weste~Addition MAGIC, San Francisco, CA

Program Director, 2006-Present

*

*

*
*

*

*

*
*

Manage and supervise communication/information network for collaborative

Plan and implement meetings' for the 50+ members of the collaborative including, community-based.

organizations, neighborhood associations, schools, city departments and community members

With the inputand asslstance of members, design and develop collaborative programming and activities

Identify specific goals and objectives for each program or activity

Manage communication/information/program materials for events

Platl, coordinate and facilitate monthly events and pwgrams serving more than 300 youth and their f~es

Prepare annual program budget

Facilitate creation of community and government~based partnership pr0w.-a:IDs

Assist partnership projects with program & resource development and grant writing-

* .' Statistical analysis for the purposes of need assessment, grant preparation and program e~.a1uation

*. Coordinate involvement and participatiQn of members of the collabo~ative

*

Schools ofthe Sacred Heart, San· Francisco, CA

Outreach Coordinator, 2002 - Present· . .

*.
*
*

*
*

.*

*

Created(.organized the Heart to Heart Program an enrichmentprogram for under-served youth

Develop prograt.ntning that builds cO:nu:Punity be~een Schools oEthe Sacred Heart and the neighboring area

Developed two~we~kservic~ learning progrllffi for students acrbss the United States to work with youth in

underserved. community of the Western Addition.' .

Develop reciprocal paitnerships with community based organizations s~g under-served popclations

Coordinated career day for more than 150 public school students

Coordinate and provide innovative out-of~school time· programs that help children and families, including:

Summer camps, Back- to --School Celebration, Friday Night/ Family night, Peer Tutoring and Enrichment

Programs and the Heart to Heart Social .

Prepare presentations in .multi media fomiat

Lead Teacher 1997- 2002

* Provide direct care. to children

* ,Co~tr:ibut~ to ail atmosphere that'i~ cooperative within te~ching teams and supportive to families.
•

•.
•

I

* Design.and implement a developmentallyappropriateeurriculum including, language arts, math, social studies

and social development .

* Supervise curricula acti:Vities .

* Monitor the safety ofassigned group of children at all times

* Demonstrate cooperative relationships an:d open communication with teaching teams; administration and co-

workers. . .

.* Respohsible for maintaining reiationships with parents through daily' and open communication .'

Office of Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi, San Francisco, CA

Legislative Aide, 2004

* Develop and maintain a database of service pJ;oviders, faith based organizations, schools and

* Plan and faqlitate vanolls meetings, receptions and events relevant to community issues and lnaintain .

calendar.



* 'Ct;>nducting phone and email outreach to District 5 constituents

* . Identify, attend and report on city, conununity and other relevant meetings

* Coord1na"te/facilitate District 5 m<;Jnthly meetings with community based and faith-based organizations

* Convene 'group to work on school rel:ited issues

* Scheduhtig of Supervisor's meetings, and events.

* Monitor, track and report on developments in a variety of policy issues relevant to violence, schools, public

housing residents and community based organizations. .

EDUCATION
University of San Francisco, San Francisco, CA

Master of Public Administration (Summer 2011)

San Francisco State University, San Francisco, CA

Bachelor of Arts, Liberal Studies (1992)

University of California at Davis

Ge~eralEducation courses (1986-1988)

COMMUNITYINVOLVEMENT:

Raising the Standard
1999~ 2003

* Organized the enrichmentprograro to address academic and social issues facing youth in the We?tern

Addition. .

*. Developed curricula, activities and calendar

* Developed database of 100+ participants

Raising the Standard at Ella Hill Hutch Comm~tyCenter

Summer 2004, 2007
)

* Developed girls specific programming for at risk youth

* Coordinate.d/developed curricula, lesson plans, activities and cale~dar·

:I< Outreach, for students and teachers

* Managed volunteer/paid staff and

* Developed/maintained database of youth participants

Raising the Standard at Mrican American Art and Culture Complex

Summer 2005, 2006 ".

* Coord1nated/developed relevant (with arts emphasis) curricula, lesson plans, activities and calendar

* Outreach, for students and teachers

*" .Managed volunteer staff

* Developed/Maintained database of 75+ participants

Currentand Past'Boards/Committees

* Booker T. Washington Commu~ty Service Center - Board Member

* Ella Hill Hutch Community Center - .InterUn: Board Member

* FillmoreJazzPreservation District Community Benefits District - secretary

* John Muir School Site Councll

* Plaza East Housing Development - Board Member

* San Francisco Redevelopment Association Western Addition A2 Citizen's AdviSory Committee - se~retary

* Urban Community Development Center- Board Member



'SHOBA C. DANDILLAYA
338 Spear Street, #20-D

San Francisco, 'California 94105
(415) 531-3495

sdandillaya@yahoo.com

EDUCATION

University Of San Francisco School Of Law.
Juris Doctor, 1999 (Top 1/3 ofclass)

'U.S.F. Law Review, Comments Editor and Board Me~ber
Moot Court Board .
Semi~finalist, Advocate of the Year'Competition

'Moot Court, Best Oral Argument ,
,Sole student Representative on Dean Selection Committee

Califor:.:aia Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo
Bachelor' of Arts, English Literature, 1996 (Dean's Honor List)

RELEVANT PROFESSIONAL EXPERlENCE

Vasquez Estrada & Conway, San Rafael (October 2009- present)
Complex litigation practice. Responsible for all aspects of civil litigation caseload from investigation .
of claims through settlement! resolution, Including conducting discovery, and attending court '
hearings. Trial experience inchides,participating injury selection and arguing pre-trial motions. '
, • Represented an engineering fi~ iii litigation relating to construction defect claims on a large

housing project in San 'Francisco. '
• Represented a small business owner in San Francisco'in investigating, prosecuting, and

successfully resolving trespass claims involvinga neighboring business.

Grotefeld & Denenberg, San Francisco (February 2005-' ApTiI 2009) '~,

Civil litigation practice, primarily proPeftydamage matters. Conducted and defended over fifty
depositions. Researched, prepared, andargued various motions in front of the Court. Attended ,

. arbitrations,mediatIons, and settlement conferences. Managed the office while managing partner took
maternity leave. ' " "

• Represented several Southern California homeowners in obtaining a$i 7.5 million settlement
in relation to property damage claims arising from wildfires. '

• Successfully settled several eminent domain I condemnation actions on behalf of insurance
companyclients.,

• Involved in initial, pre-litigation investigation of several multi-million dollar property damage
, claims.

Dryden, Margoles, Schimaneck & Wertz, San Francisco (Apri12002- February 2005)
Civil litigation practice, induding premises liability cases. Successfully represente4 several property
owners (primarily small bU,sinesses such as retail shops) in defending property-related lawsuits.

, ( ,

Tehin +Partners, San Francisco (July 2001 to March 2002)
Civil litigation practice, with focus on malpractice and busin~ss litigation.

Management Practices Group, San Francisco (November 1999 to June 2001)
Employment practice, with emphasis on discrimination and harassment matters on behalf of both
plaintiffs and defendants. Analyzed employer policies, procedures, and workpiaceinvesti'gations and
counseled employers on the lawfulness and appropriateness of the same. Desigiledwofkplace equiry
programs as partof'consentdecree compliance in 'a multi-million dollar lawsuit against a public
entity.'



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

MEMORANDUM

August 4, 2011

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors
. ' ......

Angela Calvillo, Clerk ofthe Board ~c..a.....~
APPOINTMENTS BY THE MAYOR

The Mayor has submitted appointments to the following bodies:

• Michael Pappas, Human Rights Commission, term ending September 2,2012
• Sheryl Evans Davis, Human Rights Commission, term ending August 14,2014
• Shoba Dandillaya, Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, term ending

October 1,2011

Under the Board's Rules of Order Section 2.24, aSupervisor can request a hearing on an
appointment by notifying the Clerk in writing.

Upon receipt of such notice, the Clerk shall refer the appointment to the Rules Committee so that
the Board may consider the appointment and actwithin thirty days of the appointment as
provided in Section 3.100(18) of the Charter.

Please be advised that the Board must convene a special meeting on or before Friday,
September 2,2011 to consider the a'ppointment(s) as a committee of the whole if a hearing is
requested. .

If you wish any appointment to be schedule, please notify me in writing by 12:00 p.m.• Thursday.
August 11.2011.

Attachments
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August 2, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244' ,
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: File Number110852: Amendment to the Memorandumof Understanding (MOD) with the
San Francisco Municipal Executiv~s Association - Police

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

In accordance with Ordinance 92-94, I am submitting a cost analysis of the MOD between 'the City and
County of San Francisco and the Municipal Executives Association - Police. The amendment applies to
the perio4 commencing July 1,2011 through Jun,e30, 2015, affecting 2 authorized positionS with a salary
base of approximately $0.5 million and an overall pay arid benefits base of approximately $0.6 million. .

'Based on our analysis, the ordinance will result ina $13,763 cost savings in FY.2011-12, $141,924 in FY
2012-13, and $127,037 in both FY 2013-14 and FY2014-15. The savings will be realized through
increased. pension contributions. '

If you have additional questions or concerns ;please contact me at 554-7500 or Michelle Allersma of my
staff at 554-4792. '

Sincerely,

, d, (~lItlJ!uYl/C?;;1 JR
C( BeIi:Rosenfield
(jv Controller

cc: Martin Gran, ERD
, HarVey Rose, Budget Analyst

415-554-7500 City Hall- 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place - Room 316 - San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466



Attachment A
MEA· Police· 353
EstimatedCosts/(Savings} FY 2011·12 through FY 2014-15
Controller's Office .

Annual Costs/CSavings) FY 20t1-2012 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 . , FY 2014-15

Wages

increased pension contributions $ - $ (1,936) $ 29 $ 29

Wage-R~lated Fringe Increases/(Decreases} (11,617) (12,231 ) 8 8

Overtime - (125,272) (125,263) (125,263)

Overtime-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases} (1,807) (1,816) (1,816) (1,816)

Premium Pay - (308) 5 5

Premium Pay-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases} (339) . (361)

TotalEstimated Incremental Costs/(Savings} $ (13,763) $ (141,924) $c· (127,037) $ (127,037)
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AugUst 2,2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. .
San FranCisco, CA . 94102

RE:. File Number 110850: Amendmentto the Memorandum of Understanding (MOD) with the

San Francisco Municipal Executives Associ~tion - Fire ..

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

In accordance with Ordinance 92-94, I am submitting a cost analysis of the MOU between the City.and

County of San.Francisco and the Municipal Executives Association - Fire. The.amendment applies to the

period cominencing July 1, 2011 through June 30,2015, affecting 9authorizedpositions with a salary base

of approxiffiately $1.9 million and an overall pay and benefits base of approximately $2.4 million.

Based on our analysis, the ordinance will result in a $58,669 cost savings in FY 2011~12, $50,143 in FY

. 2012-13, and a cost increase of $384 in both FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15. The savings will be realized.

tprough increased pension contributions.

If you have additional-questions or concernS please contact me at 554-7500 or Michelle Allersma of my

staff at 554-4792.

Sincerely, ..

/t ~l/{Af$7
,~~Jft/7. . .

f:J,( Ben Rosenfield
UV

. Controller

cc: Martin Gran, ERD
Harvey Rose; Budget Analyst

415-554-7500 City Hall- lDr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place - Room 316 - San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415·554·7466



Attachment A
MEA - Fire - 352
Estimated Costs/{Savings) FY 2011-1"2 through FY 2014-15
Controller's Office

Annual Costs/(Savings) FY '2011-2012 ' FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15

Wages

increased pension contributions $ , (7,217) - $ 264 $ 264 $ 264

Wage-Related Fringe Increases/{Decreases) (45,829) (45,900) 73 73

Overtime (366) 13 13 13

Overtime-Related Fringe-Increases/{Decreases) (5)

Premium Pay (715) 26 26 ,26

Premium Pay-Related Fringe Increases/{Decreases) (4,537) (4,547) 7 7

Total Estimated Increme'"!tal Costs/{Savings) $ _ (58,6q9) $ (50,143) $ 384 $- 384
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OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER
CITY AND COUNTY OF'SAN FRANCISCO

August 2;2011

.Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. CadtonB. Goodlett Place
San Francisco; CA 94102

RE:File Numbers 110847 and 110848: Amendmentto the Memorandum of.Understanding
(MOD) with the San Francisco Firefighters Union LQ~als 798 and 799

. Dear Ms. Calvillo,

In accordance with Ordinance 9"2~94, I am submitting a cost analysis of the MOU between the City and
County of Sanfrancisc<J andthe San Francisco Firefighters Union Locals 798 and 799. The amendment

"applies to the period" commencing July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2015, affecting 1,729 authoriZed positions
with a salarybase of approximately $199.2 million and an overall pay and benefits base of approximately
$262.3 million.

Based on our, analysis, the ordinance will result in a $6,255,929 cost savings in FY 2011-12, $5,157,852 in
-FY 2012-13, and a cost increase of$264,544 in both FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15. The sayings will be
realized through increased pension contributions.

If you have additional questions or concerns please contact me at 554-7,500 or Michelle Allersma of"my
staff at 554-4792.

Sincerely,

kj1u~g·0
tjf; Be~senfield
Ou( Controller

cc: Martin Gran, ERD
Harvey Rose, Budget Analyst

415-554-7500 City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466



Attachment A
San Francisco Firefighters Union Locals 798 and 799
Estimated Costs/(Savings) FY 2011-12 through FY 2014-15
Controller's Office

Annual CostsllSavings) FY 2011-2012 FY 2012.:13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15

Wages

increased pension contributions $ (747,608) $ 76,372 $ 76,372 $ 76,372

Wage-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases) (4,935,252) (4,938,568) 21,155 21,155

Overtime (13,602) 152,728 152,728 152,728

Overtime-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases) (197) 2,215 2,215 2,215

Premium Pay (98,667) 10,079 10,079 10,079

Premium Pay-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases) (460,602) (460,679) 1,995 1,995

Total Estimated Incremental Costs/(Savings) $ (6,255,929) $ (5,157,852) $ .·264,544 $ __ 264,544



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER Ben Rosenfield

Co~troller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

August 2, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillq
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors.
City Hall, Room 244

.1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE" File Numbers 110849 and 110851: Amendment to the Memorandum of Dnderstanding
. (MOD) with the San Francisco Police Officers Association

Dear Ms. Calvillo,
, . . .

In accordance with Ordinance 92-94, I am submitting a cost analysis of the MOD between the City and
County of San Francisco and the San Francisco Police Officers Association. The amendment applies to
the period ,commencing July 1,2011 through June 30, 2015, affecting 2,101 authorized positions with a
salary base of approximately $247.7 million and an overall pay and benefits baseof approximately $324.7
million: .

Based on oUr analysis, the .ordinance will result in an' $8,903,325 cost savings in FY 2011-12, $7,350,604
in FY 2012-13, and a cost increase of $98,569 in both FY 2013-14 and FY 2014:"15. The savings· will be
realized through increased pension conqiputions. . '

Ifyou have additional questions or concerns please contact me at 554-7500 or Michelle Allersma of my
staff at 554-4792.
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Attachment A
San Francisco Police Officers Association - 911

, '.
Estimated Costs/(Savings) FY 2011-12 through FY 2014-15
Controller's Office

Annual Casts/(Savings) FY 2011-2012 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15

Wages

increased pension contributions $ (1 ,138,360) $ 28,288 $ . 28,288 $ 28,288

Wage-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases) (7,090,164) (6,963,937) 7,836 7,836'

Overtime (66,731) , 58,045 58,045 58,045

Overtime-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases) (968) 842 842 842

. Premium Pay . (121 ,20~) 3,012 .3,012 3,012

Premium Pay-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases) (485,900) (476,854) 546 546

Total Estimated Incremental Costs/(Savings) $ (8L~0:t329)_ ~ ~ (7L35J),QQ4L_$_ 98,569 $ 98,569



City 'and County of San Francisco
Edwin M. Lee

l\!Iayor

August 2, 2011

Ms Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B.GoodlettPlace
San Francisco,·CA 94102-4689

Department of Public Health
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Dear Ms Calvillo:

Pursuant to the Human Rights Commission's instructions, the Department of Public Health (DPH)
wishes to notify the Board of Supervisors thatDPH has requested the following waiver from
'compliance with Chapter 12B of the City's Administrative Code:

• Sanofi Pasteur Inc: For the DPH Adult Immunization Clinic (AIC) to purchase Sanofi
Pasteur Inc manufactured vaccines. 5anofi Pasteur Inc as a vaccine manufacture is. able
to accept return of unused vaccines that were purchased directly from Sanofi Pasteur Inc,
and credit back customers for those unused vaccines, where third party vaccine
distributors will not accept return of unused vaccines.

The attached 12BWaiver was. prepared in accordance with the instructions from the Human Rights
Commission.

Should you have questions regarding this matter please contact me at 544-2607.

SWin...c~er"te;;...IY..., ~~..c;..._..~

Jacquie Hale
Director, Office of Contract Management and Compliance

.Central Office . 101 Grove Street



City and Count~ of San Francisco
Edwin M. Lee

Mayor

MEMORANDUM

Department ot.Public Health

TO: Theresa Sparks, Executive Director, Human Rights Commission

THROUGH: Barbara A. Garcia, MPA, Director of Health

FROM: Jacquie Hale, Director, DPH Office of Contracts Management

DATE: August2,2011

SUBJECT: 12B Waiver Request

The Department of Public Health (DPH) respectfully requests approval of the attached 12B Waiver for the following:

Sanofi Pasteur, Inc. (Vendor # 05530)

Co
'd'ty'/S" For the DPH Adult Immunization and Travel Clinic (ArTC) to purchase Sanofi

mmo I ervlce: . f" d·' '.Pasteur, Inc. manu acture vaccines through Sanofi Pasteur, Inc. UHC/Novatlon
contract, #RX80240.'

Amount: Utilization is estimated at $300,000

Fund Source: General Fund

Term: August 22, 2011 through 9/30/2012

Rationale for this waiver request: .

1.' As a vaccine manufacturer, Sanofi Pasteur, Inc. will accept return of unused vaccines that were purchased
directly from Sanofi Pasteur, Inc,~'and credit back customers for those unused vaccines. Third party
distributors, i.e. McKesson, GIV, FFF, etc, haveho such return policy.

• AITC has been pdrchasing Sanofi Pasteur, Inc. vaccines through third party distributors, at marked up prices.
However, without the ability to return unused vaccines, AITC is required to discard, or destroy, all unused
dated vaccines. To minimize the amount of unused vaccines, AITC was compelled to purchase vaccines in
marginal quantities through multiple orders. Although purchasing vaccines in this manner may minimize the
amountof unused vaccines that need to be discarded or destroyed, it frequently creates periodic vaccine
shortages at the AITC between vaccine shipments.

• Having the ability to purchase vaccines directly from the manufacturer, at manufacturer's discounted or
governmental prices, with the ability to return unused vaccines would allow AITC to more cost effectively
maintain a stable vaccine inventory to prOVide reliable immunization services, without the wasteful discarding,
or destruction, of unused vaccines.

2. AITC will be purchasing Sanofi Pasteur, Inc, manufactured Vaccines through Sanofi Pasteur, Inc.
UHCjNovation q:mtract, #RX81080.· .

• UHCjNovation contracts are aY'!ardedlhrough a competitive process that's acceptable to OCA.

For questions concerning this waiver request, please call Robert Longhitano. at 554-2659.

Thank you for your consideration.

Central Office 101 ~rove Street San Francisco, CA 94102



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

S.F. ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTERS 128 and 148
WAIVER REQUEST FORM

(HRC Form 201) FOR HRC USE ONLY

.»Section 1. Department Informa}\on. /p\

Department Head Signature: .~~ ~12!•.AQ "' ...... .1,,, ...E~

Name ofDepartment: _P_u_b_li_c_H_e_a_l_th ~----~-~-__,

DepartmentAddress: 101 Grove St. Rm. 307 San Francisco, CA 94102

.Contact Person: _J_a_c_q:-u_ie_H_a_l_e _

Request Number:

Phone Number: 554-2607

»Section 2. Contractor Information

.Cohtractor Name: Sanofi Pasteur, Inc.

Fa~ Number: 554-2555

Vendor No.: 05530

Contractor Address: DISCOVERY DR, SWIFTWATER, PA 18370-0000

Contact Phone No.: --'---: ~

End Date: 9/30/2012

. ContaCt Person:
-----~-------

»Section 3. Transaction Information
AUG O· 4 2011

Date Waiver Request Submitted: ~__

Contract Start Date: 8/22/2011

Type of Contract: Vaccines'

Dollar Amount of Contract: $_3_0_0,_0_00 _

»Section 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (please check all that apply) .

L Chapter 128

__ Chapter 148 Note: Employment and L8E subcontracting requirements may still be in force even when a 14B
waiver (type A or B) is granted. .

>' Section, 5. Waiver Type (Letter of Justification must be attached, see Check List on back of page.)

.f A. Sole Source

__ 'B. Emergency (pursuant to Administrative Code §6.60 or 21.15)

__ C. Public Entity .... q / t..{ /
~ D. No Potential Co~tractors Comply - Copy of waiver request sent to Board of Supervisor-son:~20 l (
__ E.Govemment BulkPurchasing Arrangement - Copy cif this request sent to Board of Supervisors on: ---'-.".._--'-

__ .F. Sham/Shell Entity - Copy of waiver request sent to Board of Supervisors on: _

.__ G.Subcontracting Goals

__ H. Local Business Enterprise (L8E) (for contracts in excess of $5 miliion;see Admin. Code §14B.7.1.3)

HRCACTION
12B Waiver Granted:
12B Waiver Denied:

Reason for Action:

14B Waiver Granted:
14B Waiver penied:

HRC Staff: ~-- .".._-- Date:

HRC Staff: Date:

HRCDirector: Date:

.DEPARTMENT ACTION - This s9l:tion must be completed andreturned to HRC for waiver types 0, E & F..
Date Waiver Granted: . Contract Dollar Amount:

HRC-201.pdf (8-06) .,: :,~. Copies of this form are available at: http://intranetl.



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
Bcc:

San Francisco Examiner Letter: 7/28/11 "SF should keep eye on Laguna Honda Hospital
Subject:

Gift Fund" >- Ethics Commission and City Controller's Office Engaged in Willful Misconduct

_.~_._-------
_._--_._._..._-----._--"'""'-------_.------

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

pmonette-shaw <Pmonette-shaw@earthlink:net>

undisclosed-recipients:;
. 07/28/2011 10:13 PM

San Francisco Examiner Letter: 7/28/11 "SF should keep eye on Laguna Honda Hospital Gift

Fund" - Ethics Commission and City Controller's Office Engaged in Willful Misconduct ..

The San Francisco Examiner's editorial page carried my letter-to-the-editor today

about Laguna Honda hospital's patient gift fund.

My letter reports the San Francisco's Sunshine Task Force ruled Tuesday that the

Ethics Commission and City Controller's Office engaged in willful violation and

.official misconduct for failure to comply with two task force orders of

determination to release Laguna Honda Hospital's gift fund investigative records.

Read more at the San Francisco Examiner:

http://www.sfexaminer.com!opinion/letters-editor/2011/07/sf-should-keep-eye-lag

una-honda-gift-fund#ixzzlTSyJbklx

Patrick

To unsubscribe, send me an e-mail.
m:I~.!-r .~

LS
Transcript of CGOBOC Mee!ing April 28 2011.pdf



To: BOS Constituent Mail DistrIbution,
Cc: .

Bcc:
Subject: Ed Lee and F.inancing the "Mayor's Office on CCSF salaries

From: Emile Lawrence <emilelawrence@yahoo.com>
.To: Edwin Lee <mayoredwinlee@sfgov;org>,"board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org"

<board.of,supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 07/28/2011 01 :23 PM
Subject: Ed Lee and Financing the Mayor's Office on CCSF salaries

Mr. Lee:

This is a document for you and the Board
to read carefully. A lot of the public is
really getting tired of this "politics on your
plate," as usual.

§J
Emil Lawrence MBA MAYOR ED LEE Template Letter.doc



Manifesto For San Francisco Politics

July 26, 2011

Interim Mayor Ed Lee
Members of the Board
City hall, Room 400

One Carlton Goodlett Plaza

San Francisco, CA 94102

Interim Mayor Lee & the Board of Supervisors:

SUBJECT: Ed Lee for Mayor & other City Offices on City/state Salaries & Pensions

I am enclosing this letter as a document to be read in city hall, and even printed in the local papers as an
Op/Ed story, if a local newspaper decides to publish it. And, I am doing so because as the August 2,2011
deadline for the United States of America's deficit limits bang on the 14.3 trillion dollar ceiling, once
again I feel, the present system in this City and County is broken, busted, and in dear need of much repair.
And, as our Interim Mayor, Mr. Ed Lee, you are being "pushed" by an ex-mayor, that ran in "last place
for the spot as Governor of California," and now, also, the United 'States Senator, Dianne Feinstein, who,

has her own closet full of skeletons just waiting to "dance 8?-d sing" if any paper in America will publish
their "soul defying act." This Senator is pushing you to run, because her husband needs another luggage

cart concession like the. one the family owns at SFO, for the Mayor's Office of San Francisco. These two
politicians are not statesmen or stateswomen, but only memories of Christmas past that are how hoping
you have been mesmerized by seeing your own name in print, everyday of the week. But, I say to you

Mr. Lee: "Do no~jump into this pit from your present position." You will be sorry for losing your
integrity, and once lost it will not come back. And ifyou lose, you should be fired, at ohce. I say so as one

of the other 38 or so candidates running for this office.

And, as I continue this publication, I will read or paraphrase this letter's introduction at the Board of
Supervisors meeti~g, during "Publi~ Comments," on Tuesday, the 26th of July, 2011. I am prod~cing
these "Notes on San Francisco Politics, for many reasons. One reason is the present format for future
City Mayors. From what I have determined, as one of the 38 or so mayoral candidates for the San
Francisco City & County (CCSF), that there is something going here that the "public," at large, does not
fully understand or see. And, what the residents ofthis CCSF have failed to understand and see, is one of
the big secrets that City paid employees running for public office have failed to tell this "public," to show
the people they serve, which is this: City employees, with top tier salaries and pensions even if they lose,

which are paid for with higher and higher citations, fees and taxes in this state and county, have plenty of
City/state salary money to continually help finance campaigns for the Office of the Mayor for the CCSF,
or any other office they may choose in this City and state; that this endeavor for the City Mayor's Office
or other city offices, is a full time job and d¥e to this situation, lind the spectrum of increasingly higher
outrageous salaries and pensions, during our "Worldwide Economic Contraction" also in this USA, the
State of California, and the CCSF," that as such, in this present political format, these potential City and
state paid political leaders feel none ofthis economic pain which City residents feel; because all these
City/state employees as candidates for office, are using their City/state salaries as funds to fmance their
campaigns; that this very endeavor leaves no;room for any other candidate to enter these elected offices,
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unless she or. he has hundreds of thousands, or millions of dollars to spend on just mere name recognition,
alone. This is so, even if some of these candidates are millionaires. For the mere fact they are there, local
papers print their names, daily. And, this kind of "mesmerizing" help, the full and total name recognition
of city candidates, comes from these local daily papers repeating of these present City employees names
for the media, to help the public remember who they are, "which has absolutely nothing to do with their
abilities to be mayor or hold any other public office." And, this includes Mr. Ed Lee, another hand picked
alumna of the City Job Club

And, while I am on the subject of Interim Mayors possibly using their paychecks to finance higher
electoral sums, there is nowtalk or rumors in the same 2"4/7 media, that helps anyone already in the light
of this media news, which only expands by repeating their names on topics of minutiae over and over, by
the hour and minute or daily, that you the Interim Mayor Ed Lee, may have. finally decided to run for the
Office of Mayor of San Francisco, as the August 2nd & 5th, 2011, deadline approaches. And, as we
approach this federal and County Deadline, for the almost 40 potential candidates for the Office of San
Frartcisco Mayor, what the CCSF does not need is an<;>ther City salaried and well pensio~ed candidate,
already on the public dole, that has absolutely no risk whatsoever in the office undertaking, who can get
his old job back while workingon his new job or campaign, to plunk down the $5000.00 fee and run for
the Mayor's Offic.e. Ifyou lose Mr. Lee and I win, I will fire you the day I take office.

At present, Mr. Lee, you have integrity.for sticking to your position, that, "I will not run." But, if you
now change it, run and lose this election, you will no integrity at all. And, then, The "Mini" Governor,
Newsom who is now also Governor "Lite" and the retire ring Senator will just abandon you. You were
picked as the Interim Mayor by a mayor of San Francisco that was voted into office by approximately
33%ofthe total voting public in CCSF, in the last election. I would not call this a mandate, which one
local paper did, because approximately 65% of the voting public did not vote at all, in this past election
for mayor. And, this was due, maybe, to the,mayor's sitting on ~uch a fat pot of money. No one
candidate wanted to be humbled, f<;>r seeking the job. But, I feel most CCSF voters and residents have just
given up on CCSF politics because it is has become rigged, like a rigged jury and judge. Politicians, once
in the gate, pay themselves well by deciding their own salaries and pensions. And, they are so 'well paid
byany county standards that these CCSF paid employee's wall of money leaves no room for most other
city candidates,when they decide to run again for another office. As such, it becomes almost impossible
as resident laymen and others from "Main Street'; to realistically enter the job, whentheCCSF needs their
real knowledge of this City.

I know, I have spoken in front of the Board ofSupervisors, the Taxi, Police, Airport, Planning, andthe
MTA COIl?-missions, on and off for five years. In this period of time, I have given over 100 spe~ches or
talks, and have asked hundreds of questions, on SFGTV, and not one local paper or TV station has ever
mentioned my name. To these papers, I do not exist on this earth. But, you Mr. Lee, you get this non-stop
press, 24/7, from journalists that only watch TV for their stories all day 'and night, but never reveal where
they got thestory. III the news, Ihave seen many stories based on my questions at these Commissions that
always left out my name.

Another reason why I am introducing this document, is due to the factthat our last past mayor Mr. Gavin
Newsom, a man who came into town on the coattails of the Getty oil fortune, an "oil slick" who claimed
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he started 15 or more businesses without mentioning the Getty 9il money that funded these businesses,
did not launch his well oiled campaigns until he was appointed a Supervisor, from Willie Brown's School
for Mayors. This appointment got his name out there in the press. And, then Mr. Newsom just enrolled in
the "Willie Brown School for Mayors," and Willie, also known as "DA Mayor," appointeddozens ofhis
very close friends or ex girlfriends to posts, where many times there were no jobs, just salaries. Yes, "DA
Mayor" appointed hundreds of Assistant Mayors,at $130,000 a year, and made them friends. And the "oil
slick" just appointed hundreds of sycophants whom he clllled friends, before he deCided to leave town.
But, he did not leave town the way he wanted to leave. As Governor Lite, one sucks up a paycheck for
doing, nothing at all. Now, this clown ofthe past is pushing YO.\l Mr. Ed Lee, to run, as well. But,
Newsom made other appointments,aswell, below are afew ofthem.

Not too long ago, Mr. Newsom appointed three Taxi Directors from the pool of attorneys in his inner
office. Since 2005, he appointed three of them. I know, because I was bumped three times for the post of
Taxi Director, by this very Mayor, for the San Francisco Taxi Commission, which called for an
Administrative Financial Analyst, from the CCSF Civil Service Registry (CSR)from Classes 1823-1825),
with needed "extensive taxi background," for the post. .To just get on the CSR list, one needed an MA in
Business Administration. To get the post, one needed this very "extensive taxi background" for the job.
But, Newsom's three picks did not have extensive taxi background nor were they on the CSR list, which
claimed to be mandatory. None were Administrative Analysts, either. A CSR Administrative Analyst is
not an attorney; he or she is an accountant or auditor. But, in each case, Newsom picked an attorney,
from his Inner Office payroll. The presenttaxi post, now under the (San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency) MTA, and this taxi post is 1;>eing held by the Newsom's last Inner Office pick,
which·is the thiid Inner Office female taxi Commission or barrister in a row. And, each of these attorneys
decided to revamp all the taxi rules, regulations and fees, each time. Each Director added new fees.

In 2006, at the MTA, after the MTA Commission and Mayor Newsom appointed Nathan Ford as
CEOlDirector for the agency, Ford was codified or certified by the Board of Supervisors, immediately,

.for the post. All Supervisors and MTA Commission members agreed on his fantastic salary of $300,000
a year; that Ford could bring up to 20 or so fired cronies with him, from Georgia. And, that many of the
last Board of Supervisors knew that Nate Ford was accused of embezzlement in Atlanta,Georgia, at
MARTI, (Atlanta's equivalent of our MTA) when he was hired. And, the embezzled amount was
approximately $170,000. In Atlanta, the CEO/Director Nate Ford made $180,000 a year, but Newsom
was willing to pay him $300,000 or more a year, to come here to San Francisco. Clown Newsom did not
want an embezzler living like a cab or bus driver. But, in reality, Mr. Ford was a 'bus driver,' one from
New York City. He was just a bus supervisor when he was picked for the top post in Atlanta, according
to one paper's inside view. Mr. Nate Ford was picJ.<;ed in Atlanta, because new MARTI Board members
in Atlanta did not want 'anymore 'white people' incharge." Nate Ford was as black as anAce of Spades,
with a college degree from a school not accredited anywhere in this USA, and according to this one
Atlanta paper, thls was the full reason why he got the job in Georgia. Ford never had a background in
finance or accounting; his academic units at this one college were from "bus driving."

In 2003-2005, as a part time job, I worked at the Department of Housing & Urban Development (RUD)
doing tasking jobs like answering the phone for callers during the Katrina Hurricane in Louisi:ina and,
also, I did database on government computers. I helped extract information from search engines for
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HUD's web sites. I hacked and used these sites, later, to dig up information onthe Taxi Commission
Director Heidi Machen and the MTA Director Nate Ford.'And, I was shocked on what I found. Without
discussing the 49 page dossier I put together on Ms. Machen, which was given to 12 Supervisors on her
live in house partner that led to Newsom's lies and his termination of her post, I found that Nate Ford was
also another corrupt appointee of our society fly of a mayor, Newsom. Nate Ford was accused of sexual
harassment in his office in Atlanta, in a written complaint. A reason why the "oil slick" was .able to put
up to 18 million dollars of his Inner Office payroll on MTA's official plate, according to one local paper.
(As a mayoral candidate, I may have to file a complaint to get a full criminal investigation of ex-Mayor
Newsom's Inner Office Payroll going back seven years at City Hall) The part of my "Low on Finances"
campaign for San Francisco Mayor, is financial accountability. .

Another reason for this letter is this episode, something you and Board should appreciate. Between 2005
and 2009, during the time I applied for over 400 CCSF AdministrativeFinancial Analyst posts on this
same CSR, throughout San Francisco, with scores of 1000-1060 points for analysts jobs all departments
in San Francisco, I failed to get one job or post. And, actually, I have been turned down for posts; in the
CCSF for ten years. Mr. Lee, would you, find this a bit strange? Mr. Lee, you are Chinese and Asian, and
r am Caucasian or American European, but I cannot find.ajob at City Hall and you did. At SFO, my
9255 Economic Planner application, with scores of 1060 points on the chart, the maximum one could
obtain was blocked by up to four Chinese female Human Resource workers, at the Airport. We can verify
this claim very easily. In other departments I was blocked by non other than the Governor Lite, himself.
Mr. Phil Ginsburg who was the Human Resource (RR) Director in the CCSF at one time, also Chief of
Staff for Gavin' s Im~er Office too, at one time, who is now at his new post in the Park and Rec, gave me
these high scores, which were, actually worthless whenfilling out CSR Class 1820-1827 Administrative
Analyst post 12 page applications, and others. And, although my scores are in the top 96% of all post
applicants at RR in this CCSF, the MTA, also, turned me down on over 25 of their Administrative
Financial Analyst applications, related to their new merger with the San Francisco Taxi Commission.
The MTA, under Ford and his protege Roberta Johnson, also turned me downwhen I requested to be a
member of several of the Taxi Advisory Groups, that theyhad up and running over the past three years.
Ten years after my first jib application in the CCSF,with all my credentials, this Caucasian-American still
drives Ii taxi. Mr. Lee, I am not happy about it. And, I am bringing this forth in my campaign.

When the CCSF found out about Nate,Ford giving his Atlanta buddies garage contracts, this year, with all
the rumors of shoe boxes of cash coming into his Ford's office, Dennis Herrera, a candidate for mayor
should have filed a criminal investigation of the matter, which would have led to an indictment. But,
Herrera did not, since he is running for mayor, and he is one of the dudes that certified Ford's
background, education and character, he could not do that. But, running for the Mayor's Office, he could
hit up 100 or so of his inner office payroll for campaign contributions. They were all just waiting and
willing to do this. Mr. Lee, all of this would put you in the gang of six.

All ofFord's crooked behavior was taking place when this City Attorney Herrera was going to DC,
weekly, in an attempt to stop the feds from arresting up to 60 San Francisco employees for not applying
federal law in apprehending illegal aliens. ~ity Attorney, Dennis Herrera just ran for City Attorney. And,
now on this City Attorney salary, (a couple of hundred thousand or more) and once he won, he felt
compelled to hit his City Attorney's office workers for campaign funds. The man has no ethics or morals,
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but he is a City Attorney with the mayoral motto: "'Can You Imagine a City that Works." It works for
him. I have asked his office for forty financial documents related to CCSF's finances. The Civil Grand
Jury of 2009 wanted to know why he had not investigated dozens of cases of pension spiking, in the two
most powerful unions in the City. He has ignored their requests and has ignored mine as well. These
issues I am going to use in this mayoral campaign.

At the MTA, in my Caucasian~Americanjob search, with the African American Director/CEO named .
Ford, the person that officially turned me down for every job including all taxi and Administrative
Financial Analysts posts, was none other than the African American Roberta Johnson, the Ford protege.
This woman had her salary doubled by Nathan Ford; her income went from $100,000 to approximately
$200,000 per year, in three years time. (And, last week before the new MTA Chiefcame on board, the
Board of Supervisors was getting ready to give her another fat raise for her Interim MTA CEO post, while
waiting for your official choice of a new CEO at the old MTA.) Ms. Roberta Johnson may have been
everything including Nate Ford's mistress, because she handled all of his inner office affairs, in this
never-ending salary and pension story. Yes, she knows how to get a "'raise," you bet.

Mr. Lee, when I talkto people about incomes, salaries, I mean, no one on this earth or in this City trusts
the salary and pension cuts you threw at the Board of Supervisors last week, to approve. I think they are
fabrications, lies and possibly fraudulent. Your quant figures from the Investment Bankers you worked
with are worthless. ManyCCSF residents I have talked to call these figures, "'lies and more lies." No one
in this CCSF is going to really believe any of it, unless ol,ltside auditors are brought into San Francisco to
look at all of the CCSF books, and sign off on them the way they do so today, on corporation after Enron,
AIG, Lehman Brothers, Merrill Lynch and Bear Stearns. Unless one is getting kickbacks in shoeboxes of
~ash from garage contracts at the MTA, like Ford, all the numbers that the Board passed for savings in
salaries and pensions are just more of CCSF funny stuff.

Almost last, there is George Gascon, the ex-police chief who sucked up a paycheck of a half million
dollars from CCSF, before he was hand picked like you by the Governor Lite when he was mayor to be
the new District Attorney. Do you think you could run a decent DA campaign on a half a million dollars
given to you by the CCSF for working only 20 months, in San Francisco? This is what this dude is doing.
Our local papers claim he isa Cubana and running as a Latino DA. He is a Cubano like I am a
Huntington "'Beacher." As DA, he dropped over 2000 cases he administered at the SFPD, when he was
he was top cop, there. At the SFPD he wanted Capitol Punishment, but now that he is a certified
Democrat instead of a Republican, which he has claimed, "'I was really not that all of my life," He now
claims he also voted may have voted for Obama In 2010, I tried to talk to COP Gascon, at the Hallof
Justice and then the Police Commission. At the Hall ofJustice; he barricaded himself behind a wall of
police officers and telephones. At the Police Commission, he sat there mostly like a Sphinx. Around
town, he went with a full police escort, like Theodore Roosevelt. He tried being; an attorney once,but this
did not work. So, he got back into police work for the steady paycheck. Now, he wants to be an attorney,
again. After all ofhis nonsensical talk with the clown Newsom, we are supposed to trust this District
Attorney. He did not bother to tell the Police Commission about his new plans, either; they had to read
about them in the papers. "'Senor Gascon," was just another Newsom pick.
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Finally, with this document, in behalf of the 30 or so other potentials running for the Mayor's Office, who
have a marginal chance ofwinning, against CCSF employees who are dipping into fantastic anQ stunning
CCSF salaries for their run for Mayor, or other City Offices; while these present CCSF employees
pretend to reduce salaries and pensions for all CCSF employees, that they have this huge lead in
campaign funds, so that theserCCSF employees are the first in line for City matching funds, in their quest
for higher political offices, I am requesting that you Mr. Ed Lee step aside from the Mayor's race, as an
example, or be prepared to hand over the full paycheck you have collected as the Interim Mayor for the
City, this year, since your appointment, and or hand over the checks you received as City Administrator,
and this document is making the same request for lon Avalos, David Chiu, Dennis Herrera, Wilma Pang,
Phil Ting and Leland Yee, whom are all oil the CCSF atid state payroll at this time. To all ofyou, the
CCSF is not paying you to do two jobs. So, this document is asking you to either resign from your present
campaigns, or resign from your present City post and return all of the funds you have been paid, since
your political higher office catnpaign was started. All ofyou,. as CCSF and state employees have no real
financial risk in taking on a public office, when you should have one, like all parties. The 30 other, .
candidates have a real financial risk. Ifyou run for this office, and ifyou do not return these funds, and
continue with a campaign in the present tense, you will have abused your present office. And, this
document should not just apply to only San Francisco, but across these United States of America, as well.

• The nation is broke, the state of California is broke and this City is going broke, but you as officials of

the CCSF do not realize or feel any of this economic pain, nor do you want to talk about it. You have

restructured payroll, but you have notcut it. Your present budget iswo,rthless, but you signed it.

You & the Board have raised all of our fees, taxes, citations and added new fees, taxes and citations

and thousands of more parking meters, as if weare your just your subjects, and not the group that

holds all of you accountable to all the residents of this CCSF. Mr. Lee, I hold you accountable; too.

• Mr. Lee, if you run for the Office of Mayor, the voters will hold yo'u alone, accountable for all the

dirt which lies ahead, if you win. If you lose, well... Senator Feinstein will not be able to help you at

that time. Neither will Governor Lite. Any mayor coming into office, then, should fire you.

Sincerely,

Emil Lawrence MBA
P.O. Box 281287
San Francisco, CA 94128
CA Department of Real Estate
Agent License --' 0138873
IRS Registered Tax Preparer?
IRS-P/TlN - P01364976
SF Taxi Driver, Badge #47921
SF Ramp Taxi Medallion 9015
(SF Wheelchair Access Taxi)
1-415-7705 PCS (Leave Voicemail)

emilelawrence@juno.com

cc: 35 Mayoral Candidates for SF Mayor 2011/and US Senator Feinstein
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JohnAtntz
Director

Date:

RE: Deadline: Thurs Au sf 18 - Disclaimer Requirements for Local Ballot

Measures: Endorse, ~ppose or ake No Position on a Measure (Municipal Elections

Code Section 500(c)(8» , .

Memorandum

To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS

City and County of San Francisco
sfelections.org

This is a final, follow-up reminder that the Department of Elections must print a disclaimer in the

Voter Information Pamphlet before any proponent, opponent or rebuttal argument that has been:

• authorized by motion by the Board o~ Supervisors, and

• submitted by the Board of Supervisors, or by one or more Members of the Board, for or

against any measure.

(Municipal Elections Code Section 500 (c) (8))

The disclaimer indicates which Supervisors endorse the measure, oppose the measure, or take no

position on the measure.

Each Supervisor must nomy the Department of Elections in writing ofms or her positionDn each

measure for which the Board or a Member or Members authorized by motion will submit a'

proponent, opponent or rebuttal argument. For the Nov~mber .8, 2011, el~ction; the notification

deadline is 5:00 p.rn. on Thursday, August 18.

. Please understand that, if a Supervisor has not submitted his or her position on each such

measure by this deadline, the Department of Elections will b,~ required to print that the

Supervisor takes no position on each measure for which the' Board or an authorized

M~mberwill submi{a proponent, opponent or rebuttal argument The Department has no

discretion in this matter. . .-

Enclosed please £TId' a form you may use to indicate your position on a local ballot measure.' The .

form is provided for your convenience. Ife you prefer, you may submit your. written position in

another form.at. .

Ifyou have any questions, please contact Barbara Carr at 554-6105.

Voice (415) 554-4375

Fa.~ (415) 554-7344
1 Dr. Catltoo B. Goodlett Place, Room 48

San Francisco, CA 94102-4634



DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS
City and County of Satl Francisco

sfelections.org

John Arntz
Director .

Submission of Disclaimer Requirements for local BallofMeasures:
.r..rEndorselJ', IIOpposelJ't or IITake No Position,..···
San Francisco Municipal ElectiOns Code §500 (c) ,(8)

Deadline: 5 p.m. on Thut'sdaYr August18r 2011

Please return to: San FranQisco Department of Elections - City Hall, Room 48,
or via fax to: 415-554-7344. Please call 415-554-4375 to confirm receipt of fax.
Original must be filed with the Department of Elections within 48 hours of fax.

For the. November 8, 2011, election, my position on each'local ballot measure for which th€
Board or a Member or Members authorized by motion will submit a. proponent,
opponent or r,ebuttal argument is as follows: -

11'Vorking title of proposition Endorse Oppose Take No
- i Position

Amending Initiative Ordinances and Policy Declarations 0 0 0

I City Retirement and Health Care Benefits 0 0 0

Campaign Consultant Disclosures 0 0 0-
, 1

Sales Tax
.\ 0 0 0

Road Repaving and Street Safety Bonds' 0, D· 0

Retireme~t Benefits for City EmployeE)s 0 (J 0 ... .,-_..

.Submitted by:

Voice (415) 554-4375
Fax (415) 554-7344

Printed. Name

Signature "

1 DJ:. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 48
San FJ:ancisco, CA94102-4634
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Vote-by-Mail Fax (415) 554-4372
TTY (4151554-4386



BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Abortion business and Preganancy Centers charity

---_.~
--;.....---------_._._--.--

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Mary De <mary_devoe@yahoo.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
08/03/2011 05:19 AM
Abortion business and Preganancy Centers charity

Board of Supervisors:

There is no way Pregnancy Centers compete with abortion centers.

1) Pregnancy Centers are registered with the state as non-profit

organizations. 2) Abortion centers are "for profit" businesses.

Commerce may be controlled by government. Charities like non-profit

Pregnancy Centers are not and may not be controlled by government.

The constitutional separation of church and state, wherein the

individual makes a free will consent to conscience to do whatever

he, as the sovereign person who is a citizen, is led by God to do.

WhEireas, 'if the abortion centers were non-profit organizations,

and the Preganancy Centers are non-profit organizations the legal

field would be equal. As it is, the legal field is unequal

because the state will not recognize the Charitable organization

as an exercise of Freedom of Religion wherein the state may not prohibit as

such.

Mary De Voe
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Re: Rene Cazenave Apartments (Transbay llA), Applicatipn forState Multifamily Housing Program FundsU"l

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room #244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Community Housing 'Partnership (CHP) and BRIDGE Housing Corporation will be submitting an application for

$10,000,000 in State Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) funding for the Rene Cazenave Apartments. These

funds wili help us provide 120 units' of affordable housing to formerly homeless individuals and wilt also leverage

funding being provided by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). SFRAis the overseeing agency on

this project.

This development, located at 25 Essex Street, on the northeast corner of Folsom and Essex Streets in the

Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, is a collaboration between CHP and BRIDGE. CHP and BRIDGE will serve

jointly as project developers, dividing responsibilities to take advantage of each organization's greatest

strengths. As the only developer in San Francisco working exclusively on supportive housing projects, CHP has a

deep understanding of the specialized funding mechanisms available for buildings serving formerly homeless

tenants and the housing needsofthe population. BRIDGE is the lea~in~~ffordablehousing developer in

California, and has developed.more,than 13,000 homes throughoutJhestate, i~c1udingover 1,100 in San

Francisco.,' " . "

We look forward to obtaining this final portion of the required financing for the project and beginning

construction of this critically needed 120 units of affordable housing for formerly homeless individuals.

please feel free to contact me if you have any questions regarding the project. As always, it has been our distinct

pleasure to do business in the City of San Francisco. I can be reached at (415) 929-2470 should you have

questions.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

Community Housing Partnership

Tom Earley

Director of Development

BRIDGE Housing Corporation

communIty ....
, hOUSinqJl
part'nershipJ" ,

Community Housing Partnership

280 Turk Street

San Francisco, CA94102

415.929.2470

www.chp-sf.org

BRIDGE Housing Corporation,~

345 Spear Street, Suite 700 BRID G {lousing
San Francisco, CA 94;105. " ,

415.989.1111

www.bridgehousing.com



SF Film Commission Annual Report
Susannah Greason Robbins to: Board of Supervisors 08/09/2011 03:51 PM

Attached please find the Annual Report for the San Francisco Film Commission.

~..•........-'-.;;~
SF Film Commission Annual Report FY1011.doc

Susannah Greason Robbins
Executive Director San Francisco Film Commission
City Hall, Room 473
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PI.
San Francisco, CA '94102

415-554-6241
415"':554'-6503 Fax

www.filmSF.org



SAN FRANCISCO
FILMCOMMISSIOl'r

, SAN FRANCISCO FILM COMMISSION ANNUAL REPORT FYI0-ll

The San Francisco Film Commission works to develop and promote film activities in San
Francisco. We proactively market San Francisco as afilming destination for the motion
'picture, television and related,industries, for the purpose of stimulating economic
development and creating jobs, while also working with the local film community to
support local projects with significant ties to San Francisco.

The Film Commission also issues permits to productions shooting in San Francisco,
working closely with other City Agencies such as SFPD, Department ofParking &
Traffic, MUNI, the Port of San Francisco, and the'Department ofPublic Works to
coordinate and facilitate both the needs of the productions, the City and its residents.

FUNDING

Funding for the San Francisco Film Commission comes from the collection of permit
fees and the Hotel Tax funds from Grants for the Arts.. For FYI 0-11, Grants for the Arts'
provided $400,000. The Film Office collected $158,500 in permit fees, $14,260 more
than was projected for the FYI 0-11 fiscal year.

FILMING STATISTICS FYIO-ll

Key findings:

In FY 10-11, production rose by 26%, with 953 shoot days, compared to 753 shoot days
in FY 9-10. In FY 10-11, the number ofpermits rose by 79, and the money collected
from permits increased by $25,000. Total permit fees collected for FY 10-11 were
$158,500.

However, total estimated budgets for productions, which shot in San Francisco, decreased
from $81,106,574 to $56,233,01 L This is partially due to the fact that San Francisco
didn't have a television series shooting here. However, a downturn in production budgets
is being seen across the country, due to the difficult economy ,and the rising costs of all
aspects of production. These factors result in tighter budgets which drive productions to
prioritize fmancial incentives overcreative needs when choosing a city or state to film or
base aproduction.



FYI0-11

Film Tvpe Permits Davs Permit Fees Estimated SF Budget
Corporate/Short 50 77 $14,500 $2,448,100
Documentary 30 52 $14,400 $483,620
Feature 16 96 $21,800 $28,690,500
Music Video 3 4 . $800 $45,000
Still
Photoqraphy 127 303 $28,900 $6,582,115
Student 24 73 $0 $197,750
TV Commercial 73 119 $22,400 $12,033,089
TV Series 67 182 $47,400 $4,249,000
Web 40 47 $8,300 $1,503,837
TOTAL 430 953 $158,500 $56,233,011

PRODUCTIONS

Listed below is a selection of notable productions San Francisco played host to. during .
FYIO-II.

Feature Films:

• Caesar Rise ofthe Apes, 20th Century Fox; Rupert Wyatt, Director; starring James
Franco, Andy Serkis and John Lithgow

• Big Sur, 3311 Productions; Michael Polish, Director; starring Josh Lucas, Kate
Bosworth and Henry Thomas

• Onthe Road, MK2 Productions; Walter Salles, Director; starring Kirsten Stewart,
Kirsten D.unst and Viggio Mortensen

• .Hemingway & Gellhorn, HBO Productions; Philip Kaufman, Director; starring
Nicole Kidman and Clive Owens

• Contagion, Warner Brothers Pictures; Steven Soderbergh, Director; starring
Gwyneth Paltrow, Matt Damon and Jude Law

• Cherry, Enderby Entertainment; Stephen Elliot, Director; starring James Franco
and Heather Graham

• Knife Fight, Divisadero Pictures; Bill Guttentag,Director, starring Rob Lowe,
Eric McCormack and Julie Bowen

• Five Year Engagement, Apatow Productions; Nicholas Stoller, Director; starring
Emily Blunt and Jason Segel



Television Series:

•

•

•

•

•
• Alcatraz, TV pilot, created by JJ Abrams

Top Gear, individual episode
American Idol, individual episode
GoodMorning America, individual episode
Clean House, individual episode
The Nine Lives ofChloe King, individual episode

• Precinct 17, individual episode

Select Commercials

•
•
•
•
•

GMOnStar
AT&T Yellow Pages
Kia
Amazon Kindle
Hyundai

International Production Activity in SF

A number of international production companies also chose San Francisco as a location,
including the feature film 180 from Southern India; Amalji, a Japanese television show;
and Rose Wedding, a popular television show from China featuring 10 couples who
compete to win a dream wedding in California. For this show, Supervisor Carmen Chu
married the couples in the Rotunda of City Hall. .

SCENE IN SAN FRANCISCO REBATE PROGRAM

The purpose 6fthe Scene in San Francisco Rebate Program is to increase the-number of
qualified film productions being made in San Francisco, increase the number of City
residents employed in the filmmaking industry and encourage the resulting economic
benefits.

$1.8 million was appropriated to fund this program in 2006 for 3 years. Initially, the
program gave productions a dollar for dollar refund of: (a) fees or taxes paid into the
City's general fund; (b) moneyspaid to the City for use of City property, equipment, or
employees, including additional police services; and (c) use fees for film production in .
the City. In 2009, the program was ~xtended 3 years,but legislation was passed to
exchange the original program per production cap of taxes paid to the City to a maximum
of $600,000 of fees paid to the City.

In FYI 0-11, the television series Trauma was the only production which received money
from the rebate program. This covered 4 of its 18 episodes, plus its amortization costs,
for a total of $164,276.99 in rebates.



TRAUMA FY 10-:11

Total Final Budget (Episodes 15,16,17,18)
Total # Shooting Days: 35 .

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION
(*These numbers are the totals ofEpisodes 15,16,17,18)

$12,087,816.00

Above the Line Employees
SF Resident Employees

Below the Line Employees
SF resident production employees
SF resident background employees
First Source Hiring Program employee

Total Production Employees
Total above & below the line SF employees
*Average amount spent per day on SF Employees

# Employees
23

411
323

6

729

Wages/Comp
$ 33,494.00

$486,537.00
$61,388.00

$4,768.00

$587,419.00
$ 16,783.00

AMORT Totals (prep/All Series/Holiday/Hiatus/Wrap/Pilot Completion/Pilot Reshoots)

Total Budget:
#Days~, 158

Above the Line Employees
SF Resident Employees

Belowthe Line Employees
SF resident production employees
1 First Source Hiring Program employee (22 days)

Total Production Employees
Total above & below the line SF employees

Total Above & below the line SF Wages
(Includes Episodes 15,16,17,18 + Amort)

TOTAL REBATE RECEIVED FY 10-11
(Includes Episodes 15,16,17,18 + Amort)

# Employees
6

217

223

$6,038,195.00

Wages/Comp
$4,801.00

$ 427,030.00
$3,214.00

$431,831.00

$1,019,250.00

$164,276.99



Balance Left in Rebate Program of the original $1.8 million authority $887,311.07

PRODUCTIONS WITH PENDING REBATE APPLICATIONS FOR FY 11-12

• Hemingway & Gellhom
• Knife Fight
• Cinderbiter
• Cherry

Active promotion of the Scene in San Francisco Rebate program and the Vendor Discount
Program has been paying off with increased interest in filming in San Francisco. The Film
Office anticipates a minimum of 1 to 2 more feature films during FY 11-12 that will apply
for the Scene in San Francisco Rebate Program, and that number could be higher.

FILM OFFICE NEW PROGRAMS FY10-11

Vendor Discount Program:

The Vendor DiscountProgram was established in January 2010 in brder to attract more
productions by offering additional [mancial incentives when shooting in San Francisco.
This program provides an opportunitY for production companies and their crew members
to receive discounts while shopping locally at participating businesses. It also benefits
the local merchants, as they draw more business to their establishments by offering a
discount.

More than 80 local businesses are participating in the program, including 26 hotels, 13
restaurants as well as a number of car rental agencie~, entertainment venues and gift
shops. The Film Office secured additional discounts for productions from Virgin
America as well as production and post production services at the end of June, making
the program even more attractive to productions.

A survey will be sent to participating merchants at the end of December 2011 in order to .
track the success ofthe program. Since its inception, a majority of films have chosen to
use the Vendor Discount Program.



SF Film Collective:

The SF Film Collective was established by the San Francisco Film Commission in May
2011. The goal of the Film Collective is to provide low cost office space to independent
filmmakers, allowing local production pioneers to advance their projects, interact and
draw inspiration or knowledge from their peers, and ultimately bring more production to
San Francisco. The Film Collective has the potential to help nurture the local
independent and documentary film communities, to shine a light on San Francisco as a
supporterofthese smaller, independent productions and help build on San Francisco's .'
reputation as a hub for independent film. This also enables homegrown films to afford to
stay in San Francisco, ultimately benefitting our local economy with increased
production, ap.d support the Mid-Market redevelopment initiative.

Eligibility:

Applications were available to all who satisfy each of the following criteria:

• The applicant is actively engaged'in a film, video, wehtelevision or multi-media
project.

• The project has a significant connection to San Francisco.

Priority:

All were encouraged to apply. Special consideration was given to (in order of priority):

• Projects being filmed /produced primarily in San Francisco
• Projects set primarily in San Francisco.
• Projects demonstrating a likelihood to have a positive effect on the SF economy
• Residents of San Francisco
• Graduates of the FilmHouse Residency program, a joint program ofthe San

Francisco Film Commission and San Francisco Film Society.

Located at 134A Golden Gate, the new program creates an additional effort on behalf of
the Film Commission to provide office space to local filmmakers. The Film Commission
began this kind of support in 2008 with the FilmHouse Residency, in partnership with the
San Francisco Film Society.

"The incubator project will benefit both the San Francisco film community and the ever- ,
growing Mid-Market Arts District," said Mayor Edwin Lee in a press release of July 18,
2011. "Establishing programs such as this helps ensure the health ofthe Mid-Market
area as it continues to grow and become a burgeoning arts community."

Four groups of independent filmmakers are in the process of or have moved in to the
Film Collective, and applications for additional tenants are still being accepted.



Nine months into the program, an independent evaluator will assess the success of the SF
Film Collective to determine ifthe San Francisco Film Commission will offer the
program in following years.

ADDITIONAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS FOR FY 10-11

• The Film Commission hired a new Executive Director, Susannah Greason
Robbins in September 2010. The position had been vacant for 9 months.

• Streamlined the Film Office Permit Applications' in order to provide more detailed
financial information to the office and to make the application simpler for
production companies.

• Created a new Economic Reporting Form to track production spending more
efficiently.

• Created a reel of San Francisco locations, featuring non-iconic footage of the City
in order to sell the City in a ne'Y light to productions. This reel was screened at the
AFCI/Cineposium Conference in Los Angeles iIi November 2010.
http://filmsf.org/index.aspx?page=6 ..

• Attended key events to promote the Scene in San Francisco Rebate Program.

1. Variety TV Summit in Los Angeles, CA
2. Sundance Film Festival, Park City, UT
3. AFCI/Produced By Conference at Walt Disney Studios in Los Angeles, CA

• Expanded marketing efforts by meeting with production companies and producers
in Los Angeles, to promote San Francisco as a location and emphasize the Scene in
San Francisco Rebate Program and Vendor Discount Program. We continue to have
ongoing conversations with some of these producers about the possibility of
bringing their productions to San Francisco.

• Created a database of all of the films which have shot in San Francisco, their
locations, and interesting facts about the films for DataSF.



•

•

•

•

Created a new ad campaign with the pro-bono help of BBDO Advertising. The ad
below was submitted and won 2nd place in the Print Ad category in the AFCI·
(Association of Film Commissioners International) Marketing Awards in June 2011.

Expanded comrilunity outreach by giving talks to various schools, industry-related
organizations and community groups. These include: .

'1. -Northern California Screenwriters Association
2. Northern California Production Coalition
3. Northern California Screen Actors' Guild
4. San Francisco Travel As~ociation Northern California: Visitor

Industry Outlook & Marketing Conference
5. Academy of Art University -
6~ Art Institute of San Francisco
7. Art Institute of California
8. San Francisco Travel Association's Pow Wow Media Tour
9. Leadership SF Panel
10. Bay ATea Women in Film and Media

Researched additional warehouse space which could be utilized as stage spac~ for
visiting productions.

Identified short-term goals for the Film Commission to help draw new production
to San Franciscp and reaffirm the City's place in filmmaking

Short Term Goals:

1. Continue to simplify the permit process



2. Investigate the possibility of leasing space from City Departments to
ensure production facilities

. a. Treasure Island
b.Pier 80
c. Other property

3. Be proactive in attracting business
a. Research air & hotel discounts and vendor discounts
b. List discounts on the Film Commission website
c. Research and prepare feasibility plan for reviving / re-instituting
annual Familiarization (FAM) Trip
d. Plan aLos Angeles marketing trip, if funds are available
e. Identify trade shows and events to attend, if budget allows
f. Study other cities successes, best practices .
g. Develop additional partnerships

4. Ensure long-term success of FilniHouse residencies
a. Find a new location for the project in partnership with the San
Francisco Film Society.

5. Develop marketing materials highlighting San Francisco productions that
feature interviews with producers or others involved in shooting San
Francisco and examples ofvendor lists that have been used.
• Emphasize key programs - rebate program, vendor discount, and

personalized and efficient services..

6. Work with the Office ofEconomic and Workforce Development to
evaluate existing programs that can benefit productions

7. Work with San Francisco Travel Association (SFTA)to leverage and share
respective resources, specifically marketing resources.

GOALS FORFY 11-12

•
•
•

•

, .
•

•
•

Increase the number ofproductions shooting in San Franc~sco

Establish a roster of warehouse space best suited for future productions
Propose the expansion of the Scene in San Francisco Rebate Program to include
documentaries and reality television shows (or non-scripted television shows as
they are called in ATAS)
Propose lowering permit fees for low budget films with budgets less than
$500,000 from $300 per day to $10b per day
Continue outreach to Producers about the Scene in San Francisco and Vendor
Discount Programs
Support and monitorthe SF Film Collective, and provide an independent
evaluation of the success of the program.
Increase strategic advertising in well-viewed publications
Attract a television series to base in San Francisco long-term



SUMMARY

With an increase of 26% in shooting days in San Francisco, the successful fmancial
outcome of the Scene in San Francisco Rebate program, and the creation ofnew
programs such as the Vendor Discount Program and the SF Film Collective, the Film
Commission has actively worked to attract and increase production in San Francisco for
FY 10-11. We expect production numbers to continue to rise in the coming fiscal year,
based on this past success and increase interest in our incentive programs. .



San Francisco International Airport

August 15, 20 II

Honorable Ed Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
I Dr. CarltonB. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
Board ofSupervisors
City Hall, Room 244
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco,CA 94102

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

. San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2012-13 for the Airport Commission

Ladies and Gentlemen:

1hereby certify, in conformance with Charter Section 9.115 and·Administrative Code Section 3.14,
that the funding provided in the budget for Fiscal Year 2011/12 as adopted by the Board of
Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that 1shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations to the Airport's FY 2011/12
Operating Budget, barring unforeseen circumstances.

. Very truly yours,

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Office of Public Policy & Finance
Rick Wilson, Mayor'sOffice of Public Policy & Finance
Melissa Howard, Mayor's Office of Public Policy & Finance
Joe Nurisso, Controller's Office - Budget & Analysis Division

AIRPORT COMMISSION CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Post Office Box 8097 San Francisco. California 94128 Tel 650.82L5000 Fax 650.821.5005 www.f1ysfo.com

EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

LARRY MAZZOLA

PRESIDENT
LINDA S. CRAYTON
VICE PRESIDENT

ELEANOR JOHNS RICHARD J. GUGGENHIME PETER A. STERN JOHN L. MARTIN

""~7~.~.'.:])
\~-'

"'------ ..



August 29, 2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben ~osenfie1d, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

200 Larkin Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

415.581.3500

415.581.4700 fax

www.asianart.org

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San

Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for

FY 2011-12 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to

meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring

unforeseen circumstances.

Sincerely,

Jay Xu
Director
Asian Art Museum of San Francisco

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

ASIAN ART MUSEUM
CHONG-MOON LEE CENTER
FOR ASIAN ART AND CULTURE



OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR-RECORDER
SAN FRANCISCO

August 22, 2011

Honorable Ed Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

PHIL TING
ASSESSOR-RECORDER

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12, as
adopted by the Board of Supervisors, is adequate for my department to meet service levels as
proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances.

\~PtJ<1
4()X{Q·

Kimberlee Kimura
crhief Administrative Officer

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

City Hall Office; 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Room 190, San Francisco. CA 94102-4698
Tel: (415) 554:5516 Fax: (415)554-7151
www.sfgov.org/assessor
e-mail: assessor@sfgov.org

Business Personal Property: 875 Stevenson Street
Room 100. San Francisco. CA 94103

Tel: (415) 554-5531 Fax: (415) 554-5544

. . ~



City and County ofSan Francisco Board of Appeals

. Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

August 4,2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee

Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller

City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Cynthia G. Goldstein

Executive Director

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Prancisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco

Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as adopted

by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as proposed to the

Board.

I anticipate thpt I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen

circumstances. .

Sincerely,

/i ,1,,' ....
I' 'f/l ./ /' ,) /J. ,1 .

! /~i1 :; I "J . ( ~L..'1!:lr;t·----·_··.._-~···
'_. >ytrl.-1 f1,vo... >j L..iil...L:hr

Cyhthia G. Goldstein

Executive Director.

Board of Appeals

www.sfgov.orglboa

1650 Mission Street, Suite '304

San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: 415-575-6880

Fax: 415-575-6885



City and County of San Francisco

Department of Building Inspection

August 4, 2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee .

Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 200 .

Angela Calvillo,·Clerk ofthe Board

Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller

Controller's Office
City Hall, Room 316

RE:. Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Vivian L. Day, C.B.O., Director

I hereby certify that, in confonnance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San

Francisco Admimstrative Code Section 3.14, the fundmg provided in the budget for FY 2911-12

as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels· as

proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appro'priations barring unforeseen

circumstances; unless additional funding· is identified.

Very truly yours,

~~~~'.17"£.<'..1:-/~

Vivian, L. Day, Director, C.B.a.

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

Office of the Director .

1660 Mission Street - San Franciseo CA 94103

Office (415) 558-6131 ~ Fax (415) 558-6225 - www.sfdbLorg



OFFICE OF THE

CITY ADMINISTRATOR

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Amy L. Brown, Acting City Administrator

August 8, 2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Ro'om 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:'

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Chmier Section 9.115 and San Francisco

Administrative Code Section 3.14 that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as

adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as

proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen

circumstances.

Very truly yours,

AmyL. Brown
Acting City Administrator

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 362, San Francisco, CA 94102

Telephone (415) 554-4852; Fax (415) 554-4849



FIRST5
__SAN FRANCISCO
CtilLDREN AND FAMILIES COMMISSION

Suzanne Giraudo, Commission Chair
Psychologist Clinical Director
Califomia Pacific Medical Center

Laurel Kloomok, Executive Director

August 5, 2011

Honorable Ed Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

COMMISSIONERS:

Linda Asato, Executive Director
Wu Yee Children's Services

Mary Hansell, Director
Maternal, Child and Adolescent Health
Department of Public Health, Community Programs

Eric Mar, Supervisor, District 1
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Lynn Merz, Executive Director
Mimi and Peter Haas Fund

Betty Robinson-Harris, Chair
Child Development Committee
School Improvement Cornmittee/ER&D

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager
Child Care Policy & Planning
Department of Human Services

Maria Su, Director
Department of Children, Youth and Their Families

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as adopted by the Board of
Supervisors is adequate for my departmerit to meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen circumstances.

Sincerely,

~~~
Laurel Kloomok
Children and Families Commission

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

SAN FRANCISCO CHILDREN AND FAMILIES COMMISSION

Fox PLAZA • 1390 MARKET STREET. SUITE 318 • SAN FRANCISCO ., CA 94102

415.934.4849 • 415.565.0494 FAX • WWW.FIRST5sF.ORG



CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
EDWIN M.LEE
MAYOR

August 5,2011

E. DENNIS NORMANDY
PRESIDENT

DONALD A. CASPER
VICE PRESIDENT

MORGAN R. GORRONO
COMMISSIONER

MARYY.JUNG
COMMISSIONER

LISA SEITZ GRUWELL

COmnSSIONER

ANITA SANCHEZ
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Angela Calvillo, Clerk ofthe Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

BenRosenfield, Contraller
City Hall, Room 316
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:
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1 hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115
and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in
the budget for FY 2011-12 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for
my department to meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations
barring unforeseen circumstances.

.Sincerely,

CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION

fl:t fl /
ANITASAN~HE~
Executive Officer

c: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 720 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-6033 • (415) 252-3247. FAX (415) 252-3260 • www.sfgov.org/civiUervice/



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER Ben Rosenfield

Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

August 15,2011

Honorable Ed Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200~

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: - Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:
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I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as
adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as
proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances.

~~ose Ie - _ -
Controller

cc: Rick Wilson, Acting Mayor's Budget Director

415-554-7500 City Hall- 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316 - San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY

GEORGE GASc6N
District Attorney

DIREcrDJ.AL: (41S}SS3-1741

August 3, 2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budg~t for FY 2011-12

To Whom It May Concern:

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2010-11 as
adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate· for my department to meet service levels as
proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances. .

Sincerely,

cc:

/z:,
/Geo~.DiSUvOmey

Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

850 BRYANT STREET', THIRD FLOOR· SAN FRANCISCO, CAliFORNIA 94103

RECEPTION: (415) 553~1741· FACSIMILE: (415) 553-1737



Department of Emergency Management
1011 Turk· Street, San Francisco, CA94102

Division of Emergency Communications
Phone: (415) 558-3800 Fax: (415) 558-3843

Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Division of Emergency Services
Phone: (415) 558-2700 Fax: (415) 503-2098

Anne Kronenberg
Executive Director

August 22, 2011

Honorable Mayor Ed Lee,
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room' 200

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Controller's Office
City Hall, Room 316

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors" "
City Hall, Room 244

Adopted Budget for FY 2011-2012RE:
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I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Frantlsco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as
adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as
proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances. '

Sincerely,

~
Anne Kronenberg
Executive Director

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director



DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS

City and County of San Francisco

www.sfelections.org

August 25,2011'

Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for flY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

John Arntz
Director,

t ...
-'-';: ~,=

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San FranCisco

Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provid~d in the budget for FY 201l-12as

adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as

proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplem~ntal appropriations barring unforeseen

circumstances.

cc: Rick Wilson,

Voice (415) 554-4375
Fax (415) 554-7344

1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 48

San Francisco, CA 94102-4634
n .., .r..,



City and County ofSan Francisco

August 5, 2011

The Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City & County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board /
Board of Supervisors .
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Mr. Mayor, Angela and Ben:

San Francisco City and County
Employees' Retirement System
Office of The Executive Director

I hereby certify, in conformance vvith San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as adopted by
the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I .anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circmnstances.

Very truly yours,

eELS~
Gary A. Amelio
Executive Director

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

(415) 487-7020 30 Van Ness Avenue; Suite 3000 San Francisco, CA 94102



DATE:

Health Service System
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

August 29, 2011

..
MYHSS.ORG

Honorable Mayor Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfie,ld, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

v
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I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for
FY 2011-12 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to
meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring
unforeseen circumstances.

Sincerely,

~9!h0
Catherine Dodd

Executive Director

cc: Rick Wilson, Maypr's Budget Director

r

1145 Market Street, 2ND Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 554-1750
(800) 541-2266

Fax: (415) 554-1721



City and County of San Francisco
Juvenile Probation Department

WILLIAM P. SIFFERMANN
CHIEF PROBATION OFFICER

375 WOODSIDE AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA94127

(415) 753-7556

August 29, 2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

Dear Mayor Lee, Ms. Calvillo and Mr. Rosenfield:

-." 1"...1

r~
i ~

I Z;

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the Juvenile Probation Department will
work to meet the service levels proposed to the Board and as required by state and
federal law with the funding provided in the budget for Fiscal Year 2011-12 as adopted
by the Board of Supervisors.

cc: Rick M. Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director



San Francisco Law Library
www.sflawlibrary.org

401 Van Ness Avenue, Room 400
San Francisco, California 94102

Direct line: 415-554-6824
Fax 415-554-6194

August 4, 2011

The Honorable Ed Lee, Mayor
City·& County of Sa..'1 Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

'Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San FranCisco, CA 94102-4694

Controller's Office
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 312
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Re; Adopted Budget for FY 2011-2012

b
~ :...
- G':l

I
en

Pursuant to its obligation under Administrative Code section 3.14 and Charter section9.115 to
.. certify the adequacy offunds provided inthe budget for Fiscal Year 2011-12 as adopted by the

Board of Supervisors, the Law Library hereby submits ·its certification.
,

I anticipate that the Law Library shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring
unforeseen circumstances.

Marcia R. Bell
Law Librarian



MAYOR'S OFFICE OF HOUSING
Cl1YANDCOUNIYOFSANFRANOSCO

EDWINM. LEE
MAYOR

August 18,2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors

. City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Ha1l, Room 316

RE: AdoptedBud~et for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

. I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as
adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as

. .

proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests· for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances..

Si~ ~--__l1~
Olson M. Lee
Director

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 701-5500 Fax: (415) 701:-5501 TDD: (415) 701-5503 http://sf-moh.org/



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

August 26, 2011

. Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2q11-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as .
adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as
proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances.

Steve Kawa
Chief of Staff to Mayor Edwin M. Lee

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

TELEPHONE:.(415) 554-6141



Edwin M. Lee I Mayor

Tom Nolan I Chairman
, Jeny Lee I Vice-Chairman

Leona Bridges I Director
Cheryl Brinkman I Director
Malcolm Heinicke I Director
Bruce Oka \ Director
Joel Ramos I Director

Debra A. Joh~son ,\ Acting Executive Director/CEO

August 4, 2011 '

The Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor, City & County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Benjamin Rosenfield, Controller

'1 Dr. Carlton B.Goodlett Place, Room 316

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors
,1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

J San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Subject: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-2012

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conformance with Charter Section(s) 8.106 and 9.115 and

Administrative Code Section 3.14 that the funding provided in the budget for Fiscal

Year 2011-2012 as approved by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors is adequate

for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency to meet service levels as

proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring

unforeseen circumstances.

Since"r,e,IY:7" ' , /' /~/;_~'"p~-?
:/ff;7 ~/1/# ~ ~ t7

'/?L0??if( ,~~ ~ '

Debra A. Johnson '

Acting Executive Director/CEO

cc: Sonali Bose, Director/CFO, SFMTA

Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

San Francisco MuniCipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Seventh FI. San Francis'co, CA 94103 I Tel: 415.701.4500 I Fax: 415.701.4430 I wwW.sfmta.com



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

August 4, 2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor~ City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: City Pla1111ing Department - Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies"and Gentlemen:

OJ
d650 Mission St.

U"! llSuite 400
~~n!ranciSco,
;Z 0 lJIiJJ41 03-2479
-.,.,.,m
Xl (j}fQeption:
!». c:m.558.6378 "
Z"U<
nrrt~Z;;X] :
n ~ 5.558.6409
au")

~ Planning
lD Information:

415.558.6377

I hereby certify, ill confonnance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for
FY 2011-12 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to·
meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental" appropriations barring
unforeseen circumstances.

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director
Leo Chyi, Mayor's Budget Analyst
Cindy Czerwin, Controller's Budget Manager
Gayle Revels, Contro"ller's Budget Analyst
Tom DiSanto; Planning Department Chief Administrative Officer
Keith DeMartini, Planning Department Finance Manager

www.sfplanning.org ,
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SAN FRANCISCO

August 8, 2011

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, Cityand County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
San Francisco CA 941 02

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco CA 94102

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316
San Francisco CA 94102

RE: Adopted Budget for Fiscal Year 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14 that the funding provided in the
budget for FY 2011-·12 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for
my department to meet service levels as proposed to the Board. .

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring
any unforeseen circumstances.

Sincerely,

A'v7J0~~~V
Monique ryI.1oyer ()
Executiv~Director

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director



SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC DEFENDER
JEFF ADACHI - PUBLIC DEFENDER

MATI GONZALEZ - CHIEF AnORNEY

August 8; 2011

Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors

,City Hall, Room 244
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Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget
for Fy- 2011-12 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to
meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring
unforeseen circumstances.

, u~,nerYtrulyyou~ •

ff Adachi
Public Defender

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

Adult Dj;vision - HOJ
555 Seventh Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
P: 415.553.1671
F: 415.553.9810
www.sfpublicdefenderorg

Juvenile Division - YGC
375 Woodside Avenue, Rm. 118
San Francisco, CA 94127
P: 415.753.7601
F: 415.566.3030

Juvenile Division· JJC
258A Laguna Honda Blvd.
San Francisco, CA 94116
P: 415.753.8174
F: 415.753.8175

Clean Slate
P: 415.553.9337
www.sfpublicdefender.erg/services

Reentry Council
P: 415.553.1593
www.sfreentry.com

Bayview Magic
P: 415.558.2428
www.bayviewmagic.erg

MoMagic
P: 415.563.5207
www.momagic_org



San Francisco Public Library

August 29, 2011

Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor, City and Co,:!nty of San Francisco
'City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in confonnance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for
FY 2011-12 as adopted l'ly the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to
meet service levels as proposed to the Board. .

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring
unforeseen circumstances.

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director



San Francisco Department of Public Health
.Barbara A. Garcia, M. P .A.

Director of Health

Edwin M.
Lee Mayor

August 12, 2011

To:

RE:

Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of SuperVisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

'. Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.11'5 and San Francisco

Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2010-11 as adopted by

the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as proposed to the Board, .

except as follows:

The budget partially funds structural needs at San Francisco General Hospital and Laguna Honda

Hospital. We are short several million in funding for expenses that we incurred in 2010-11 and expect to

incurin 2011-12. .

The budget also includes continuing high levels of attrition savings that will require maintenance of high

vacancy rates and hiring freezes to meet.

In past years, the department has been able to realize more revenue than bUdgeted, which has enabled

the department to fund overspending with surplus revenue and avoid a general fund supplemental. To the

extent we are able to achieve that outcome in the bUdgetyear; we shall make no requests for general fund

supplemental appropriations. There are some possible changes with the State and Federal budgets that.

could affect the c;lmount of revenues the department can achieve. Additional funding and/or spending

reductions may be necessary to address this issue.

S.. i~1ilC....

--<2.......·e ~-~
arbara A. Garcia

Director of Health

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Office of Public Policy & Finance

Leo Levenson, Controller's Office - BUdget &Analysis Division

The mission of the San Francisco Department of Public Hea.lth is to protect and·

promote the health of all San Franciscans

email: barbara.garcia@sfdph.org

101 Grove Street, Room 308, San Francisco, CA94102 Phone: (415) 554-2526 Fax: (415) 554-2710



City and County of $an Francisco

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Mohammed Mum, Interim Director

August 17,2011

Honorable Mayor Edwin M. Lee
Mayor, City and Cou:p.ty of San Francisco
City Hall Room 200 .

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of theBoard
Board of Supervisors
City Hall Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Controller's Office
City Hall, Room 316

San Francisco; Department of PubUc Works
Office of the Directur

1Dr. Gar!tDi1 fl. GoodleU Place, City Hail, Room 3~8

San Francisco, GII,94102
(4-15) 554-6920 WWiN.sfdpw.org
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Subject: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as
adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for the Department of Public Works to meet the
service levels proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances.

r

Mohammed Nuru,
Interim Director of Public Works

cc: Rick M. Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.



August 4, 2011

The Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor, City & County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200·

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Angela Calvillo, Clerkofthe Board

Board qf Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Ben. Rosenfield, Controller
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 3.16

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Philip A, Ginsburg, General Manager
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Subject: Adopted Budget for Fiscal Year 2011 - 2012

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conformance with Charter Sectio~ 9.115 and Achriinistrative Code Section

3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for Fiscal Year 2011- 2012 as adopted by the

Board of Supervisors is adequate for the Recr"eation and Park Department to meet service levels

as proposed to the Board.· .

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring,unforeseen

circumstan<;es.

McLal\~nLodge in Golden Gate Park I 501 Stanyan Street I Sa'n Francisco, CA 94117 I PHONE: (415) 831~2700 WEB: sfrecpal'k.org .



City and County of San Francisco

August 5, 2011

Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted'Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Residential Rent Stabilization and
Arbitration Board

I hereby -certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for
FY 2011-12 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to
meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring
unforeseen circumstances.

Delene Wolf
Executive Director

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

24-Hour Information Line TEL. (415) 252-4600
FAX (415) 252-4699

'6:1

Fax Back Service (415) 252-4660
INTERNET: http://sfgov.org/rentboard

25 Van Ness Avenue, #320
San Francisco, CA 94102"6033

@



Offic:e of the Treasurer & Tax Collector
City and County of San Francisco

August 15,2011

Jose Cisneros, Treasurer

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011- 2012

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

I hereby certify, in conformancewith San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY
2010-11 -as adopted by the Board of Supervisors- is adequate for my department to
meet its service levels as proposed to the Board. '

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental appropriations barring
unforeseen circumstances.

Sincerely,

Jose Cisneros

cc: Greg Wagner, Mayor's Budget Director

City Hall - Room 140 - 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place - San Francisco, CA 94102-4638
415~S54-4400telephone- 415-554-5507 fax



City & County of San Francisco

Departmentof
Technology

Powered by Innovation

One South Van Ness Avenue,. 2nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103-0948

Office: 41q-581-4001 • Fax: 415--581-4002

August 19, 2011

Honorable Edwin Lee

Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

Ben Rosenfield,· Controller· 

.City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12 .

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conformance withS.an Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative-Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the· budget for FY2011-12 as

adopted by the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my der.artment to meet service levels as
proposedto the Board.

I anticipate that I shall IDake no requests for supplemental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances.

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

f.) Printed Dn recyc/~d paper



San Francisco War Memorial and Performing Arts Center
Owned and Operated by the
City and Countyof San Francisc9

August 4, 2011

War Memorial Veterans Building
Herbst Theatre/Green Room

War Memorial Opera House
LouiseM. Davies SymphonyHal1
Harold L. Zellerbach Rehearsal Hall

40 I Van Ness Avenue, Suite i 10
San Francisco, California 94102

Telephone (4i 5162 i -6600
.FAX (4151 62i-5091

The Honorable Edwin Lee,
Mayor, City & County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Office of the Controller
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 316
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

~.~
1\ N
I

Subject:

Ladies a.ndGentlemen:

Adopted Budget for Fiscal Year 2011-12

I hereby certifY, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as adopted by
the Board of Supervisors is adequate for the War Memorial depmiment to meet service levels as proposed
to the Board.

I anticipate that I shall make no requests for suppleniental appropriations barring unforeseen
circumstances.

Elizabeth Murray
Managing Director

cc: Manish Goyal, Mayor's Office of Public Policy & Finance
Joe Nurisso, Controller's Office - Budget & Analysis Division

J:Budget-B/09-10IWAR 09-10 budget Certification Letter.doc' 08/04/11



City and County of San, Francisco -

OFFICE OF THE SHERIFF
, Michael Hennessey'

SHERIFF

(415) .554-7225

August 23, 2011
Reference: 2011~067

The Honorable Edwin Lee, Mayor,
City & CountyofSan Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of SuperVisors
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Controller's Office
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 312
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Subject: Adopted Budget for Fiscal Year 2011-2012

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I hereby certify, in conforinance with Charter Section 9.115 and Administrative Code
Section 3.14. that the funding provided in the budget for Fiscal Year 2011-2012 as adopted by
the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as proposed to the
Board with two exceptions.

The tirst exception is an increase in jail population beyond projections due to State
realignment as well as increased local bookings and other factors. The Department received
ttmding for only overtime to staff two housing units at County Jail #6 for six months. Ifjail
population exceeds budgeted capacity, additional overtime and operating expenditures will be
incurred to open more housing units for which \ve are not presently fhnded. '

F,\X: 015) 5S-t-7IlS0
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The second exception is possible reductions of two state grants, Standards and Training

for Corrections (STC) grant and Peace Officer Standards rindTraining grant (POST). Our

Cllrrent budget assumes $500,000 in these grants to otTset the cost of mandated trainings. We

will need additional funding should reductions in these grants occur.

With these exceptions, I anticipate that I shall make no requests for supplemental

appropriations barring unforeseen circumstances.

MICHAEL HENNESSEY
Sheriff

cc: Rick Wilson ,Mayor's Office of Budget and Legislative Affairs, Cindy Czerwin, Controller's Office - .

Budget & Analysis Division, Joseph Nurisso, Controller's Office - Budget & Analysis Division,

Melissa Howard,Mayor's Office of Budget and Legislative Atfairs

Pa~e 1 of 2



Maria Su, Psy.D.
DIRECTOR

August 17, 2011

Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244· .

Ben Rosenfield, Controller
City Hall, Room 316

RE: Adopted Budget for FY 2011-12

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Edwin M. Lee
MAYOR

I hereby certify, in conformance with San Francisco Charter Section 9.115 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 3.14, that the funding provided in the budget for FY 2011-12 as adopted by
the Board of Supervisors is adequate for my department to meet service levels as proposed to the Board.

The FY 2011-2012 Budget includes $2.6M unappropriated Children's Fund revenue. I anticipate
requesting $1.9M to fund Early Childcare State Cuts to minimize the loss of child care slots.

cc: Rick Wilson, Mayor's Budget Director

Department of Children, Youth & Their Families
1390 Market Street Suite 900 San Francisco, CA 94102 • 415 554-8990 • www.DCYF.org



.City and County of San Fral)cisco

Edwin ~t Lee
Mayor.

AugustS, 2011.

Theresa.Sparks, Director
Human Rights Commission
25 Van Ness Avenue, Room 800
San Francisco, CA. 941 02~6033

Dear Director Sparks:

Department of Human Resources

.Micki Callahan
Human Resources Director

Attached is a Waiver Approval Request Form for the use of the South San Francisco Conference Center to
administer. the Q-60 Police Lieutenant written examillation on November 8, 2011.

In 1994 the San Francisco Police Department was mandated to maintain a full staffing level in the ranks of
uniformed personn!:ll. Since that time, the Public Safety Team has administered a series of entry-level and
promotional'examinations for s""om ranks within the Police Department. It has been all on-going issue to [rod
facilities that cOlilply with Administrative Code Sections 12B and 12C and that satisfy the needs of the testing
unit. '.

Because of thevqlume of candidates taking the examination, it is necessary ·to use a facility that has a large
auditorium conducive to the needs ofthe Public Safety Team. .

Additionally, it is imperative for the testing process that the facility has comprehensive security measures in
place that will forestall. a breach oUhe !esting process. In the past, this ha.s posed a difficult problem for the
'facilities to :in).plement. Moreover,the facility must be able to ensure a standar4ized testing environment for all
candidates. Without these measures~ the examination may be compromised, at great expense and creating
liability for the City.

The Public Safety Examinations Unit has s~eyed numerous alternative sites to deterrnme the most suitable
location for the administration of the examination. There 'were no. appropriate· facilities available in San
Francisco. The South San Francisco Conference Center is able to accommodate our testing needs..However,
the South San Francisco Conference Center' does not comply with Sections J.2B and J.2C of the Administrative
Code. The facilities that do comply with these Administrative Code Sections a,re inadequate for the needs of the
testing unit or are not available. '

The Public Safety Team. has been in conta~t with the event coordinator at the South San Francisco Conference
Center to encourage th~m to implement equal benefits for domestic partners.

If you have any questions, please contact Richard Marshall in the DHR Public Safety Team at 551-8943.

Thank you for. your immediate consideration in this matter.

~~~-,-
Micki Callahan .
Human Re~oureesDirector

One South Van Ness, 4th Floor, San Francisco; CA 94103-5413 • (415) 557-4800· W\WI.sfgov.org/dhr
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANC,ISCO
HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

~
ex>",

! •Contact Person: Dean Grubl

Fax Number: 551-8949

S.I='. ADMINISiRATIVE CODE' CHAPTERS 128 and 148
WAIVER REQUEST FORM r---~-OR-H~R:-C-U-S-E O-N-L-y-.----,

, (HRC Form 201) ,

.> Sec,tion 1. Departm~ntInforrn~,ati,'~..'. Gd'~' . _ Request Numbe:,

Department Head SIgnature:~, _ ,~=~, -~ r->

Name 'of D~partment: Dep~rt~el1t of Hum~n Resources' = \" ==
'~

Depa'rtinenl'Address: On~ South Van Ness, 41h Floor.r'San Francisco 941,03 er:
co

'Contact'Petson:, 'Ri~hard 'Marshall

Phone Number: 50'1-8943

'..> Section 2. Contractor Infonnation

Contra<::tor Name: SoSF Conference Center

Contractor. Address: 255 So. Airport Blvd. So" San Francis!=o940aO

Contact Phone No. :(650)877-3,993

Type of Contract: Conyention Fqcility

-Vendor Number (if.known).:

>. Sectio'n 3. Transaction Information

Date Waiver Request Submitted:

Contract sta.,! Date: 11/8/11 ' End Date: 11/8/11 Dollar Amount of Contract $3,000
, '

.>section 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (please check all that apply)

~ Chapter 12l3,
, 'o Chapter 14B Note: EmploYment and LBE subcontracting'requirements may still, be in force even when a

148 waiver (type A or B)' is granted. .

.> Section 5. ' Waiver Type (L.etter of Justification 'must be attached, see Check List on back of page.)

o 'A.SoJe Source '

o B. Emergency (pursuant to Administrative Code §6.6Q or 2-1'.15)

o C. Public Entity " . ' . , ' { ,

~ -D. No Potential Contractors' Comply - Copy of waiver re'que~tsent t~ Board' of Supervisors on: e81,\
o ,'E. Government Bulk'Purchasi,ng Arrangement - Copy of waiver request sent to Boar,d of Supervisors on:

o ,F, $ham/ShenEntit~- CoPy of waiver request s!=ntio Board of Supervisors o~: . ,

o G. Lo,cal Business Ent~rpr'ise (LBE) (for contracts,in excess of $.5 million; see Admin. Code §14B.7:1.3). . . .
o H. Subcontracting ~oals' .

fiRe ACTION
128 Waiver Granted:
128 Waiver Denied: '

Reason for Action:

14B Waiver Granted:
148 Waiver Denied:'

HRC Staff: ' Date:,------------'-----,.--------'----....-..- ------
HRC Staff: ------i-----:---------------:-------- Date: ...... _

HRC Director: , Date,

, DEPARTMENT ACTION - This section must be completed and returned to HRC for waiver tYpes D, E & F.
, Date Waiver Granted;' Contract Dollar Amount: '

HRr:·?01 wei (R.M\ ' r.nni.." nf Ihi" fnnn "r.. "vAil"hl.. AI' htln'Jlinf,,,npli
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Dear Honorable Supervisor Jane Kim,

I would first like to thank,you for your dedication and commitment to the residents of District 6 

and offer my sustained support for your continuation in this office and beyond. I would like to

remind you that I ani one of your allies within your District and I am the oldest community

activist and homeless advocate in San Francisco.

In District 6 we have a serious problem because.of our current policy toward homeless people

many of whom are not originally from San Francisco. I believe thatif we look at our homeless

policy differently we might be able to come up with better ideas to promote better living

conditions for all San Franciscans. I believe that we create a huge problem when We constantly

ticket homeless people for things such as drinking in public, or selling drugs, or Muni violations

because most of them will never be able to pay the tickets. In the end, San Francisco spends

unnecessary fiscal resources trying to enforce the law with~no real gain. Moreover, homeless

individualsare treated far worst a~d are s~ntenced to mor~ time in jailor prison then someone

else who has a home. '

I_ would encourage you and your office to visit the homeless shelters within yciur district and

take a closer look at what it is the homeless people are lacking. What I believe that they are

lacking is hope,they are confused, and that is why so many ofthem use substances arid have

no regard for their lives or the lives of others.

I believe the solution to this problem can be jobs for homeless people. Jobs such as landscaper,

construction worker, electrician, and t-shirt or textiles worker will put money in the pockets of

San Francisco's homeless and help them feel like a real part of our society.

In addition, on free days at the San Francisco Zoo, or at The San Francisco Museum of Modern

Artor The AMC Theater on Van Ness Avenue, which I can get free tickets as I did before, we .

should take homeless people to these places in groups and let them also experience the beauty

that this city has to offer. W~ also can organize Barbequesand beach days in which homeless

people and others can connect and see that we really are not very different and create

opportunities for f~iendship.

Lastly, I believe that homeless who are drug addicts and repeat offenders should haye better

support from the One-way ticket program. I believe that the work that they do is great but they

need to be shaken up and forced to meet more stringent guidelines concerning the services

they provide.

@- -~



I am addressing this letter to you as your passionate supporter, as you know, with the hopes

that yo'ur Office will take what you Can from it and work with me to devise a plan to really think

outside the box about ways we can help homeless and improve the cohesiveness and beauty of

our great city. I also hope that other Supervisors will be supportive of your efforts and agree

that the 'current policy on homelessness is justoot enough. I will never give up in my efforts to

help those who cannot help themselves and I will doal! that I can to ensurethat they have a

fair stake at our city's love and community.

On a separate note, I believe that it will be a great idea if all District Supervisors take the time,

out during holiday's, regardless oftheirpersonal religious beliefs, to visits p,eople within their

community to enjoy the love they have to offer. For example, imagine a Christian Supervisor
,

,

spending time at Muslim Mosque on Holy Ramadan, or a Buddhist Supervisor visits a Jewish

temple on Holy Hanukkah. I believe this will create another great opportunity for
.. ".

communication for the people of San Francisco and will ultimately be a good political move.

God Bless America'.

lJJJJj~aW
. nb:Jalia Megahed . ,

San Francisco Community Activist

CC: Mayor Edwiri M. Lee

CC: San Francisco Full Board of Supervisors'
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MAYOR'S OFF\CE

July 18, 2011
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Dear San Franicsco Mayor Enwind M. L~ARD OF S,~fER~YISORS
, \ \ D IAA '0 . /J _IA 1L. 61.... N. FR I,' ri C1...• C0. .0..'" 6\. 0. \\ ML,q e.rS cJ t: T'J\e po<A~d\.. ....

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San FranciiStbJLCPt3~ 0238 J1JUL \ 8 PM 3: 54
. ,..1./

Dear ourSan F~anciscoMayor, myname(3i~~·AodalIfK1egahed.As ,the oldest

. community activist in of the city of San Francisco from the last 28 years, I'm
glad to write my letter to you today, which I hope that you will support me and
make my dream come true by giving me a chance and reading my letter fewu,
times because my goal behind my letter is very important to the city and to the

residents of San Francisco too. Mr. Mayor, as you know, yesterday, many of
the city's residents was with us outside city hall sharing the sight with me and
watching the woman's soccer world cup: team which American team

, challenges the Japanese team. It's grateful to see the Americanpeople like me '

and many others sharing with Japanese American- I was very excited.
Looking at the large crowd I was inspired to think that it would be wonderful if

,we could have Japanese women soccer team playa rematch in San Francisco
on the future, we can see the benefit from it and it can help the economy of
our city. lwould ask my own supervisor for district 6, Jane Kym and Ross
Mirk~rimi of district 5 and Japantown to respond to my dream request Today
was my lucky day because Mr. Ross Mirkarimi told me that when he met the
JapaneseCousel, he told him when Japan when he would like to let them come

to our city. That mean my dream can come true by your support too. I call
. upon you, the mayor of the City of San Francisco to begin the steps necessary

to make this happen. IJ IJ # !Jj) JJ /'.p
SincerelY:Ab~~Megahed IfJe{~ /lI/~eJJhPZ
CommunIty ActIVIst S.F ' "

c.c. California Governor Jerry Brown, Sacramento - San Francisco

c.c. President of the United States, Barack Obama
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Fw: Let the voters decide
Alisa Somera to: Board of Supervisors

:1l - .>

08/09/2011 08:22 AM

Forwarding for the c-pages.

Alisa Somera
Assistant Clerk
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: (415) 554-4447 I Fax: (415) 554-5163
alisa.somera@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Satisfaction form by clicking the link below.
http://www.sfbos.orglindex.aspx?page=104
---- Forwarded by Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV on 08/0912011 08:22 AM -----

.From:
To:

Cc:
Date:
Subject:

"Howard Chabner" <hlchabner@jps.net>
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>, <erid.mar@sfgov.org>, <Ies.hilger@sfgov.org>,
<scott.weiner@sfgov.org>, <gillian.gillett@sfgov.org>,<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>,
<Jon.Lau@sfgov.org>, '''Ross Mirkarimi'" <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>,
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, <john.avalos@sfgov.org>, <david.chiu@sfgov.org>,
<david.campos@sfgov.org>, <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>,
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>, <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>,·<frances.hsieh@sfgov.org>, '''Vallie Brown'"
<Vallie.Brown@sfgov.org>, <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, <viva.mogi@sfgov.org>,
<olivia.scanlon@sfgov.org>
<hlchabner@jps.net>
08/08/201107:17 PM
Let the voters decide

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors:

I am not connected in any way with the Run Ed Run campaign; I did not even
sign its petition. A candidate other than Mayor Lee will have my first choice vote. But
I'm writing to te.ll you that I believe the objections, voiced by some of you, your former
colleagues and your close associates, to his running for mayor because of a pledge he
made to some of you and some now-former supervisors, are misguided and .
undemocratic. He now has a record, albeit short'in duration, as mayor of San
Francisco, based upon which the voters can decide whether or not to elect him mayor
for four more years. .

His pledge not to run was made toa handful of supervisors, not to the
voters. Those supervisors who extracted this pledge did the voters no favor. They
were saying, in essence, that the voters should be deprived of the opportunity to
consider electing the person wi~h the most experience in being mayor of San Francisco.
Those current and former supervisors who cry foul and say that they would not have
chosen Ed Lee had they known he might run are basically saying that they would not
have chosen anyone who might be a potentially strong opponent to their own mayoral
aspirations. They wanted a political eunuch. The pledge was extracted for self-serving
career motives, not for the benefit of San Franciscans.



Relations between the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors are better this year than
they have been for,many years. The implications of the statements of those of you and
your close associates who are objecting to Mayor Lee's candidacy are that relations
would not have been as good had you known that he would run for mayor. These
statements and their implications will diminish those who make them in the eyes of San
Franciscans. '

I'm sending this e-mail to all Supervisors, not only those who extracted the pledge from
Mayor Lee, because any acrimony on the part of those who extracted the pledge would
affect the entire Board ofSupervisors. I urge all Supervisors to continue to work
cooperatively and collaboratively with Mayor Lee for the benefit of San Francisco.

Sincerely

Howard Chabner



Document is available
at the Clerk's Office
Room 244, City Hall
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THE OFFICE OF CITIZEN
COMPLAINTS

QUARTERLY REPORTS

Second Quarter 2011·
Included In This Document

Comprehensive Statistical Report
Comparative Overview of Caseload

How Complaints Were Received
Complaints and Allegations by Unit.

Findings In Allegations Closed
Sustained Allegations

Days to Close - All Cases Closed
Days to Close - Sustained Cases

Investigative Hearings and Mediations
Status of OCC Cases - Year 2010
Status of OCC Cases - Year 2011

Caseloads by Investigator
Case Closures by Investigator

Weighted Closures by Investigator
Presented by: Joyce M. Hicks, Executive Director
Compiled by: Chris Wisniewski and Linda Taylor



ToyeMoses,
Executive Director
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Document is available.
at the. Clerk's Office

.Room 244, City Hall

MEMORANDUM

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

The San Francisco Board of'Supervisors

City and County of San Francicsco

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. ·Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Toye Moses, Executive Director

Southeast Community FacilityCommission

. Ms. Angela Cavil10 , Clerk of The Board

San francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

THRU:

FROM:

1he-rer~ t"s <A\Jci.t~Ovl.ol~ ~ \lle.\"o\i\.9 II\. +-k-~Ut\L~

SOUTHEAST C011M.lJNITY FACILITY CO:M:MISSION .

CITY and COUNTY ofBAN FRANCISCOWillien. Kennedy
President
Bobbrie Brown
Vice-President
Armina Brown
Commissioner
Karen Chung'
Commissioner
Theo Ellington
Commissioner
Brigette R. LeBlanc.
Commissioner
AI Norman
Commissioner TO:

SUBJECT:

, .

Submission of the Southeast Community Facility Commission

"Annual Statement of Purpose & Annual Report July 1, 2010 

June 30, 2011"

DATE: August 2, 2011 .

As legislatively mandated please find enclosed the Southeast Community Facility

Commission" Annual Statement of Purpose and Annual Report for 2010 - 2011 Fiscal

Year~'.

Respectfully submitted,

-rqe6fU7:J6
Toye Moses, Executive Director

Southeast Community Facility Commission

TM:cv
8/2

(jj)
1

. wWw.sf~v.or~sefaci1i% .
18000AKDALEAVE,SUITEB SANFRANCISCO,~A94 ~ (415 21-1534 (415)821-0921 FAX (415) 821-1627



Office Of The TreasurerlTax Collector
City and County of San Francisco
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 7426, San Francisco, CA 94120-7426

Street Address: One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102-4638

Phone Number: (415) 554-4478

JOSE CISNEROS, TREASURER

August 5, 2011

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
# 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA941 02

Ladies and Gentlemen:
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Pursuant to the provision of the City and County of San Francisco Administrative Code
Section 10.82, the Treasurer's Office submits the Cash Shortage and Overage Fund
balance and activities reported to this office for the month of May - July 2011.

Beginning Balance .
Replenishment 5/26/11

Less: Shortage
Add: Overages .

Ending Balance ,' .

Thank you.

U~connieD.c~
Principal Account Clerk

cc: Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Pauline Marx, Chief Assistant Treasurer
Controller's Internal Audit Division
Government Information Center

Ene: Detail Report

$ 128.39
$ 1,371.41

$ (491.63)
$ 167.00

$ 1,175.17
=========
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City and County of San Francisco

Office of the Treasurer/Tax Collector
. Revolving Fund for Cashier Shortage & Overage

Received in May 2011
,

I. Shortage

Date Date of
Received Occurrence Department Name Amount

05/09/11 04/18/11 DPT Mary Shepherd' $ 5.00

05/09/11 04/25/11 DPT Mary Shepherd $ 30.00

05/09/11 04/22/11 Superior court counterfeit bill $ 5.00

Total shortage for the month of May 2011 $ 40.00

II. Overage

Date Date of
Received Occurrence Department Name Amount

05/09/11 04/28/11 DPT Mary Sherherd $ 1.00
.05/09/11 04/20/11 DPT Sahara Rangooni $ 5.00

Total overage for the month of May 2011 $ 6.00

Net of Shortage and Overage for the month of May 2011 $ (34.00)



I I
City and County of San Francisco

Office of the TreasurerlTax Collector
Revolving Fund for Cashier Shortage & Overage

Received in June 2011

I. Shortage

Date Date of
Received Occurrence Department Name Amount

05120/11 04/12/11 TTX .~ Cashier unknown $ 54.64

05120111 04/14/11 TTX - Cashier unknown $ 27.75

05/20/11 04/08/11 TTX -"Cashier unknown $ 68.24

06/03/11 05120/11 DPT Mary Shepherd $ 60.00

06/03/11 05126/11 DPT Mary Shepherd $ 120.00

06/03/11 05/12/11 DPT Glyna Alfonso $ 10.00

06/14/11 05123/11 Superior Court Tim Guinasso $ 100.00

06127/11 06/07111 Superior Court Erica Espinosa $ 10.00

Total shortage for the month of June 2011 $ 450.63

II. Overage

Date Date of
Received Occurrence Department Name Amount

06/11/11 05/12/11 DPT Glyna Alfonso $ 10.00
06/11/11 05127/11 DPT Antoinette Miller $ 20.00
06/11/11 05123/11 DPT Sahara Rangooni $ 20.00
06/14/11 05120/11 Superior Court Debra Hilt $ 20.00
06/14/11 OS/25/11 Superior Court Gabriel Desiderio $ 20.00
06/14/11 05125/11 Superior Court Deborah King $ 5.00
06124/11 06/02/11 DPT Evariza serrano $ 2.00
06/24/11 06/03/11 DPT Sahara Rangooni $ 1.00
06124/11 06/10/11 DPT Evariza serrano $ 1.00

Total overage for the month of June 2011 $ 99.00

II
Net of Shortage and Overage for the month of June 2011 $ "(351.63)



I , I

City and County of San Francisco

Office of the TreasurerlTax Collector

Revolving Fund for Cashier Shortage & Overage

Received in July 2011

'.

I. Shortage

Date Date of

Received Occurrence Department Name Amount
\

07/01111 . 06/27/11 DPT Antoinette Miller $ 1.00

Total shortage for the month of July 2011 $ 1.00

II. Overage

Date Date of

Received Occurrence Department Name Amount

07/01111 06/22/11 DPT Evariza Serrano $ 10.00

07/08/11 07/01/11 DPT Sahara Rangooni $ 20.00

07/08/11 06/29/11 DPT Gloria Johnson $ 1.00

07/12/11 06/13/11 Superior Court Connie Lan $ 20.00

07/14/11 06/17/11 DPT Antoinette Miller ~ 1.00

07/25/11 07/18/11 DPT Blanca Castillo $ 10.00

Total overage for the month of July 2011 $ 62.00

Net of Shortage and Overage for the month of July 2011 $ 61.00



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

EDWINM. LEE
MAYOR

Notice of Appointment

August 8, 2011

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102

Honorable Board of Supervisors;

Pursuant to the Charter Section 3.100 (18), I hereby make the following reappointment:

.David Crow to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board for a term ending
June 5, 2015.

Pmsuantto the Charter 4.117, I hereby make the following appointments:

Audrey Joseph to the Entertainment Commission for a term ending July 1,2015.

.Eric Tao tathe Entertainment Commission, assuming the seat formerly held by Justin Roja,
for a tertiI ending July 1, 2015. . .

I am c~nfident that Mr. Crow, Ms. Joseph, and Mr~ Tao will serve our community well. Attached
are their qualifications to serve, .which demonstrate how these appointments represent the
communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and County of San
Francisco. .

I encourage your support and am pleased to advise you of these appointm:ents .

.S~J£
Edwin M. Lee (/ r - 

Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. Go.ODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 '.
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941 02-4681.

'TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

August 8,2011

Angela Calvillo .
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors

'San Francisco City Hall
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo, ,

EDV\f1 N M. LEE
MAYOR

Pursuant to the Charter of the City and County ofSan Francisco, I hereby make the fOllowing
appointments: '

David Crow to the Residential Rerit Stabilization and Arbitration Board for a term ending,
June 5, 2015. (Charter Section 3.100)

Audrey Joseph to the Entertainment Commission foi,a term ending July 1, 2015. (Charter
Section 4.117)

Eric Tao to the Entertainment Commission,assuming the seat formerly held by Justin Roja, '
fora term ending July 1, 2015. (Charter Section 4.117)

Please see the attached resumes which demonstrate how these appointments represent the
communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and County of San
Francisco.

Should you have any questions related to these appointments, please contact my Director of
Appointments, Nicole Wheaton at 41S..,.554-7940.

Sincerely,

~. -
EdwinM.Lee~
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTONB, 'GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141

, I

I



CRow'&RoSE
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

DAVE CROW

,EDUCATION

New College of California
Public Interest School of Law, San Francisco, cA

, • New College Small Claims Clinic
• New College Public Interest Law Journal

Articles Editor

EXPERIENCE

Commissioner, San Francisco Rent Board

Alternate tenant commissioner.

Partner, Crow & Rose Attorneys at Law

Juris Doctor, 2000

2000
1997 to 1998

2008 to present .

2005 to present

Crow &, Rose's tenantllandlord law practice focuses solely on the representation of tenants..
Experienced in prosecuting wrongful eviction lawsuits as well as defending unhiwful
detainer actions, the firm's practice includes representation in mediations at the Rent Board
as well as settlement and tenancy buy..:.out negotiations with landlords. The firm also
represents commercial tenants.

Lead Counsel in DeLaura v. Beckett (2006) 137 Ca1.AppAth 542:, The Appellate Court
affirmed that a landlord seeking a determination of a tenant's protected status under the Rent
Ordinance must first exhaust existing administrative remedies before resorting to an action in .
declaratory relief.

Attorney in Private Practice 2001 to 2005

General practitioner with emphasis on eviction defense, wrongful eviction and other
landlord/tenant, real property matters. Some probate/wills and wrongful termination litigation

". ,.
e~penence.

Temp'orary Supervising Attorney
Volunteer Legal Services Program of the Bar Association of SF 2003

• Supervised landlord tenant client intake.

• Represented VLSP as a supervising attorney developing Pro Se Litigant Training
for the San FranCisco Superior Court..

605 MARKET STREET,SUITE 400, SAN FRANCIS.COr.GA 94105· {415} 552·9060 • FAX (415) 222-9995



Staff Attorney
Homeless Advocacy Project, San Francisco, CA , 2000 to 2002 '

Two-year National Association for Public Interest Law Equal Justice Fellowship.
Specializedirt eviction prevention for extremely low income, mostly disabled clients at risk
of losing affordable housing using various strategies.

Represented clients in all aspects of the Unlawful Detainer Process - from initial pleading
·drafting (motions to quash, demurrers, answers, etc.) to court appearances (motions, .
settlement conferences) to trial preparationand all other aspects of legal representatIon.

·Trained both clients as well as other lawyers regarding disability rights.

Legal Advocate

Homeless Advocacy Project, San Francisco; CA 1997 to 20QO

· Assistedhomeless and at-risk clients with a variety oflegal problems including: advocacy
and representation regarding consumer issues, employment matters, eviction and other
landlord/tenant matters, assistance in procuring Social Security and General Assistance
benefits, etc. Represented numerous clients at Social Security and Unemployment
Administrative Law Judge hearings.

• 1999 Susan Zwick Fellowship
• 1998 Outstanding Volunteer in Public Service Award
• 1998 John J. Curtin, Jr., Justice Fund Summer Legal Intern (ABA)
• April 1998 Volunteer of the Month .
• 1997 Outstanding Volunteer in public Service Award

Volunteer Intern
San Francisco Public Defender 1999

Researched and wrote legal memoranda for a variety of misdemeanor criminal issues
including illegal search and seizure, driving under the influence and loitering with intent to
commit prostitution. ' .

COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES
Vohmteer Counselor-San Francisco Tenants Union
FormerVice President, Board of Directors-Mental Health Association' of San Francisco
Former Advisor to Hoarder/Clutterer Consortium

605 MARKET STREET, SUITE 400, SAN FRANCISCO, cA 94105' (415) 552·9060 • FAX (415) 222·9995
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Audrey Joseph .
.Commissioner - Industry Representative

Audrey Joseph was appointed to the
Entertainment Commission by Mayor
Willie L. Brown and took office July 1,
2003. She has served as the first Vice
President 2003-2004 and the
President of the Commission 2004
2005.

Audrey Joseph relocated to San
Francisco from New York in 1982. Her
background in the concert, nightclub
and record business in New York '
served her well in San Francisco. Ms
Joseph worked for Megatone Records' 1 1'_ " .;",
upon her arrival and was instrumental t~ 0' ,.. ,

in the marketing and promotion of ":1
Sylvester. Her community spirit led
her to volunteer with organizations' . . ' :
emparking on a new battle against the devastating pandemic of AIDS

1993 was the year Audrey founded Club Universe which became an international
renown dance dub and entertainment venue and hosted shows for the likes of Grace
Jones, Cyndi Lauper, Chaka Kahn" B 52s, Blondie, and world class disc jockeys from,
around the globe. Universe was known for its ever evolving, ever changing themes
each week.

Club Townsend, her night club venue, hosted the City's heart of diverse activity and
ente'rtainment lncluding, Wicked, Futura, New Wave City, Club Asia,.Club Q, Electric

, ~.

to na;mea few. Club Townsend also was the drop in center after the '911 attacks in
New York and prided itself on its philanthropic events. . . ,

Au'drey Joseph produced the dance stage at the Folsom Street Fair for many years and
is still the main stage produce for San Fran!=isco's Gay Pride celebration. This year
that stage hQsted En Vogue, Third Eye Blind, and Kimberly Locke astheir primary
headliners. . ,

i
L.~'_"'_'_'_~H'_""_"'"

http://www.sfg(:w:org/site/entertainmenCindex.asp?id=47090 11/12/2006



Eric Tao

An experienced corporate attorney, Eric Tao is' a sophisticated risk manager and
\

an enthusiastic problem solver. These attributes combine in his unique role at
,

.
AGI Capital, where he directs legal activities, entitlement, business development

and constrLlctionmanagement for neW developmellts.

Since joining the firm in 2000, Tao has worked on land use and condominium

,projects of more than one million square feet of new development in San ,

Francisc~, San Jose, Hayward, and Antioch, and has presided over $200 million 

in acquisition financing at AGI Capital along.

Previously, Tao practiced commercial real estate law with Hanson Bridgett,

where his experience included counsel and participatiOn in private s~ctor le'asing,

sales, acquisitions, public entity developments, and private equity and.

institutional finance. During that time he presided over 500 million in real estate

legal transactions including acquisitions and construction financing, bonds, and

, multiple equity 'funds.

, Originally hailing from Hilo, Hawaii, Tao is a founder and president of the Hawaii
,

'

Chamber of Commerce of ~orthernCaliforniq. and a 'founding partner in a chain
,

of Hawaiian-the'med restaurants in the Bay Area. In 2003 he was elected as a

member of the Mid-Market Project Area Committee of the SF Redevelopment

Agency.

Tao received both his 8.S and B.A. from Pomona College, and hisJ.D. from UC

Hastings College of Law in San Francisco. '



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

if

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

MEMORANDUM

August 8,2011

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

Angela Calvillo; Clerk of the Bo~./AG

APPOINTMENT BY THE MAYOR

The Mayor has submitted an appointmenno the following body;

• David Crow, Residential ReniStabilization and Arbitration Board, term ending June 5,

"2015 "
" "

Un"der:the Board's Rules of Order Section 2.24, a Supervisor can request a hearIng on an

app~intment by notifying the Clerk in writing.

Upon receipt of such notice, the Clerk shall refer the appointment to the Rules Committee sothat

the Board may consider the appointment and ~ct within thirty days of the appointment as

provided in S~ction 3.100(18) of the Charter. "

If you wish this appointment to be scheduled, please notify me in writing by 12:00 p:m., Monday,

August 15,"2011 and it will be considered in Board as a committee of the whole on September 6,

2011. " " ,
\

Please be."advised that the Entertainment Commission appointments "listed on the Mayor's

appointment letter are subject to approval by the Board within sixty days pursuant to Charter

Section 4.117. Therefore, this office will work with the Chair of the Rules Committee to ensure

that the hearings be heard as soon as possible after the legislative recess.

Attachments



OFFICE OF THE MAYO'R

SAN FRANCISCO

'EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR.

Notice of Appointment

August 8, 2011

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244 .

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco; California 94102

Honorable Board of Supervisors:
. . .

Pursuant to the Charter Section 3.1 00 (18), Thereby make the following reappointment:

David Crow to the Residential Rent Stabilization and:Arbitration Board for a term ending

June 5,2015.

p'ursuantto the Charter 4.117, I hereby make the folfowing appointine?ts:

Audrey Joseph to the Entertainment Commission for a term ending July 1,201;>.
.

~

.Eric Tao t6 the Entertainment Commission, assuming the seat formerlyheId by Justin Roja,

fora term €::nding July 1,2015. '

. I am confident'that Mr. Crow, Ms. Joseph, and Mr. Tao will serve our community well. Attached

are their qualifications to serve, .which demonstrate how these appointments represent the

communities of interest, neighborhoQdsand'diverse populations of the City and~County of San

Francisco.

I encourage your~upport and am pleased to' advise you of these appointments.

•S~y~j~
Ed"Mn M. LeeV'(/ r- - - .

Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 .

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941 02-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR "

SAN FRANCISCO

August 8, 2011

Angela Calvillo ,
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors
,San Francisco City Hall
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

EDWIN M. LEE'
MAYOR

. ,

'Pursuant to the Gharter of the City and County ofSan FranCisco, 1hereby make the following
appointments:

David Crow to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board for' a tenn ending,
June 5,2015. (Charter Section 3.100)

Audrey Joseph to the En~ertainment Com:mission for a term ending July 1, 2015. (Charter
Section 4.117) .

Eric Tao to the Entertainment Commission,assuming the seat formerly held by Justin Roja,'
for a term ending July 1,2015; (Charter Section 4.117)

Please see the ,attached resumes which demonstrate how these appointments represent the,
communities ofinterest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and County of San
Francisco.

., . .'

Should you have any questions related to these appointments, please contact my Director of
Appointments, Nicole Wheaton at 415-554-7940.

Sincerely,

... ~.-

Edwin M.Lee~
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. "GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



CRoWt~RoSE
AT TOR NEY S AT LA W

DAVE CROW

EDUCATION

New College of California
Public Interest School of Law, San F:rancisco, CA

• New College Small Claims Clinic
• New College Public Interest Law Journal ..

Articles Editor

EXPERIENCE

Commissioner, San Francisco Rent Board

Alternate tenant commissioner.

Partner,·Crow & Rose AttoriJey~ at ~aw

Juris Doctor, 2000 .

2000
1997 to 1998

Z008 to present

ZOOS to present

Crp,W ¢Z Rose's tenant/landlord law practice focuses solely on the representation of tenants.
Experienced in prosecuting wrongful evictiOll lawsuits as well as defending unlawful
detainer acti~ns, the firm's practice includes representation in mediations at the Rent Board
as well as settlement and tenancy buy.:out negotiations with landlords. The finn also·

.represents commercia] tenants. '
, ,

Lead Counsel in DeLa~ra v. Beckett(2006) 137 Cal.AppAth 542: The Appellate Court
affirmed that a landlord see1cing a determination of a tenant's protected status under the Rent
Ordinance must first exhaust existirig administrative remedies before resorting to an action in .
declaratory relief. ,

. ."\.

Attorney in Private Practice Z001 to'ZOOS

General ,practitioner with emphasis on eviction defense, wrongful eviction and other
landlord/tenant, real property matters. Some probate/Wills and wrongful termination litigation. '
e~penence.

Temporary Supervising Attorney
.volunteer Legal Services Program of the Bar Association of SF Z003

• Supervised landlord tenant client intake.

• Repr'esented VLSP as a supervising attorney developing Pro Se Litigant Training
for the San FranCisco.Superior Court.. , '

605 MARKET STREET, SUITE 400, SAN FRANCISco"CA 94105· (415) 552·9060· FAX (415) 222-9995



Staff A-ttorney
Homeless Advocacy Project, San Francisco, cA 1000 to 2002 '

. .
Two-year Nation~l Association for Public Interest Law Equal Justice Fellowship.
Specialized in eviction prevention for extremely low 'income, 'mostly disabled clients at risk
of losing affordable housing using various strategies.

Represented clients jn all aspects of the Unlawful Detainer Process - from initial pleading
dntftirrg (motions to quash, demurrers, answers, etc.) to court appearances (motions,
settlement conferences) tCl trial preparationand all other aspects of legal representation.
Trained both cliepts as well as other lawyers regarding disability rights.

Legal Advocate
, '.

Homeless Advocacy Project, San Francisco; CA 1997 to 2000

Assisted homeless and at-risk clients with a vai-ietyoflegal problems including: advocacy
and representation regarding consumer issues, employment matters, evictio,n ~d other
landlord/tenant matters, assistance in procuring Social Security and General Assistance '
benefits, etc. Represented numerous clients at Social Security and Unemployment
Administrative Law Judge hearings.

. .'
+ . 1999'Susan Zwick Fellowship "
+ 1998 Outstanding Volunteer in:Public Service, Award
+ 1998 John 1. Curtin, Jr., Justice Fund Sumrrier Legal Intern (ABA)
+ April 1998 Voiunteer of the Month
+ 1997 Outstanding Volunteer in Public Service Award

Volunteer Intern
San Francisco Public Defender 1999

I·

Researched and wrote legal memorand.a for a variety of misdemeanor criminal issues
including illegal.search andseiiure, driving under the influence and loitering with intent to
commit prostitution. ' ' .

COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES
Vohmteer Counselor-San Francisco Tenants Union
Former Vice President, Boarq, ofDirectors-Mental Health Association of San Francisco
Former Advisor to Hoarder/Clutterer Consortium

605 MARKET STREET, SUITE 400, SAN FRANCISCO, cA 94105· (415) 552·9060· FAX (415) 222-9995
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Audrey Joseph .
'Commissioner -Industry Representative

Audrey Joseph was appointed to the
Entertainment Commission by Mayor
Willie L. Brown and took office July 1,
2003. She has served as the first Vice
President 2003).004 and, the
President of the Commission 2004
2005;

Audrey Joseph relocated,to San
Francisco from New York in 1'982. Her
background in the concert, nightclub:; ,"
and record business in New York
served her well in San Francisco. Ms
Joseph worked for Megatone Records ,: I ,t". ",."

upon her arrival and was in,strume,ntal I'~~ ., ... 1

in the marketing and promotion of "I'
Sylvester. Her community spirit led " I

her to volunteer with organizations .
emharking on a new battle against the devastating pandemic of AIDS

1993 was the year Audrey founded Club Universe which became an international
renown dance dub and entertainment venue and hosted shows for the likes of. Grace
Jones, Cyndi Lauper, Chaka Kahn, B 52s, Blondie, and world class disc jockeys from
around the 'globe. Universe was known for its ever evolving, ever changing themes
each week.

Club Tqwnsend, her night club venue, hosted the CitY'~heartof diverse activity and
ente'rtainment including, Wicked, Futura, New Wave City, Club Asia, Club Q; Electric

!i '
to napie a few. Club Townsend also was the drop in center after the '911 attacks in '
~~w York and prided itself/on its philanthropic events. '

Au'drey Joseph produced the dance stage ~t the Folsom Street fair for many years and
is still the main stage produce for San Fran~isco's Gay Pride celebration. This year
that stage hosted En Vogue, Third Eye Blind, and Kimberly Locke as their primary
headliners. ", ,

iL__~ _

httD://www .sfgov:orgfsite/entertainmenCindex.asp?id=47090 11/12/2006



Eric Tao

An exp'erienced corporate attorney, Eric Tao is' a sophisticated risk manager and
. I

an enthusiastic problem solver. These attributesco~bine in his unique role at

AGI Capital, where tie directs [egal activities, entitlement, business development

and construction "management for neW developments.

Since joining the firm in 2000, Tao has worked on land use and condominium

. projects of more than one million square feet of new development in San .

Francisco, San Jose, Hayward, and Antioch~ and_has presided over $200 million
. .

in acquisition financing at AGI Capital along.

Previously, Tao practiced commercial real estate law with Hanson Bridgett,

where his experience included counsel and participation in private sector leasing,
. '.' :

sales j acquisitions, public entity developments, and private equity and.

institutional finance. During that time he presided over 500 million in real estate
.

"

legaltransaetionsin'c1udirig acquisitions and construction financing, bonds, and'

. multiple equity "funds.

Tao received both his 8.S and S.A." from Pomona College, and his J.D. from UC

Hastings College of Law in San Francisco..



Controller.s Office Government Barometer - June 2011
Angela Calvillo, Peggy Nevin, BOS-Supervisors,

. Controller Reports to: BOS-Legislative Aides, Steve Kawa, Greg Wagner,

. Christine Falvey, Jason Elliott, Severin Campbell,

Sent by: KriSten McGuire .

08/15/2011 11 :52 AM

Controller Reports Controller's Office Government Barometer· June 2011

--_.._-_._.--'-----------
The Office of the Controller has issued the Government Barometer June 2011 to share key

perfonnance and activity information with the public in order to increase transparency, create

dialog, and build the public's confidence regarding the City's management of public business.

The report lists measures in major service areas, such as public safety, health and human

services, E!treets and public works, public transit, recreation, environment, and customer service.

Recent data and trend infonnation are included. This isa recurring report - the August 2011

report is scheduled to be issued in late September 2011.

To view the full report, please visit our website at:

http://co. sfgov. orglwebreports/details. aspx?id=1324

You can also access the report on the Controller's website (http://www.sfcontroller.org/) under

the News & Events section and on the Citywide PerfonnanceMeasurement Program website (

www.sfgov.org/controller/performance) under the Perfonnance Reports section.

For more infonnation please contact:

Office of the Controller
City Services Auditor Division

Phone: 415-554-74(53
Email: CSA.ProjectManager@sfgov.org

This is a send-only email address..

Thank you.



GOVERNMENT BAROMETER

June 2011

August 15, 2011



CONTROLLER.S OFFICE.
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the
City Charter that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter,
the City Services Auditor has broad authority for:

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and·
benchmarking the city to other pUblic agencies and jurisdictions.

• Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions
to assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services.

• Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and
abuse of city resources.

• Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city
government.

About the Government Barometer: .

The purpose of the Government Barometer is to share key performance and activity information with
the public in order to increase transparency, create dialog, and build the public's confidence regarding
the City's management of public business. The report lists measures in major service areas; such as
public safety, health.and human services, streets and public works, pUblic transit, recreation,
environment, and customer service. This is a recurring report. The August 2011 report is scheduled to
be issued in late September 2011.

For more information, please contact the Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor Division.
Phone: 415-554-7463
Email: CSA.ProjectManager@sfgov.org
Internet: www.sfgov.org/controller/performance

Program Team: Peg Stevenson, Director
Andrew Murray, Deputy Director
Sherman Luk, Project Manager
Dennis McCormick, Performance Analy~t

Richard Kurylo, Operations Analyst
Department Performance Measurement Staff



Government Barometer - June 2011

We are pleased to report that the City and County of San Francisco ha~ received the Int~rnational City/County

.Management Association's (ICMA) highest level of recognition for a municipal performance measurement

program, a Certificate of Excellence. We appreciate and would like to recognize the effort of City departments in

collecting and reporting performance measurement data.

Summary

The Office of the Controller has iS,sued the Government Barometer June 2011. Significant changes reported in

June 2011 include the. following: '

• The number of individuals registered in recreation courses increased from June 2010 to June 2011 by

approximately 25 percent as the result of a significant increase (18,387 hours or 31%) in programs now

offered following reorganization of the Recreation and Parks Department's recreation model. The new

programs are based on community interest and demand, with a focus on recreation for all ages.

• The percentage of graffiti requests on public property responded to within 48 hours declined by

approximately 33 percent from both the prior perioq and prior year. Response times increased b~cause

the graffiti section has had three fewer staff members than normal during the reporting period.

• The percentage of pothole requests repaired within'n hours more than doubled from the prior period as

the Department of Public Works (DPW) caught up on the backlog caused by the wet spring season. With

this backlog reduction DPW is now able to respond to complaints immediately when they are received.

Measure Highlight- Number of Healthy San Francisco Participants

Healthy San Francisco (HSF) is a comprehensive health coverage program for uninsured San Francisco

residents, age 18 through 64 years old, which offers a way for San Francisco residents who do not have health

insurance to accessbasic and ongoing medical care. HSF is notinsurance; it focuses on preventive care, as well

as specialty, urgent and emergency care, laboratory, inpatient hospitalization, radiology, and pharmaceuticals.

Enrollment, initially open only to low-income residents, ·first began in July 2007 at two primary care clinics. HSF

has since expanded to 37 primary care clinics. In addition, the income eligibility threshold was increased to 500

percent of the federal poverty level ($54,480 for one person and $111,720 fora family of four).

These changes resulted in more .
uninsured San Francisco residents

becoming eligible and subsequently
enrolling. In July 2008, one,year after.

HSF was implemented, there were
24,210 individuals enrolled. As of June

2011, over 54,000 individuals were

enrolled.

This represents 85 percent of the
estimated number of uninsured adults

(64,000) in the City. Because HSF is a

voluntary program, with eligibility .

requirements, it is not anticipated that

all uninsured residents will elect to
enroll in the program. Therefore, the

number of participants will be less than

the number of uninsured adults.

60,000

50,000

40,000

.30,000

20,000

10,000

a

Number of Healthy SF Participants

/

l'"'- 00 00 00 00 en en en en 0 0 0 0 rl <-t

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 rl rl rl rl rl rl

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

;;. .6 I be ;; .6 >- be ;;. .6 >- be I I >->- > .J:l

0 (]) ro ::l 0 (]) ro ::l 0 (]) ro ::l 0 (]) ro

Z u.. ~ « z u.. ~ « z u.. ~ « z u.. .~



Page intentionally left blank.



City and County of San Francisco
Controller's Office

Government Barometer (June 2011)

.~ .. ""J or Performance Measure
publiC::

Prior Prior Current ,

Year Period Period
Period-to-Period Year-to-Year

Jun-2010 .,n•. Jun-2011 % Change Trend 1% Trend..... - ..u

", > ";Ufc
'," ',:,'C,/"">,,

,x,'''' ,'" 'c'j ",',:" ","".!",'.;'"Xi"C' ",' ,~'I,'

314.2 0.4% Neutral -5.2%

92.4% 0.3% Neutral 4.1%

1,538 -7.8% Positive -7.7%

90% -1.1% Negative -1.1%

1,436 8.1% Negative -3.0%

-/,,,< ",ce,>",'.",",,"". " ,',',j ""/">"""" ',C

395 0.5% Neutral' 0.3%

747 -0.7% Neutral -1.8%

54,401 -0.2% Neutral 1.8%

33 -17:5% Positive 10.0%

5,077 0.6% Neutral 7.5%

67.2. 64.6

312.8
I
I

92.1% I
1,668 I
91% I,

67.4 4.3% Negative 0.3% Neutral

Neutral

NJA NJA NJA

Neutral 2.3% Neutral

Negative -32.9% -...... I
Positive 48.5% Positive

-0.7%90.8%91.4%

-----j----_.-+-------;

54.9%

88.8%

69.9%

~
69.6% I. 46'_%_0_r--_3_2_.6_%_1 -+-

36.6% 81.5% 122.7%
'----------c-------------'------'- .---'-----'-----,--------'

Iresponded to within 48 hours

~'ercentage of pothole requests repaired within 72 hours

Contact: Controller's Office, 415:-554-7463
Website: WN'N.sfgov.orglcontroller/performance Page 1 of 3



City and County of San Francisco

Controller's Office

Gove'rriment Barometer (June 2011)

Year-to-Year

0/0 Change Trend

'---·2I[L

Period-to-Period

2.1% Positive 0.4% Neutral

22.2% Negative -14.1% Positive

',:,Yo"',;'; :.it;; ·~V;·.·:X::N"i

0.0% Neutral 0.8% Neutral

73.9% Positive 24.7% Positiv~

74.6%

Current
Period

Prior Prior

Year Period

Apr-2011

-,,',
",',C~::-

74.3% 73.1%

rotal mimber ofindividuals currently registered in 12,016 8,618 14,989

recreation courses I

IAverage daily number of Muni customer complaints ..

Iregarding safety, negligence, discourtesy, and service 53.8 37.8 46.2

Idelivery ,

~~~~~~T~~~:;~:~!~::~~~ .i·
9
:,::·······;·,'::.;:

Negative

Negative

-3,3%

-10.1%Positive

'Negative

7.4%

-46.0%4,076

177,515165,245197,518

\rotal number of park facility (picnic tables, sites, recreation 4,215 7,545

I!-fa_c_il_iti_e_s~~_fi~le_ld_s_,_e_tc_.)_b_O_O_k_in_g_s -t- r--. '-1f--__-_+--_

Irotal number of visitors at pUblic fine, art museums

,(Asian Art Museum, Legion of Honor, and de Young)

~~~i'ii'~;~;~iq~\~;i~i;~';~;;;;;ii~;~ii; .il'j/:'c::;;(;~;:;·:;;; ":;~";f ,.~."';;:. ~-iP ..... fN,m,::.~
!orinking water reservoirs storage as a percentage of 96.0% 116.7% 99.4% -14.9%' Neutral 3.5% Positive I

~ormal for this month ,-.J-----,---~-----l-------+-----+-- __--t_-----l

IAverage monthly water use by City departments ., 120.9 123.6 123.2 -0.3% Neutral 1.9% Neutral l
(in millions of gallons)

Average daily residential per capita water usage

(in gallons)
50.6 50.0 50.2 0.3% Neutral -0.9% Neutral

72.0 72.3 -0.1% Neutral 0.4% Neutral

-3.4%Positive3.6%57%

IAverage daily tons of garbage going to landfill 1,059.7 936.2 1,021.7 9.1% Negative ~3.6% Positive

r~~.~~;t~~.ue.r.•~.~:~:~:~":.d1wrtedfrom.,'"dfill I 57.4% 59.8% 59.1% .:1.2% ....:::"'''.' 3.0% N..",'

tPe;;rtjttTI19~~dj~~p~btiq~( .- .:- j-.. __:.:~=L "._ T.--------- ~~-----.J __~ l···•.• ••· •.••·•.·.·.·•. ··•·••••••·<.. ·I .•···•• ii·.'c.•.•..·.•.·."

\
rValue (eSti~ated.c~st, in ~i1!iOnS) of.construction projects ~147.2 $156.2! $195.0 24.8% Positive 32.5% Positive

i for which new bUilding permits were Issued l.---~-+-----I----+-----r-----------"

~
ercentage of all building permits involving new I I

construction clnd major alterations review that are ,59% 55% I

r~roved or disapproved within 60 days -- ,----tl--~-.--

!percentage of all applications for variance from the T 20%T50% 40% -20.0% Negative, 100.0%

~::::t~:eo::li;:::::r;::i:~::fd:::t ~~mPlain~S----~--~OO'o-;'-f 78.0% --t~DA-D-+--2-1.-8-o/:-r_;::'..;.it-iv-e-t---:-5-.0-"A-O ~e-g-a-ti-v-e---
l~esponded to within one business day ~__

!percentage of customer-~e~uested c~nstruction permit· I 0
Neutral 2.1% Neutral

Iinspections completed within two bUSiness days of jl 96.0 Yo 98,0% 98.0% 0.0%

jrequested date i

Contact: Controller's Office, 415-554-7463

Website: WNW.sfgov.org/controller/performance
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City and County of San Francisco
Controller's Office

Government Barometer (June 2011)

. Negative

Negative

3.1%

-14.4%

positiv~

Negative

Notes:

The Government Barometer is currently issued every other month, covering even months.

The period-to-period change reflects the change since the last even month (e.g., for June 2011, change since April 2011).

The year-to-year change reflects the change since the same month last year (e.g., forJune 2011, change since June 2010).

,A' period-to-period change of less than or equal to +/-1 % and a year-to-year change of less than or equal to +/-3% is considered "Neutral."

Data reported for the most recent month. is either data for that month or the most recent data available, please See the attached Government Barometer

For additional dEltail on measure definitions and department information, please see the attached Government Barometer Measure Details.

Values for prior periods (e.g. April 2011 or June 2010) may be revised in this report relative to their original publication.

To prepare this reporl, the Citywide Petiormance Measurement Program has used petiormancedata supplied by City Oeparlments. The Oeparlments are
responsible for ensuring that such petiormance data is accurate and complete. Although the Citywide Petiormance Measwement Program has reviewed the
data for overall reasonableness and ,consistency, the Program has not audited the data provided by the Oeparlments.

Contact: Controller's Office, 4,15-554-7463
Website: www,sfgov.org/conlroller/perf0rrn,ance Page 3 of3



, City and County .of San Franciscct
Controller's Office

Government Barometer - Measure Details

·l:,,~;;,;,,!",!,.L~2i!;;f~t:,'C'':1;~;;::;;,r!;!!, !",{ii%%'~;;~!:;~;;;:"""';!"";$i' .,::;~reM,,'~' ',;r~:-===~
[
police --·--1... Total n.umber of serious ViOlen.t crim. as rep-orted Number of'offenses divided by 100,000 popul-ation. Violen't crimes:; Collection Method: Number of UCR Violent Part I crimes

(homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and Homicide, forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault divided by current San Francisco population and multiplied byI aggravated assault, per 100,000 population) 100,000.Oata source: COMPSTAT data extraction prepared
I . weekly from the Incident Report System (IRS) and Homicide
I' . Detail and Sexual Assault Details. Population FY 2008:

I . . 829,848, FY 2009 & FY 2010: 842,625; Jan 1,2010 pop I
I . estimate: 856,095. (CA Dept of Finance E-2 Report). Timing: I
L _ .._ _.---.1---- --- -.-.----..--.-- . __. _.. . ._.MQn!.tLly, .. . ..~- '
Police Total number of serious property crimes Number of crimes divided by 100,000 population. UCR Part I Collection Method: Number of Part I Property crimes divided I

reported property crimes: are burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft and by current San Francisco population and rT)ultip!ied by I
(burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. 100,OOO.Oata sour~; COMPSTAT data extractIon prep~r~d [
arson, per 100,000 population) weekly from the InCIdent Report System (IRS) and Homicide

DE[ltail and Sexual Assault Details. PopUlation FY 2008:
829,648, FY2009 & FY2010: 642,625;Jan 1,2010 pop
estimate: 856~095. (Source: CA Department.or Finance, E-2
ReDOn). Timino: Monthly.
Raw data is stored at Department of Emergency Management
and aggregated at Fire Department headquarters.

Average 9-1-1 daily call volume

Percentage of fire/medical emergency calls
responded to within 5 minutes

Emergency Management

Fire Percentage of all incidents responded to in under five minutes (tolal
response time (RT) from dispatch to arrival.on scene of first unit).
Includes all calls the Department responds to with lights and sirens,
not ju~t those requiring possible medical care. I

L==;-- ,---_ 1"=--.,

ISheriff ---t"'"A""ve-r""aC"ge.,.-:;dC"a""ily""c-o~u·~n""ty"jc:a""il-p-op-u--;la"'t7;0'-=n·-----·-Overcrowding creates security and safety issues for the Department Collection Method: Average Daily Pop~lation (ADP) is l'
and drives costs in many directions. Approximately 75% of those ; compiled by Sheriffs staff from reports issued daily fr'om each j

I!'I jailed are pretrial felony' prisoners, who either c;annot be released or jail. Records are located in City Hall, Room 456. Timing: Data .
cannot make baiL Housing such prisoners can require greater available 5am daily. Population represents all hi-custody ,I security precautions. An average'daily population above the rated people. \

I

! .' capacity can also drive demand for additional fa.cilities. . . j

'Emergency M~nagement ~ercentageOf9=-1-1 call~ answered Within~f:rh.e State'of California 9-1~1 Office reco.mmends that all 9-1-1 ca~slc;;ll~ction Method: All calls intcoduc~d through the 9-1. -1 State
seconds are answered Vv'ithin 10 seconds. There is no slate or federal switch are captured in an automatic telephone call distribution

I .
. mandate. Our Center strives to answer 90% of all 9-1-1 calls'within system produced by Nortel Networks. This system analyzes

10 seconds. the'time it takes from the call,to hit the message switch, then I

time it takes for oun:,all takers to answer and process the call
for service. All equipment housed at 1011 Turk..

This number represents the number of 9-1-1 telephone calls Our statistics are continuously collected by our Nortel Network I
received and presented to the San Francisco Division of equipment. This inform.ation is collated daily and composed
Emergency Communications on a ~aily basis. into lNeekly, monthly, and annual reports to reflect the c.all .J

volume thus allowing us to allocate 'staff a:s needed. ..

1~':-,H-..~-..m-·~~·1~~=;;~~:~~;;~;~' ¥§~#~~~~§~~~~~~~§~~~~~~

I
census by servIces (acute medlcallsurglc:al, acute psychiatry, skilled ad hac basIs I
nursing, and lang-term behavioral health) and also provides the

! '--:-:_"""-;-"'--T""_-r.to",t,,-al,-,fo,,,r~the hospital. ----l
rPubTi'CHe~~--TAverage daily popUlation' of Laguna Honda 1Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) is a long-term care facility Ihat Admissions, discharges, and transfers (relocations) are I
[I' . Hospital provides a residential setting f9r physically 'or cognitively impaired entered into the Invision Clinical Data System when any of I

individuals who require continuous nursing assistance, rehabilitation these activities occur. Reports for ADC data (from Invision) i

services, medical care; and monitoring. LHH also offers acute care can be generated for daily, monthly and/or quarterly basis. I
for those patients whose condition change~ la, require this level of Numbers are drawn from.the Monthly Average c.ensus Report, I'

care. The daily count of patients (aka: Average Daily Census or using the SNF OCcupied + M7A + L4A columns.
ADC) is the .total number of residents in~house at LHH at the time I
the census is taken each day.

IPUblic Health ITotal.number of Health.y San Francisco This number represents enrollees in tl;le Healthy San Francisco The enrollment number is derived from the One-E-App I'll

"

I participants I program (HSF). HSF is a compr~hensive health coverage program program. One-E~App is a web~based eligibilitx and enrollment

I
for uninsured San Francisco residents, age 18 through 64 years application and system' of record for Healthy San_ Francisco.
old. Enrollment first began i~ July 2007 for low'er income residents Reports are run monthly and ad hoc. I

I l and has grown as more health clinic sites joined and as enrollment I'

~
L \reqUirements expanded. This measure was added to the system in

\ January 2009 !

bc Health INew patIent wall tIme In days for an--------+-:Th:-:i-S-m-e-as-u-re-'sh-o-w-s""th-e-n-u-m"7b-e-r ""'orC"ca--'-le-nd""a-r""'d-ay-s-:t:-:ha-:t-a-n-e-w--+-:Th:-:j-s"7da-:t-a"'is-co-:Clle-c""le""'d-m-a-n-u-al::-ly"7b·-y-a-:O"'P"'HC-:sl""'aff:;-pe-rs-o-n-wh""-o--i

I' -_., appointment at a DPH pnmary care cliniC patient would have to wait for a routine primary care appointment searches the DPH computerized appointment system I
and/or examination. This assumes that the,patient is not reporting (Invision) for the first possible routine appointment at each I
any health issue and is not yet established with a primary care primary care clinic or, if required, calls the clinic to inquire
provider. The ,Healthy San Francisco program has set a goal of 60 about ne.xt appointment availability for a ne.w & routine patient I·

calendar days for a new enrollee to wait for a primary care appointment. The report represents a point in time, the day
appointment. the report is dane. To obtain one monthly number for Ih~

measure, the wait for each clinic is added together and divided
by the number ofclinics (13).

Human Services ICurrent active CalWORKs caseload This measure is the number of CalWORKs cases that have
received cash assistance (TANF) during the month for which the
data is reported.

Data for this measl;lre is obtained from a monthly exlract
generated by the CalWIN client tracking system.

CSlntact: Controller's Office, 415-554-7463
Website: www.sfgov.org/controller/performance 1 of 4



City and County of San Francisco
Controller's Office

Government Barometer - Measure Details

I I
1~"__.E~p.~rt"!~_"__,1 ..__~~~~!Y or PerfE!~.~nce~eas~~e__

IHuman Services "ICurrent active County Adult A~sistance
I . IProgtam (CAAP) caseload .

,

_____""_ . Mea~~! De!-C!!p~__J____ Measure Te,chnical DescriDtion
This measure reflects the number of cases that are paid cash Data for this measure is obtained from a monthly extract
assistance durir:ag the month for which data has been reported. generated from the CalWIN client tracking system.

Human Services

Human Services

Cuttent active Non-Assistance Food Stamps
(NAFS) caseload

Percentage of all available homeless shelter
beds used

This is the total nu'mber of cases re<:=eiving non-assistance food
stamps. Non-assistance food stamps cases do not include those
cases 'Nhich also receive other forms of pUblic assistance (e.g.
CaIWORKs).

This is the average percentage of shelter beds (single adult)
available that have been reserved and used on a nightly basis.

I
I
I

Collection Method: Data for this measure is tracked VYithin the· I
CalWIN system. A case file is openec;t at the point of intake I
and maintained while the case is active. Timing: The CalWIN
data system is dynamic, an~ can be queried for current data.
Historical data is stared in extracts that can also be queried for
revious periods.

Data for this measure is derived from the CHANGES shelter
bed reservation system. .

The numbers reported here represent the average number of beds Data for this measure is reported via the CHANGES system,
(singl~ adult) used during the month. but the actual number of beds available is based Upon

negotiated contracted obligations.

Avetage nightly homeless sheller bed useHuman Services

!
l--·----·---·------'=---c-----,--~~.-----------iHuman Services !Total number of children in foster care This measure provides a count of the number of children with an The data source for this measure is the Child
',j' open case in foster care at the end of each month that data is being Case Management System (CWS/CMS). CWS/CMS

reported. longitudinal statewide database that can be queried . current

i~-~------~-"-~.c--J=------.~~~~~~~~~~~;K~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;§~;~~~~~a~nd~h~is~tO~rica~l~da~t~a,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~iStreets and, Public Works ·"d·' ·1.. ......"","c'>.. ·'·",>.:i'i'
'I Public Works ~--~--' Average score of streets inspected using street !Average score For selected blocks, an inspector assigns a score from 1 to 3

maintenance litter standards street cle,anliness standard 1.1, 'Nhich is b.ased on a scale from 1 to to each 100 curb feet, for blocks of selecte,d routes. Block and
(1 ;;; acceptably clean to 3 ;;; very dirty) 3. (For each 100 curb feet, 1 = under 5 pieces of litter; 2 = 5 - 15 route averages are calculated. This measure provides the

pieces of litter; and 3 = over 15 pieces of litter). See maintenance averag.e of routes inspected for the selected time period. It
standards manual for details. il1cludes only DPW inspections. Inspections were conducted

on a combination of 11 residential and 11 commercial routes.
Clean Conidors routes are excluded. Data collection: Data
source are MNC Excel files, and summaries are. generated by
the Controller's Office. Data for these "district" inspections, are
available every ather month.

1Public Works Percentage of street cleaning requests DPW receives requests to address street cleamng Issues primanly Collection Method Dated services requests and action taken I
l responded to wIthin 48 hours through 311 Our goal IS to resolve these Issues WIthin 46 hours of data IS entered Into the Bureau of Street EnVIronmental
I receivIng the request lser.llces' 28 Clean Access database Timing Data IS available

:'P-ublrcWorks -----" "--- ~centage of"graffiTI-requests on pUb~c---"-~DPW receiVe~ calls fr~mth;Publlc to report-gra-ffitl, pnmanli-"---I~~I~e~~~~~od Dated servIce requests and action taken 1

I
iproperty responded to within 48 hours through 311. DPW crews respond to these calls and abate the data is lagged into the Bureau of Street Environmental I

f graffiti on public property. O,ur goal is to abate within 46 hours. If the Services' 28 Clean Access database. Timing:.Data is available I

I
I, I graffiti is on private property, the proper1;y owner is notified to abate. on a daily basis. i

This metric only measures abatements on public property. )

tPUblic"works Percentage of pothole requests repaired within' DPW receives calls from the public reporting potholes. Our goal is Collection Method: Dated service requests <;lnd action taken I
I 72 hours' tp repair these potholes within 72 hours. data is entered into -the Bureau of Street and Sewer Repair's

~~~~;;~~£~~O~:";~~~;§~~~~~~~~~i::I~f;~~;;;;~~;;~:~:~i
I ~~.::~S:~d::~el~i~:~t~~:7y~~~:~~nh:h:~~~~r~~:~ti:~e ~aui~·~~:~:il~~~~rc~~~u~:o~~:~a~~~ ~beo~ke~t~~:~~~';id-l
l. process. To the extent automated systems can be substituted at Data is available approximately 60 days after each quarter I
!·I ~:~:~~,~~~~~::::s,;;~~~~::asurementof any performance ~~~~i~n~; :~~r~~e~O~~f~;et~F~~~~~~~~ ~;~~;:~~~~~n APrili

lI I or May. For the barometer report, data is reported on a
1 uarterlybasis:' -, i
;MUnICipal Transportation jAVerage dally number of Munl customer Defirlltlon· Customers may provide feedback regardIng Mum Method: Feedback data is pulled from the Trapeze system on I
1Agency complaints regarding safety, negligence, ~[ervlcesthrough 311, sfmta com, by mall, and by fax a monthly basis and divide,d by the number of days in the II

I dIscourtesy, and service delivery month to come up with the average daily number of, 1 complaints. I·
lRecreation.<Arts, and CUlture;::~::~~~:-;:;;:~ < ,- 'I" ~~3~~::;,~ ,,"", ~ -,' L;~ <'~'j; <j~ "";'J.! l(;;~i,;~:t{,""'''':ii:;i:):-;ctj;'~;''0'\i':I\:?[~il~A,;:;~j~~<ii.¥'¥'F!,~rl~ill0i~j
Recreation and par"kS1·Average score of parks inspected using park The average rating for neighborhood parks category only (Le. an Collection Method: RPD staff conducts quarterlY.park

maintenance standards average of the neighborhood parks' percentages for meetingparks evaluations. Hard.copies turned in to c1eril;al staff for data I.
. standards). The ratings for Neighborhood Parks have been chosen entry int_o Park Evaluations database. Hard copies kept on file I

I to be included as a perfonnance measure as they represent the by clerical staff. Data Location: Pari< Evaluations Database. I
majority of RPD property types, include almost all pari< 'features "Neighborhood Parks" is an established category of City parks II rated, and are geographically dispersed throughout the City and braken out in the current database reports (BY PARK !

J .' ' TYPE BY DISTRiCT REPORT). Timing: This data is available I
quarterly, no more than 30 days after the previous quarter ,

. end. For the barometer report, data is reported on a quarterly!
basis and 1 month in arrears. j

__. . <l-- - .L- --,,--- --'

Contact: Controllers Office, 415-554-741'13
Website: www,sfgov.org/controller/performance 2 of 4



City and County of San Francisco
Contro lIer's Office

Government Barometer- Measure Details

1-

L_~eartmentIRecreation and Parks

ActiVity. or Performance Measure
·t:r"'o'-ta-:-I-'-nu"'m"'b""er-Otindividuals currently registered

in recreation courses

I
Measure Desen tion Measure Technical Descri tion __~

Measure indicates number of registered program participants for all CO,llection Method: CLASS recreation management software i
age categories. It ir)cludesall recreation programs except aquatics recbrds all indiv.iduals (termed clients within the CLASS II

programs. Please note that given a certain month, this number does system) registered for any kind of program RPD offers. Timing: .

not reflect all participants but rather those that registered in that eLA.55 implementation launched in January 2007, with 1['

given month. preliminary data available in May 2007. Data is now available
monthly. Baseline data was captured in FYOa and FYQ9 and
tne Department began to set targets in FY10. I

i

,

Collection Method: CLASS recreation management software
~easures field permitting, picnic table rentals, indoor I
recreation cente~ bookings, and other types of facility rentals. I
l~oN to manually calculate measure from data entered dir~cuYi
Into PM system. j

I
I

\

ASian Art Museum, Legion of Honor, and de Young Museum.
Museu'T! visitors includes all visitors to the 3 separate museums,
inclUding school children"business visitors, rental events, and other
events, but excluding cafe and store visitors.

Total circulation of materiais at main and
branch libraries

Public Library

1Public Utilities Commission Average monthly energy usage by City Energy use by City departments in kilowatt hours (kWh) in millions Estimate of energy use by City depal1ments in kilowatthours t

1

\ departments Iforthe month based on 12-month roiling average (kWh) in millions for the month based on 12-month rolling !"I

(In million kilowatt hours) average and maintained in our Electric Billing System.

I' r I I
rE-nv-ir-o-nme;;t-------··--·-··· --~Ave;:age-daIIYloos-of garbagegolng tolandflU- Averag-e dally ton"~Tgarbage90;;;9 to landfill. Total materials San Francisco s.ends to landfill, calculatedbY"~
i I dividing the monthly tonnage by the number of days in the 'I

month. Universe is municipal, residential, commercial,
1 . . ',_ i , ,industriaL·.,

I~,m~~ '. . f::.::"'.::::::".:J:::.:.·::::."::,::::':.:~,.::'"" ..:.::::'~::"::;:'":::'::.:::::::.:
construction. projects for which new building number of projects approved for construction, major developments, entered for April200a and April 2009 is actual data, not I
permits were issued and the overall economic climate. This construction valuation or estimated cost as indicated on Corumn C. The data is I

number of permits issued for construction cannot be ·estimated. collected through our automated Permit Tracking System and I
is base.d on the fees collected for permits issued. Timing: I
Available on a weeklv/monthlv basis.

I L_-;---,---;--~C7.-;~~--+:-:'------;-;;---:----:--;:--:-:;-;;;::-
lRecreatlon and Parks 11T0181 number of park faCIlity (picnIC tables, Measure indicates number of park facilities permits created
\ sites, recreation faCIlities, fields, etc) bookings

lFineArts-rv'-~seums-~nd-Total-number Or-VISitors at pUblicftne-a-rt- --TIlls measure aggregates data from 3 s~parate measures for the

IAslan Art Museum Imuseums

i
· (Asian Art Museum, Legion of Honor, and de

I Young)'

~umberof items (books and other materials) circulated to the public Collection Method: Statistics generated from the librarY's !
(children, youth & adults) from all libraries. automated circulation system; Information Technology I

Division. Timing: Reports are generated monthly. For \

==-,.;-,,-,==,-==..,., .,.=c+===="-,-======="",,,.."..==~=="" barometer, add ~oth branch & main library measures together·:.l

,1::1l~i.ron!!1~nt, Ene~\ty-,--~ndUtilities}: ..•..•:\' .'" '.et:.;,,;.', r';,i.·· 'y;" ';•• ·"i' ..•. ,:,'cl'·.'r: '''.ic'~n'/'/~'!:';';;·';';;?f{t;;,/<';·iY;' ";';(';''';:''',','','1::,'''''''';'· ,Joe"'!.':"""" ."'i'}';;;';"; Lj
rpUbliC Utilities Commission rorinking water reservoirs storage as a Beginning of month. total system storage (I.e. Hetch Hetchy, Cherry, The long-term median of total syst~m storage .at the beginning I
) !percentage of normal for this month Eleanor, Water Bank, Calaveras, San' Antonio, Crystal Springs, San of the month was calculated using data stored in Form 11 for
1 II Andreas, Pilarcitos) as percentage of long·term median (water year Hetch Hetchy Division and in WISKI database for Water

1968 to 20Q7)~ Supply & Treatment Division for water years 1968 to 2007 (40-\
year period). 1968 waS selected as the first year for .the
calculation to include San Antonio Reservoir. The current I

' 1 beginning ofmonth total system storage is reported as a
L ercentaoe of the lona-term median.
!PUblic Utilities"Commission Average monthly water use by City 12-month rolling monthly average of total water use by City 12-month rolling monthly average computed from total monthlyl

L
departments departments, jn million gallons. amount of billed water usage for municipal departments per I
(in millions of gallons) report 892-Monthly Sales and Revenue, converted to million

gallons. . I

I
P~bIiC Utilit.ies commiSSion. Average daily residential per capita water Annual rolling average of daily residential water use per person. D<:lily per capita usage computed using lvv'elve months of city 1

. usage residential usage per report 892-M~mthly S.~les and Revenue, I
(in gallons) divided by.365 and estimated 2009 pqpulation of 818,887, the'

2008 US Census number multiplied by the 2008 growth rate.

I

Planning Percentage of all bUilding perm its involvirg new When a member of the public wants to conduct major physical Col1ectio'n Method: Data is stored in the Department of I
,I construction and major alterations review that improvements to existing construction or to develop property, the Building lnsp~ction's pennit tracking datab~se, housed at 16501

1

are approved or disapproved within 60 days proposal comes t~ the Planning Department for review to ensure Mission Stre.et Timing: Data updates are available on a
1 the project conforms with existing land use requirements as monthly basis.

l_, .__.._,:.. ~ J.~ ._______ specified in the Planning Code. f

Contact: Controller's Office, 415-554-7463
Website: www.sfgov.org/controller/performance ·30f4
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Department
Planning

Activity or Performance Measure Measure Oesenotio"
Percentage of all- applications for variance from A variance allowing a project to vary from the strict quantitative
the Planning Code decided within 120 days standards of the Planning Code may be granted after a public

hearing before the Zoning Administrator. '!ariancesare typically
requested for projects that do not meet th'e Planning Code
standards for rear yards, front setbacks, parking requirements, and
open space requirements", The 4 "month target is based on a
reasonable time to .complete the lowest priority applications.

Measure Technical Descrie",ti",o:..:n_,..-,--,--I
Collection Method: Data stored in Department's case intake
databas'e, housed at 1650 Mission $treet. Timing: Data
updates are available on a mO(lthly basis.

Calculation: The number of calls answered v.rithin 60 seconds
divided by the total number of ~l1s received during the
measurement interval. Data Source: Avaya's 9all
Management System (eMS) 'Nill be utilized to determine the
number of calls answered within 60 seconds and. the total
number of calls received. Frequency: Monthly.

I
Collection Method Dally logs are entered into Oracle ['
database; thiS Information IS compiled Into monthly, quarterly
and annual reports TimIng StatIstIcs are available tvJo weeks I
after the end of the month (I.e, statistics for September WIll be

avallabla on Octo.~er '5~h) c"- ~ J
Calculation:The total ~umber of calls (answered and , 1
abandoned), self-service requests, Open311 requests and I
website visits received divided by· the number of days in tl':l.at I
particular month. Sources; The eMS application is used to
track the volume of calls, use of self-service forms, anl;! Open
311 apps. Urchin Software is used to track the total number of
visits to the website. Frequency: Call volumes are reported on
a daily basis 'Nith data for the previous day.

The percentage of calls answered within 60 secOO'ds versus the
total number ~fcalls received on a monthly basis. This metric of
answering 50%.of calls in 60 seconds was developed in July 2008
~s a perfonnance measure for 311.

Percentage of 311 calls answered by call
takers within 60 seconds

Percentage of life hazard or lack of heat
compl,aints responded to within one business

day

Building Inspection This measure addresses response time for complaints received Collection Method: Staff in Hou~ing Inspection Services utilize
from the public regarding life hazards or lack of heal Complaints the Complaint Tracking System to maintain a record of
are received in person, by, phone, email, through the internet, and complaints received and responded to. Response data is
mail. Response consists of contacting person making complaint and c9mpiled into monthly, quarterly and an~Lial reports. Timing:
visiting the building. Measure "changed in FY 02-03 to reflect 24- Statistics are available two weeks after the end of the month
hour turnaround instead of 48 hours, but the data reflecting the 24- (I.e., statistics for September 'Nill be available on October

I
hour target was re'ported for the first time in FY 07. Definition of life 15th.)
hazard includes abandoned buildings, which may not need an

to inspection.

'

I, uBUilding InspectIon jPercentage of customer-requested Customers request InspectIon of constructIon to meet pennit
constructIon permIt InspectIons completed requirements Customers contact Inspection divisions via phone to

I wIthin two bUSiness days of requested date set up appointments Inspections are completed when inspectors
: rlsltsites to conduct inspection

: I1----------------------------------- ,_ ----.---------- .,

t
'~~storner S~rvicl! ~ .__ ::1:: , ~

Administrative Services \AVerage dally number of 311 contacts, across The average dally number of calls and servIce requests and

j

i all contact channels Information accessed on-line, via self-service forms, TWitter, and
Open311 apphcaUons Calls received at 311 which Includes those
calls that were "answered" and those that were "abandoned'l by the

caller.

I

I-""~"-'~I .
L .__-"" ___. ~_,_ __!. ___._'_ --.L----------------'

Notes:
The Government Barometer is currently issued every other month, covering even months.
The period-to-period change reflects the change since the last even month (e,g" for June 2011, change since April 2011),
Theyear-to-year change reflects the change since the same month last year (e,g" for June 2011, change since June 2010).
A period-to-period change of less than or equal to +/-1% and a year-to-year change of less than or equal to +/-3o/~ is considered "Neutral,"
Data reported for the most recent month is either data for that month or the most recent data available, piease see the attached Government Barometer
Measure Details for more information.

,For additional detail on measure definitions and department information, please see the attached Government Barometer Measure Details.
Values for prior periods (e.g, April 2011 or June 2010) may be revised in this report relative to their original pubiication,

Contact Controller's Office, 4.15-554-7463
Website: www,sfgov.org/controller/performance 4 of 4
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EDWlN M.LEE
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AuguSt 9, 2011

The Honorable Katherine Feinstein
Presiding judge of the Superior Court
County of San Francisco
400 McAllister Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

Ms. Linda A: Clardy; Foreperson
San Francisco-County civil Grand Jury ,
400 McAllistt~rStreet,Room 008
San Francisco, CA 94102

LISA SEITZ GRUWELL

CO:M:M:rsSlONER,

SUBJECT:- Civil Service Commission Response tothe 2010-2011 Civil Grand
Jury Report on Hiring Practices

ANITA SANCHEZ
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

,Dear Judge Feinstein and Ms. Clardy:,

In accordance with Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05, the followingis the
response of the Civil Service Commission to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury Report,
"Hiring Practices of the City and County of San Francisco." The Civil Service,

, Commission is responding to Findings and Recommendations numbers 1 through 5 as
requested.

The Civil Service Commission appreciates the Civil Grand Jury's interest and
review ofthe City's hiring practices and is pleased with the opportunity to respond to
its Findings and Recommendations.

Backg:round , ,
. In looking at the City's hiring practices, it is important to understand the

distinct roles performed bythe Civil Service Commission and the Department of
, Human Resources ,in the City's personnel management:

The Civil Service Commission is established by Charter Section 10.100 'and is
charged with the duty ofproviding qualified persons for appointment to the service of
the City and County of San Francisco~ Civil ServiCe Commission Rules implement the
merit system Charter provisions and assures that aU persons in the classified service
and persons seeking admission to the classified service receive fair and impartial
treatment. The five-member Civil Service Commission is a policy, rule-making and
appeals board charged to oversee, regulate, and serve as fmal arbiter of the City and
County ofS~ Francisco civil service merit system:

The Department 'ofHuman Resources(DHR) is established by Charter Section
10.102 and is the personnel department for the City and County in accordance with
policies, rules and procedures ofthe Civil Service Commission governing the merit
system and shall determine appointments on the basis ofmerit and fitness.

@
25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 720 e SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-6033 e, (415) 252-3247 e FAX (415) 252-3260e www.sfgov.org/civiI_service/
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DHR performs personnel operations ofthe City and County with authority to recruit, select, certify

(refer) appoint, train, evaluate, promote career development, classify positions, and other related· .

personnel activities to maintain an effective and responsive .workforce.

The Civil Service Commission is the policy, rule-making and appeals board, whereas the

Department ofHuman Resources is the personriel operations agency administering the merit .

system. For example, the Commission adopts rules and policies onjobannouncements, '

examinations, eligible lists, and certificatiort; the Departnient ofHuman Resources posts the job

announcements, conducts the examinations, posts and adopts eligible lists and issues the

certification or referral ofeligibles to departrn.ents in accordance with Commission Rules.

. The Civil Service Commissign continues to focus on providing the framework of a strong,

credible merit system resulting in a City and County workforce with an inherent pride in providing

efficient servicefor the public. TheCommission also recognizes and addresses City departments'

need for flexibility in personnel management, while at the same time, maintaining the integrity of

the City's merit system.

Being mindful of the distinct difference of the roles of the Civil Service Commission and

the Department ofHuman Resources in the City's personnel operations, the Commission's

responses are in accordance witbits role as a'policy, rule-making and appeals body.

RESPONSES'

Finding Number 1
Under the traditional CBT, an applicant has the right to appeal to the Commission at ahnost every

point during the examination process. Applicants taking a PET can appeal at only three points to

the applicants.

Response: The Commission agrees with this finding. The basis and processing of

appeals for CBT (Class Based Testing) and PBT(position Based Testing) examinations are

different. .

Recommendation Number 1 . .

On all jobapplications there should be asingle link: or a single sheet or paper outlining in easily

, understandable languageunderwhat conditions a job applicant can appeal to the DHR and .

ultimately to the Commission.

Response: The Commission agrees with this recommendation and will assist the

Department ofHuman Resources in any efforts to inform applicants of the appeal process. Job

announcements and job applications are issued and, received by the Departrrient ofHuman

Resources/departments. ,The Com.rilission will discuss and consult with DHR the feasibility of

implementation. The Commission is reviewing its Rules, including the Examination Rules to

identify Rule amendments to clarify,streamline and reflect currentpractices. This is in progress

and proposed Rules changes will be submitted to the Commission throughout the next six months.

Finding Number 2 ,

D,HR is not always informing appellants oftheir right to appeal decisions of the DHR to the

Commission,

Respouse: The Commission partially agrees with this finding. Matters appealable to

the COrrimission do not exclusively come from the Departrn.ent ofHuman Resources but also from

the actions and decisions of a department appointing officer; i.e. examination rejections;
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background rejections, future employment restrictions. The Department ofHuman Resources and
department appointing cifficers/designee both must insure that appeal language is provided of their
appealable actions. .

Recommendation Number 2 _
DHR should establish tighter procedures to ensure that alllet.ters sent to appellants denying their
appeal are mailed promptly. Where appropriate they should advise appellants of their right to
appeal the decision to theCommission. As a further backup, the Jury urges the Commission to
include in its letters to appellants setting a date oftheir hearing a reminder that they are entitled to a
copy ofthe DHR's report free ofcharge. . .

c Response: The Cori:llnission agrees with and endorses this recommendation and will
support the Department ofHuman Resources in its efforts to advise appellants of their appeal
rights. Beginning this month (July), the Commission has included language in its .
acknowledgement letter (initial contact with appellant) to appellants that they will be no~.fiedwhen
the staff report oftheir matter is Ieceiv~d in the Commission office. Upon receipt ofthe report,
Commission staffwill notify appellants by letter, email and/or telephone call that the repprt is
available to .them. This will ensure timely delivery to the appellants and provide them with
sufficient time to review the report and prepare a response rather than waiting at the time of the
notice of the meeting.

Finding Number 3
T&E testing relies too heavily on training and experience factors listed on an application form in
evaluating whether an applicant is eligible fot a position. This is an ineffective method for
evaluatingjob applicantS. T&E testing does not verify whether an applicant actually possesses the
training/education and experience c1aimedon the application form. The DHR has indicateq. that it
.is in the process ofreducing its reliance on T&E examinations.

Response: The Commission agrees with this finding. The Commission is coInmitted to
ens~g that examinations are valid andjob:...related and supports the Department ofHuman
Resources efforts in reducing administration ofT&E (Training and Experience) examinations. The
Commission will assist its implementation as appropriate aJ;ldwith any areas under itsjurisdiction.

Recommendation Number 3
The City should continue its move away from T&E examinations and return to a more knowledge
based examination. This process should be completed by Jl)De 30, 2012.

Response: The Commission agrees with this recommendation and believes the
DepartmentofHuman Resources is taking, within its available resources, the necessary steps in·
administering valid and job-related examinations..

Finding Number 4 .
. Besides a job description, PBT job announcements sometimes advise applicantS that the eligibility

list from this examination could be used by other City departments for hiring staff However, the
advisory does not identify those departments. This process can deny applicants the information
required to become aware of and apply for a position with the City government.
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Response:, The Commission agrees with this fmding and believes applicants should be
well informed of all terIns and conditions ofpositions for which they are applying. .

Recommendation Number 4
Position based job announcement should identify each City department that might use the
examination eligibility list. This would assist potential applicants in deciding whether or not to
participate in the examination and get on an eligibility list. Otherwise, the list should be used solely
by the department designated on the job announcement .

Response: The Commission agrees with this recommendation and wiil support any
efforts oftheDepartment ofHuman Resources in implementing it. The Commission will review in
coordination with the Department ofHuman Resources whether Clarification requires Civil Service
Rules or procedural changes. .

Finding Number'-S
As the hiririgprocess in the City becomes increasingly decentralized and the PBT testingbecoines
more prevalent, therei's growing doubt among s.ome City workers that the Commission as currently
staffed is able to protect their rights. "

, Response: The Commission partially agrees with this finding.' The Commission very
. seriously takes its role and responsibility to oversee the operation ofthe City's merit system and ,
believes that given its 6-member staffresponds to complaints and concerns in a timely manner.
The Commission's Rule-making authority would be greatly assisted with an additional staffto
review, recommend and draft Rules, policies and procedures proposals.

Recommendation Number S
The Commission should be authorized to hire at least one additional senior personnel analyst.

. , " .

Response: The Commission agrees with this recommendation and will work with the
. • I

Mayor's Budget Office in exploring funding resoUrces.

Again, thank you for your review and the opportunity to respond to your Report. Should
you,have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (415) 252-3250.

Sincerely,

CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION

~ £~,L.
ANITASANC~'~'(\
Executive Officer

c: E. Dennis Normandy; President
Donald A. CaSper, Vice President
MorganR. Gorrono, Commissioner
Mary Y. Jung, Commissioner
Lisa Seitz Gruwell, Commissioner

/Angela Calvillo, Clerk, Board of Supervisors
Manish Goyal, Mayor's Budget Office
Jennifer Johnston, Department ofHuman'ResoUrces
O~ce ofthe CivilGrarid Jury ,



City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee, MByor
Edward D.Reiskin, Director

August 11, 2011 .

Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

San Francisco Department of Public Works
Office of the Director

1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 348
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-6920 iliil www.sfdpw.org

Subject: Administrative Code Article XV.Sec.10.170-1.(i) Certain Transportation Funds
(Proposition 1B Funds)

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to Administrative Code Article XV.Sec.10.170-1.(i), please find attached, a report on the use of
funds appropriated from the Local Street and Road Improvement, Congestion Relief, and Traffic Safety

. Accountof 2006 by the Department of Pllblic Works (PPW).

According to the subject Administrative Code, any department receiving an appropriation of Proposition
lBLocal Street and Road funds shall report back to the Board of Supervisors beginning six months from
the date of the appropriation and at six-month intervals theteafter with the following information:

-the amount of Proposition IB Local Street and Road (LSR) Improvement Funds expended as of·
the reporting date

- progress on projects
- projected date of completion

To date, a total of $39.4 million has been allocated and received by San Francisco DPW. Of this amount,
DPW has expended or encumbered $33.1 million. Please contact me if you have any questions about this
report or would like additional information.

San Francisco Department of Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.





San Francisco Department of Public Works
8/11/2011

Appropriated State Bond (Prop 1B) Funds
,

For Paving Projects

JOlt Project Name Budgeted Expended' Encumbered Balance Project Status

Prop 1B FY 2007-2008 (includes State supplemental appropriation)

1724J Various Location P/RIt14 359,514 338,565 - 2,0,949
Project is currently in construction phase.

Estimated completion in September 2012

1642J Various Locations Slurry Seal FY 10-11 541,357 . 524,749 - 16,608 Project completed on 11/12/2010.

1527J Valencia Streetscape Paving 386,969 379,100 - 7,869 Project completed on 4/8/2011.

1760J
Various Locations Sewer Replacement#1 4,000 4,000 - - PUC lead project. Currently under

(Paving Locations)
construction: Schedule is pending puC.

1748J 2nd Street Pavement Renovation' 748 748 - - Project is currently in design phase. Expected

to advertise in December 2011. '

1745J 28th Ave Pavement Renovation Project 20,000 14,928 - 5,072
Project is currently in design phase. Expected

to advertise in March 2012.

1746J 17th Street Pavement Renovation Phase 1 7,756 7,756 - -
Project is currently in design phase. Expected

to advertise in August 2011.

1705J SFWD Joint Projects 63,782 63,782 - - SFWD lead project. Currently under

construction. Schedule is pending SFWD.

'1625J V/L BSSR Street Resurfacing 100,000 100,000 - - BSSRcompleted.

1671J Van Ness Ave .Interim Paving 267,189 267,189 - - Project is substantially complete.

1747J Parnassus St. Pavement Renovation 4,563 4,563 - - Project is currently in design phase. Expected

to advertise in August 2011.

1448J As needed PUC/Paving Joint Contracts 126,175 126,025 - 150
PUC lead project. Currently under

construction. Schedule is pending PUC.

1549J Leland Ave Joint DPW Great Sts. Paving 102,806 102,806 - - Project completed on 10/23/2010.

,

1744J Divisadero Joint Streetscape 60,374 43,797 - 16,577
Project substantially completed. Job order will

"
be'c1osed.

1758J
Marina Blvd, Lyon St., and Columbus 2,217 2,217 - - Project Is currently in design phase. Expected

Pavemerit Renovation
to advertise in August 2011.

1750J V/L BSSR Street Resurfacing 131,174 154,040 6,676 (29,542) Project substantially completed on 6/30/2011.

1501J Noriega St. Pavement Renovation 1,880,978 1,880,978 - - Project completed on 7/17/2009.
I

1325J Various Locations P/R #12 2,550,053 2,548,050 - 2,003 Project completed on 8/30/2010.

1739J Cabrillo 5t. Pavement Renovation 5,970 5,970 - - Project is currently in design phase. Expected

to advertise in August 2011.

1543J Winfield St. Pavement Renovation 16,000 1,833 - 8,167
Project Is currently in construction phase.

Estimated completion In September 2011.

1440J
Taylor and Sansome Sts. Pavement 1,126,278 1,126,278 - - Project completed on 8/7/2009.

Renovation

1442J
Folsom St., 13th St. and 19th S. Pavement 319,119 319,119 - - Project substantially completed on 3/4/2011.

Renovation

1443J 11th St., Mission St. to Harrison St. 181,137 181,137 - - Project completed on 9/11/2009.

1444J Various Locations Pavement Renovation #13 335,336 335,101 - 235
PrQject is currently in construction phase.

Estimated completion in August 2011.

1449J 7th Ave Joint PUC-Water/Pavjng 5,139 5,139 - -
SFWD lead project. Project is SUbstantially

complete.

W:\Jacques\01_Funding & Advoc;:acy\Prop 1B\Reports\Prop 1B Reportto BOS 8-11.x1sx
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San Francisco Department of PUblic Works 8/11/2011

Appropriated State Bond (Prop 1B) Funds
Fpr Paving Projects

JOlt Project Name Budgeted Expended' Encumbered Balance Project Status

1354J South of Market Pavement 'Renovation 817,241 802,241 - 15,000 Project completed on 10/19/:t009.
v

1450J
California St. Cable Car Systems and _

267,330 261,515 - 5,815 Project completed on 6/11/2011.
Pavement Renovation

1474J .Geary Blvd Intersection Paving 89,844 89,844 - - Project completed on 1216/2009.

1492J V/L BSSR Street Resurfacing 07-08 4,456,328 4,456,328 - '-
Construction has been completed and Job

Order is closed.

1498J Taylor St. Improvements 46,192 46,192 - - Prqjectcompleted on 4/5/2011.

1695J Dolores St. Paving Joint SFWD 47,800 44,846 - 2,954 SUbstantially completed on 3/19/2011.

1393J North University Mound Paving Joint PUC 1,564,333 1,412,259 - 152,074
PUC lead project. Currently under

construction. Schedule is pending PUC.

1707J Cesar Chavez Paving Project 4,000 - - 4,000
Project is currently in design phase. Expected

to advertise in September 2011.

1768J Market St. Pavement Renovation 1,912 2,050 - (138) Project is currently in design phase.

1762J
Stanyan and Golden Gate Pavement

1,648 1,648 - - Project is c'urrently in design pha~e. Expected
Renovation to advertise in August 2011.

1763J Columbus St. Pavement Renovation 1,096 1,096 - - Project completed. Job order closed.

1764J Guerrero ::it. Pavement Renovation Phase 1 9,511 9,511 - - Project is currentiyin construction phase.
Estimated completion in February 2012.

1765J Lawton St. Pavement Renovation 2,202 2,202 - -
Project is currently in construction phase.

Estimated completion in February 2012.
..

1327Jo Lincoin Way pavement Renovation 3,114,240 3,114,240 - - Project completed on 4/26/2009.

1564J Preventative Maintenance VlL 547,715 547,715 - - Project completed on 10/12/2009.

1582J St. Francis Circle Joint MUNI/Paving 58,544 5e,544 - - Project completed 9/1/2010.

1583J .Church, Duboce Joint MUNIlPaving 51,308 51,308 - - Project is currently in construction phase.
Estimated completion in May 2013.

1584J Monterrey Blvd Pavement Renovation PH2 37,000 36,826 - 174 SUbstantially completed on 7/15/2011

1585J Harrison St. Pavement Renovation 46,016 46,016 - - Project completed on 219/2011.

1586J Steiner and Broadway PavementRenovation 29,366 29,366 .- - Project completed on 10/1212010.

1608J Balboa streetscape Paving 100,000 130,681 - (30,681)
Project is currently in design phase. Expected

to advertise in August 2011.

0816J Bernal Heights, Phase III, Bradford/Jarboe 97,319 13,630 - 83,689 Substantially completed on 3/4/2011.

1591J V/L Preventative Maintenance 2 110,723 99,435 - 11,288 SUbstantially completed on 4/8/2010.

FY 07-08 Subtotal $20,094,302 $19,795,363 $ 6,676 $ 292,263

. W:\Jacques\01_Funding & Advocacy\Prop 1B\Reports\Prop 1B Report to BOS 8-11.x1sx Page 2 of 4



San Francisco Department of Public Works 8/11/2011

Appropriated State Bond. (Prop 1B) Funds
For Paving Projects

JO# Project Name Budgeted Expended* Encuml::!ered Balance Project Status

PrOD 1B FY 2008"09

1898J Mission St. Water Main Replacement/Paving 31,189 - - 31,189 Project is currently in design phase.

1607J Eddy and Ellis Sidewalk Bulbs 32,000 10,660 10,660 10,680 Substantially completed on 6/27/2011.

I Streetscape lead project. Currently under
1508J Ne'wcomb Ave St. Improvements 38,000 - - 38,000

construction.

0816J Bernal Heights, Phase III, Bradford/Jarboe 161,000 244,096 - (83,096) Substantially completed on 3/4/2011.

1705J SFWD Joint Projects. 71,000 - - 71,000
SFWD lead project. Currently under.

construction. Schedule is pending SFWD.

1421J Battery St. Marke,t St. to Lombard St. 1,079,335 1,078,104 1,284 '(53) Project completed on 1/31/2011.

1724J Various Locations P/R #14 520;742 99,271 - 421,471
Project is currently in construction phase.
Estimated completion in September 2012.

1625J VIL BSSR Street Resurfacing 586,242 586,242 - - BSSR completed.

1632J Bush St. Joint Sewer/Paving Project 79,000 9,726 - 69,274
PUC lead project. Currently under

construction. Scheduie is pending PUC.

1533J Bush St-- Van Ness Ave to Presidio Ave'. 269,141 194,357 - 74,784 Project completed on 10/17/2010.

1737J N-Line Along Carl St. Track Improvement 56,412 46,370 - 10,042
SFMTA MUNIlead project. Currently under
construction. Schedule is pending SFMTA.

1642J Various Locations Slurry Seal FY 1O~11 150,000 53,004 - 96,996 Substantially completed on 11/12/2010.

1442J
Folsom St., 13th St. and 19th St. Pavement

2,700,000 2,605,363 15 94,622 Substantially completed on 3/4/2011.Renovation .

1644J Noriega St. Pavement Renovation Ph2 29,835 - - 29,835 Substantially completed on 8/5/2011,

1448J As Needed PUC/Paving Joint Contracts 173,958 10,603 146,355 17,000
PUC lead project. Currently under
construction. SchedUle is pending PUC.

1750J V/L BSSR Street Resurfacing 791,237 422,315 304,019 64,903 Project substantially complete 6/30/2011.

1760J
Various Locations Sewer Replacement #1

289,652 253,224 - 36,428
PUC lead project. Currently under

(Paying Locations) construction. Schedule Is pending PUC.

1664J Bush St. Pavement Renovation Phase 2 495,000 485,513 14,236 (4,749)
Project is currently in construction phase.
Expected completion in September 2011.

1669J Farragut and Huron PG&E Pilot Project 206,697 206,697 - - Project is complete and Job Order is closed.

1671J Van Ness Ave Interim Paving 307,207 307,207 - - Project is complete and Job Order is closed.

1576J Eddy St.and Ellis St. Pavement Renovation 2,437,884 2,118,069 294,713 25,102 Substantially completed 6/27/2011.

1779J Various Locations Slurry Seal FY 11-12 50,000 49,825 - 175
Project is currently in construction phase.

Expected completion in December 2011.

15"82J St. Francis Circle Joint MUNI 993,012 83,361 - 909,651
SFMTA MUNIlead project. Currently under
construction. Schedule is pending SFMTA.

1584J Monterrey Blvd Pavement Renovation 15,000 - 15,000 - Substantially completed on 7/15/2011.

1585J Harrison St. Pavement Renovation 313,376 313,376 - - Project completed on 2/9/2011.

W:\lacques\01..:..Funding & Advocacy\PrQP 18\Reports\Prop 1B Report to 80S a-11.x1sx
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San Francisco Department of Public Works 8/11/2011

Appropriated State Bond (Prop 1B) Funds
For PavingProje,cts

JO# Project Name BUdgeted Expended' Encumbered Balance Project Status

I

0295S
Geary & Steiner New Bulbouts, Ramps,

30,000 73,020 - , (43,020)
Project is currently in construction phase.

Basin Estimated completion in June 2012. .

1591J V/L Preventative Maintenance 2 53,541 53,541 - - SUbstantially completed on 4/8/2010.,

1393J North !Jniversity Mound Paving Joint PUC 6,532 - - 6,532
PUC lead project. Currently under

construction. Schedule is pending PUC.

1894J Various Locations Siurry Seal 2011 #2 16,083 - - 16,083 Project is currently in design phase.

1695J Dolores St.Paving Joint SFWD 40,000 40,024 - (24) SUbstantially completed on 3/19/2011.

1896J V/L BSSR 8t. Resurfacing, FY.11-12 92,532 - - 92,532 Project is currently in construction phase.

1498J Taylor St. Improvemen\s 430,103 424,743 - 5,360 SUbstantially completed on 4/5/2011.

1609J SOMA Alleyway Paving 378,892 268,643 - 110,249 SUbstantially completed on 3/25/2011.

FY 08-09 Subtotal $12,924,602 $10,037,354 $ 786,282 $2,100,966

Prop 1B FY 2009-2010
, Project is currently in constt:Uction phase.

1444J Various Locations Pavement Renovation #13 2,300,579 552,385 1,168,424 579,770
Expected completion date in August 2011.

I

1848J SOMA West Ancillary Paving Share w/ 1378J 700,000 - - 700,000
Project is currently in'constructionphase.
Expected completion in February 2012.

1678J Howard and 4th 8t. Pavement Renovation 2,648.365 - - 2,648,365
SFMTA lead project. Currently under

construction. Schedule is pending SFMTA

1583J Church/Duboce Joint MUNI/Pavlng 780,000 - 716,396 63,604
SFMTA MUNIlead project. Currently under

construction. Schedule is pending SFMTA.

.FY 09-10 Subtotal $ 6428944 $ 552385 $ 1884820 $ 3991739

Total Prop 1B $ 39,441,848 $ 30,385,102 $ 2,677,778 $ 6,384,968

W:\Jacques\01_Funding & Advocacy\Prop 18\Reports\Prop 1B R~port to BOS B-11.xlsx Page 4 of4
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Central Subway
,lgoodin1
to:
board.of.supervisors, Eric.L.Mar, Mark.Farrell, David.Chiu, carmen.chu, Ross.Mirkarimi,

Jane.Kixn, Sean.Elsbemd, Scott.Wiener, david.campos, Malia.Cohen,john.avalos, c_olague,

rm, wordweaver21, plangsf, mooreurban, hs.commish, rodney, linda.avery, pelosi,

feinsteinpress, Barbara Boxer, mayoredwinlee

08/1112011 12:08 PM
Cc:
"cwnevius", "kgarcia", "dsaunders"

Please respond to 19oodin1
Show Details

Please check out this momingis Examiner editorial page ... an editorial about MUNI's continued

inefficiency and waste of funds, and a letter from Quentin Kopp bringing attention to the Grand Jury

findings on the Central Subway: "a waste of the taxpayer's money and a disservice to MUNl riders."

The Grand Jury findings got lost in all the debt debacle/Run Ed Run media clutter and have been

ignored by MTA and, apparently, City Hall. The 800 pound gorilla in North Beach and Washington

Square (and Chinatown) is the Central Subway aka BillionDollar Boondoggle - it will make the "Big

Dig" fiasco in Boston look like a first class project. For example:

• The city is spending and committing funds it does not have.

• The 1.6 billion dollar projected cost wiil mokcertainly be two to three times more before

completion (think Bay Bridge!).

• The "toy train to nowhere" will not connect with present BART and MUNl stations.'

• The project is political payback.
• Transit corridors that the Central Subway creates will allow for high density (read high rise)

building along the route.
• lfthe subway, as projected, continues up Columbus not only Chinatown butNorth Beach will be

ripe for high rise building - the pressure to overturn the exis~ing forty foot limit will be too great.

• Most importantly, the tunnel boring monster machine will emerge from the netherworld on

Columbus in front of Washington Square Park. My guess is that there will be a metal plate over

the hole for years. Althoug4 the project manager has stated that the park will not be used as a

,staging area - where else could it be? '

• Buses will be re-routed, businesses will suffer, dirt/noise/and other pollution will

be contaminating our neighborhood for a long time.

• The billions spent on this cockamamie project could be better used to fix a broke and broken

MUNI system. MUNl can't maintain its present operation. How is it going to maintain this white

elephant? '

• lfbrought to North Beach (and Chinatown) the Central Subway be the end of these neighborhoods

as we now know and enjoy them.

• lfthe Central Subway is completed it will do only one thing: hurt the 700,000 daily MUNI riders

and the 60,000 small businesses that depend on MONI.

• If you have not been keeping up with the Central Subway project, please check SaveMuni.com

and the Grand Jury report.

Lee Goodin
600'Chestnut Street #408
North Beach

'~"--'\
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From:
To: .

Cc:

Date:
Subject:

To: BaS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Central Subway

"_... 7 ..···._~~_ .R=....._ ..... _~. .

" " <Igocidinl@mindspring,com>
"board.of.supervisors" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Eric.L.Mar" <Eri~.L.Mar@sfgov.org>,

"Mark.Farrell" <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "David.Chiu" <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, "carmen.chu"
<carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, "Ross.Mirkarimi" <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, "Jane.Kim"
<Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>, "Sean.Elsbernd" <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, "Scott.Wiener"
<Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org>, "david.campos" <david.campos@sfgov.org>, "Malia.Cohen"
<Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, "john·.avalos" <john.avalos@sfgov.org>, "c_olague"
<c_olague@yahoo.com>, rm@well.com, "wordweaver21" <wordweaver21@aol.com>, "plangsf'
<plangsf@gmail.com>, "mooreurban" <mooreurban@speakeasy.net>, "hs.commish"
<hs.commish@yahoo.com>, "rodney" <rodney@waxmuseum.com>, "Iinda.avery"
<Iinda.avery@sfgov.org>, pelosi@mail.house.gov, feinsteinpress@FEINSTEIN.SENATE.GOV,
"Barbara Boxer" <info@barbaraboxer.com>, mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org
"cwnevius" -;:cwnevius@sfchronic\e.com>, "kgarcia" <kgarcia@sfexaminer.com>, "dsaunders"
<dsaunders@sfchronic\e.com>
08/18/201111 :56 AM
RE: Central Subway

I sent the following email on August 8 referring you to two items in that morning's SF Examiner concerning
MUNl and the Central Subway. I trust you read them and hopefully also read the Grand Jury report and
checked out SAVE MUNI. To date I have not received a response from any of the addressees. Silly me, I
guess I neglected to request bne . expecting one as a courtesy. Anyway,' this morning I would like to call
your attention to an Open Forum (On Transit) piece written by past Chair iof the San Francisco
Transportation Agency and former member of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. Jake McGoldrick. (SF
Chronicle, Opinion, Thursday, August 18, 2011) He too, strongly states that this mistake be stopped in its'
tracks. . ~ .

This time I respectfully request a response as to whether you support or oppose the Central Subway project.
To be fair. I should warn you that I will NOT vote for anyone who supports this ill-advised boondoggle.

Lee Goodin
600 Chestnut Street #408·
San Francisco CA 94133
415 346-4335

----- Original Message ~---

From:
To: board.of.supervisors;Eric.L.Mar;Mark.Farrell;David Chiu;carmen.chu;Ross Mirkarimi;Jane.Kim;Sean.EIsbernd;
Scott.Wiener;dayid.campos;Malia.Cohen;john.avalos;c_olagJle.;rm@well.com;wordweaver21;p.illngsi;mooreurban;
hs.commish;rodney;linda.avery;pelosi@mail.house.gov;feinsteinpress@FElNSTElN.SENATE.GOV;Barbara Boxer;
mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org
Cc: cwnevius; kgarcia; dsaunders
Sent: 8/11/2011 12:08:18 PM
Subject: Central Subway
Please check out this morning's Examiner editorial page ... an editorial about MUNI's continued inefficiency
and waste of funds, and a letter from Quentin Kopp bringing attention to the Grand Jury findings on the
Central Subway: "a waste of the taxpayer's money and a disservice to MUNI riders.'" The Grand Jury findings
got lost in 'all the debt debacle/Run Ed Run media clutter and have been ignored by MTA and, apparently,
City Hall. The 800 poundgorillp in North Beach and Washington Square' (and Chinatown) is the Centnil
Subway aka Billion Dollar Boondoggle - it will make the "Big Dig" fiasco in Boston look like a first class
project. For example:

• The city is spending and committing funds it does not have.
• The 1.6 billion dollar projected cost will most certainly be two to three times more before

completion (think Bay Bridge!).
• The "toy train to ,nowhere" will not connect with present BART and MUNI stations.
• The project is political payback.
• Transit corridors that the Central Subway creates will allow for high density (read high rise)



building along the route.
• If the subway, as projected, continues up Columbus not only Chinatown but North Beach will be ripe

for high rise building - the pressure to overturn the existing forty foot limit will be too great.
• Most importantly, the tunnel boring monster machine will emerge from the netherworld on

Columbus in front of Washington Square Park. My guess is that there will be a metal plate over the
hole for years. Although the project manager has stated that the park will not be used as a
staging area . where else could it be?

• Buses will be re-routed, businesses will suffer. dirt/noise/and other pollution will be contaminating
our neighborhood for a long time.

• The billions spent on this cockamamie project could be better used to fix a broke and broken MUNI
system. MUNI can't maintain its present operation. How is it going to maintain this white
elephant? . .

• If brought to North Beach (and Chinatown) the Central Subway be the end of these neighborhoods
as we now know and enjoy them.

• If the Central Subway is completed it will do only one thing: hurt .the 700,000 daily MUNI riders and
the 60,000 small businesses that depend on MUNI.

• If you have not been keeping up with the Central Subway project, please check SaveMunLcom and
the Grand Jury report.

Lee Goodin
600 Chestnut Street #408
North Beach
San Francisco CA 94133
415 346-4335

Igoodin1@mindspring.com



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: San Francisco Central SUbway

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

John Reed <johnreed@sonic.net>
John Avalos <john.avalos@sfgov.org>
08/23/201105:13 PM .

San Francisco Central Subway

I feel that the San Francisco Central Subway - as it is now plunging blindly ahead

- will not only spell disaster for our now very weak MUNI system, but with our

current economy, could very well bankrupt the City of San Francisco itself. Real

Estate interests, however, may be well served in the re-zoning of Chinatown. I

hope you wartt more than this for this city and it's citizens.

Attached is the most recent article on this issue by the Wall Street. Joumal from far

away New York. !fyou haven't read the Grand Jury report, then I feel you most

certainly should (attached). There is a 1 or 2 page summary in there that say's it

all.

Thank you for your time and I hope that can help find a wayto put the brakes on

this disaster.

Sincerely,

John T. Reed

WALL STREET JOURNAL
"Off the San Francisco Rails: $1.6 billion for 1.7 miles of subway"

http://online.wsj.com/public/page/news-opinion-commentary.html

http://oriline.ws;'com/articie/SB10001424053111903918104576500452522248360.html?mod=WSJ Opini

on AboveLEFTTop

Off the San Francisco Rails

Tony Bennett may have left his heart in San Francisco, but the politicians who contrived

the city's Chinatown subway project must have left their brains somewhere else. The

subway is a case study in government incompetence and wasted taxpayer money.

P.S.The Obama Administration is all for it.

Former Mayor Willie Brown sold a half-cenf sales tax hike to voters in 2003 to pay for

the 1.7-mile line on the pretext that the subway would ease congestion 011 Chinatown's

crowded buses, but he was more interested in obtaining the political support of

Chinatown's power brokers~ In 2003, the city estimated the line would cost $647 million,

but the latest prediction is $1.6 billion, or nearly $100 million for each tenth of a mile.

Transportation experts say the subway's design is seriously flawed and that improving

the existing bus and light-rail service would make more sense. The subway misse~

connections with 25 of the 30 light-rail and bus lines that it crosses, and there's no

direct connection to.the 104-mile Bay Area Rapid Transit line or to the ferry.

Commuters will have to travel eight stories underground to catch the train and walk



nearly a quarter of a mile to connect to the Market Street light-rail lines-after riding the
subway for only a half mile. Tom Rubin, the former treasurer-controller of Southern
California Rapid Transit District, calculates that taking the bus would be five to 10
minutes faster along every segment.
The city's metro system, which is already running $150 million operating deficits; isn't
likely to have the money to keep the subway running' in any case. Last month the San
Francisco Civil Grand Jury, <;l watchdog group, warned that the subway's costs "could
stretch the existing maintenance environment [of the metro system] to the breaking
point" and will defer the purchase ofa new communications system.
Alas, San Francisco will likely drag national taxpayer money into the bay too. The city
has applied for a multiyear $942 million "full funding grant agreement" from the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) to cover'600/0 of its capital costs. In 1964 Congress created
a back-cloor earmark program called "New Starts" to subsidize local transportation
projects. The FTA rates and recommends projects for grants, and Congress usually
rubber-stamps its recommendations.
In January.2010, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood modified the grant criteria by
adding environmental and communal benefits and minimizing cost-effectiveness. The
change effectively means that any project can get federal funding as long as its
sponsors claim they're moving cars off the road.
"Measuring only cost and how fast a project can move the most people the greatest
distance simply misses the boat,"Mr. LaHood wrote in January 2010 onhis Fast Lane
blog. "Look, everywhere I go, people tell me they want better transportation in their
communities. They want the opportunity to leave their cars behind ... And to enjoy
clean, green neighborhoods. The old way of doing things just doesn't value what people
want." We're told Mr. LaHood is smarter than he sounds.
The FTA has given the Chinatown sUbway one of its highest project ratings, which
virtually assures a full fundinggrarit agreement. Once the city receives such an
agreement, the feds are obligated to provide whatever funds they promise. The FTA
won't approve the agreements until the fall, so there's still hope that someone wises up
and nixes the project. Oh, and if Congress is looking for discretionary programs to cut,
New Starts would be a good start.

SAN FRANCISCO CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT (JULY 2011):
"C.entral Subway-··Too Much Money for Too Little Benefit

http://www.sfsuperiorcourt.orglModules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2882

S.F. CHRONICLE: uS.F. must stop Central Subway from being built" ,
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2011 /08/18/EDV61 KOL4LDTL

.SIERRA CLUB ANALYSISAND RESOLUTION
http://theyodeler.org/?cat=133



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: CENTRAL SUBWAY IN WALL STREET JOURNAL

.......- .......'''~-,-_.------_.....,~,~,-

WongAIA@aol.com
WongAIA@aol.com
08/24/201101 :13 AM
CENTRAL SUBWAY IN WALL STREET JOURNAL

Hi Everyone, Wall Street Journal article hits the mark (See link or below text). Regards, Howard Wong
AlA, www.SaveMunLcom.
SIDENOTE: Central Subway construction will severely hurt Downtown and Chinatown businesses---for
years. Despite misinformation that all sUbway work will be underground, the Civil Grand Jury Report
reveals (Page 16): "The SFMTA states..... the management of the vertical structure within these enclosed
sites [subway stations] is based on a conventional vertical structure construction methodology. " In other
words, streets will be dug up and excavated for station construction---in addition to disruptive staging of
building materials, supplies, equipment and personnel.
WALL STREET JOURNAL
"Off the San Francisco Rails: $1.6 billion for 1.7 miles of subway"
http://online.wsLcom/article/SB1 00014240531119039181 04576500452522248360. html?mod=WSJ Opini
on AboveLEFTTop

Off the San Francisco Rails

Tony Bennett may have left his heart in San Francisco, ,but the politicians who contrived
the city's Chinatown subway project must have left their brains somewhere else. The. . ,

subway is a case study in govern!l1ent incompetence and wasted taxpayer money.'

P.S. The Obama Administration is all for it.

Former Mayor Willie Brown sold a half-cent sales tax hike to voters in 2003 to pay for
the 1.7-mile line on the pretext that the subway would ease congestion on Chinatown's
crowded buses, but he was· more interested in obtaining the political support of
Chinatown's power brokers. In 2003, the city estimated the line would cost $647 million,
but the latestprediction is $1.6 billion, or nearly $100 million for each tenth of a mile.

Transportation experts say the subway's design is seriously flawed and that improving
the existing bus and light-rail service would make more sense. The subw~y misses
connections with 25 of the 30 light-rail and bus lines that it crosses, and there's no
direct conhection to the 104-mile Bay Area Rapid Transit line or to the ferry.

Commuters will have to travel eight stories underground to catch the train and walk
nearly a quarter of a mile to connect to the Market Street light-rail lines-after riding the
subway for only a half mile. Tom Rubin, the former treasurer-controller of Southern
California Rapid Transit District, calculates that taking the bus would be five to 10
minutes faster along every segment. .

The city's metro system, which is already running $150 million op.erating deficits, isn't
.likely to have the money to keep the subway running in any case. Last month the San
Francisco Civil Grand Jury, a watchdog group, warned that the subwaY's costs "could
stretch the existing maintenance environment [of the metro system] to the breaking
point" and will defer the purchase of a new communications system.

Alas, San Francisco will likely drag national taxpayer money into the bay too. The city
has applied for a multiyear $942 million "full funding grant agreement" from the Federal



Transit Administration (FTA) to cover 60% of its capital costs. In 1964 Congress created'
a back-door earmark program called "New Starts" to subsidize local transportation
projects. The FTA rates and recommends projects for grants, and Congress usually
rubber-stamps its recommendations.

In January 2010, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood modified the grant criteria by
adding environmental and communal benefits and minimizing cost-effectiveness. The
change effectively means that a'ny project can get federal funding as long as its
sponsors claim they're moving cars off the road. '

"Measuring only cost and how fast a project can move the most people the greatest
distance simply misses the boat," Mr. LaHood wrote in January 2010 on his Fast Lane
blog. "Look, everywhere I go, people tell me they want better transportation in their
communities. They want the opportunity to leave their cars behind ... And to enjoy
clean, green neighborhoods: The old way of doing things just doesn't value what people
want." We're told Mr. LaHood is smarter than he sounds.

The FTA has given the Chinatown subway one of its highest project ratings, which
virtually assures a full funding grant agreement. Once the city receives such an '
agreement, the feds are obligated to provide whatever funds they promise. The FTA
won't approve the agreements u'ntil the fall, so there's still hope that someone wises up
and nixes the project. Oh, and if Congress is looking for discretionary programs to cut,
New Starts would be a good start.



Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Carlton B Goodlett PI Ste 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4604

STATE CAPITOL
ROOM 5100

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814
TEL (916) 651-4003
FAX (916) 445-4722

DISTRICT OFFICES
455 GOLDEN GATE AVE,

SUITE 14800
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94102

TEL (415) 557-1300
FAX (41S) 557-1252

3501 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE
SUITE 425

SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903
TEL (415) 479-6612
FAX(415)479-1146

SENATOR,LENO@SEN,CA.GOV
WWW.SENATi;:.CA.GOV/LENO

August 5, 2011

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

QIalifnruia ~tate ~£nate

SENATOR

MARK LEND
THIRD SENATORIAL DISTRICT

'I I r- , •• -- , r ,

COMMITTEES 13 0 ) - n
BUDGET AND
FISCAL REVIEW
CHAIR

JOINT LEGISLATIVE
BUDGET,
CHAIR

JOINT RULES

JUDICIARY

LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL
RELATIONS

Thank you for writing to express your support of AB 889. I appreciate your taking the
time to voice your opinion on this important issue.

AB 889 would specially regUlate the wages, hours, and working conditions of domestic
work employees, as defined. Specifically, this bill would, among other things, provide a
private right of action for a domestic work employee when those regulations are violated
by his or her employer; provide an overtime compensation rate for domestic work
employees; and require, paid vacation, and paid sick days for domestic work
employees. I will keep your comments in mind when this bill comes before me in the
Senate.

If yo~ have any further questions or thoughts regarding this or any other matter, please
do not hesitate to contact my office at (415) 479-6612 (San Rafael), (415) 557-1300
(San Francisco) or visit my website at \AlVvw_senate,ca,aov/!eno.

Sincerely,

~LJv~
Mark Lena
Senator, 3rd Senate District



Date: 10 August 2011

To: Angela Calvillo, Cletk of the Board

-
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-PORT~

SAN FRANCIS~O

RECEIVED
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

S Mi FR,6Jt CIS C0

2011 AUG IS MilO: 54
Ai~

Document is available'

at the Clerk's 'Office

',Room 244, City Hall

From: Elain,e Forbes, Dep,:ty D~eetor,Fina~~a~dAdministration

Lawrence Brown, Fmancial AnalysG.-/q

Re: Request for Release of Funds for the Pier 27 Mixed Use Cruise Terminal Project

Madam Cletk:

, -

The Port Comtnission respectfully requests that the Budget and Finance Committee of the Board of

Supervisors s~hedule a meeting to consider releasing $17,907,635 in funding for the,Port's cruise terminal

project, (File No. 031229; Ordinance No. 202..;03; approved August 1, 2003). The funds, representfug

$324,000 in deferred land sale proceeds from the sale ofaportion,ofSWL 330 and $17,583,635 in Port

proceeds for the sale of.condominiums at the WatertlJ,al:k:,condominium devclopment, were place on reserVe

by the Committee pending a budget for the cruise terminal project.

The Port plans touse the $17,907,635, along with other funding, to finance completion of design and the

construction of thecore of shell (phase l)of a new cruis~ terminal facility at the Port's Pier 27 site. The

terminal is being designed by the team of Kaplan McLaughlin & Diaz (KlYID, Pfau Long, and Bermello

Ajamil& Partners (design team). TumerConst:l+lction has been selected as the general contractor for the

project. An environmental review of the project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) is currently underway, and the Port is wotking to obtain the permits needed entitle the project.

Th.e ciuise terminal and an adjacent 2.5 acre' park, known as the Northeast Wharf Plaza, are being

, , constructed in twb phases. Construction of Phase 1, which'includes the core and shell of the terminal,

including passenger' circulation improvements, such as escalators andelevato~s, is anticipated to begin in '

January, 2012, with completion currently scheduled for the endof 2012. Upon project completion, the

cruise terminal facility will be leased to the AC34 EveVt Authority for approximately 16 months the

America's Cup Yacht Race to be heldon SanF:i:ancisco Bay. Construction of Phase II, consisting 'of the

completion·of the interior improvements, tp.aritime amenities, and the completion of the Northeast Wharf

Plaza, would begin in May of 2014 with completion scheduled for October of 2014. .



TO:

FROM:

-
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PORTO_F
.,AN FRANCISCO

MEMORANDUM

August 10, 2011

MEMBERS, PORT COMMISSION
Hon. Kimberly Brandon, President

.Hon. Ann Lazarus, President
Hon. Francis X. Crowl,ey

.Hon. Doreen Woo Ho
Han. Leslie Katz

Elaine Forbes i~if/L--
Deputy Director"j£fnant'e and Administration

SUBJECT: The Port's Annual Repo'rt on Contracting Activity
Fiscal Year 2010-11 (Jury 1J 2010 through June 30, 2011)

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Accept Annual Report on Contracting Activity

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this informational report is to provide the Port Commission with regular
reporting on the Port's contracting activities. This reporting is Qonsistent with the Port
Commission's policies and practices; and in concert with reporting to the Board of
Supervisors as required by the City and County of San Francisco through its
Administrative Code Section 6.64 and to the Mayor's Office pursuant to Administrative
Code Section 14B.15(B) .. In addition, this reporting is pursuant to an agreement with 
the International Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers (IFPTE) Local 21
and the Department of Public Works to keep them apprised of contracting and impact
to its members who are City and County of San Francisco employees.

The Board of Supervisors periodically makes changes to the manner in which City
agendes may procure and exe~ute contracts. In addition, the Mayor or others with
administrative authority such as the San Francisco Human Rights Commission and the
City Purchaser also make changes. This report summarizes changes to contracting
rules and regulations that occurred in FY 2010-11, includes detailed contracting
activities for the 3rd and 4 th quarter reporting periods (lot previnusly reported,
summarizes staffing changes for the International Federation of Professional and
Technical Employees, and reports on Port projects where the Department of Public
Works is performing or managing the work. .

THIS PRINT COVERS CALENDAR ITEM NO. 50



BACKGROUND

The Port engages in a variety of contractual transactions that include: leases,

developer agreements, construction contracts, general services contracts and

professional services contracts.

The Port contracts out work only when work cannot be performed by the Port or other

City employees due to the onetime or limited nature of the work, peak workload

obligations, lack of specific expertise required on a temporary basis, oras otherwise

required based upon financial risk, funding or other legal requirements. Although

construction contracts do not require Civil Service Commission approval, professional

services contracts must be approved by the Civil Service Commission.

Port staff monitor the Port's contracting to assure compliance with the various laws,

rules and regulations governing its procurement activities with particular emphasis on

effectively maximizing contracting with local small businesses (LBEs).l In addition, the

Port must comply with federal, state and local laws concerning nondiscrimination in

contracting. The Port's annual overall goal for LBE subcontract participation is 20%. In

addition, the Port encourages LBE firms to compete for prime contracts and use joint

venture relationships to strengthen their ability to successfully compete for contracts as

individual primes.

Much of the Port's on-going professional services contracting has been performed

under as-needed contracts. The Port has ten (10) such contracts established as Master

Agreements following aformal competitive Request for Qualifications process. These

Master Agreements primarily have a three (3) year term and aggregate value of

$8,500,000. The implementation of these as-needed contracts is acco"mplished through

the issuance of Contract Service Orden~ (CSO). These as-needed contracts are subject

to LBE subcontracting goal overall for the Master Agreement and for each csa. Other

scopes of work that cannot be performed by city employees are contracted out following

a separate competitive procureme(lt process.

ANNUAL REPORT HIGHLIGHTS

Legislative Changes:

• The City and County of San Francisco (City) continued to make progress in

streamlining the contracting process by increasing the dollar threshold for

contracting through a formal competitive process. The dollar thresholds

increased from $114;000to $400,000 for construction related and general

services contracts and from $50,000 to $100,000 for professional services.

.: Construction contracts, general services contracts and professional services contracts are subject to the

San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 148 mandatory LBE subcontracting participation

requirements unless there is an approved San Francisco Human Rights Commission waiver of the LBE

subcontracting goals or the source of funds is Federal or State grant monies ..

Paqe 2 ofl2. .



• The City adopted and is implementing an expanded local hiring policy that
includes specific measurable performance requirements on City contracts to
increase the employment participation of local residents.

Port Commission Delegated Authoritv:
• In FY 2010-11 , the Executive Director exercised delegated authority to:

o Execute one contract in the amount of $295,790 to Win;zler & Kelly
Engineers for a Pier 70 Hazardous Materials Building Survey,

o Amend the Pier 43 Promenade design contract to reallocate construction
administration scope to design work, and

o. Execute a CSO in the amount of $267,918 for the Pier 70, Building 113
Stabilization project.

Local Business Enterprise (LBE) Participation on Port Contracts
• . The Port complied with the 14B requirement to award at least 50% of public

works contracts estimated to be equal to or less than $400,000 by awarding the
one con~ract meeting ,this criterion to a Micro-LBE firm. Several other contracts
were awarded through the Department of Public Works on behalf of the Port of
which 75% were awarded to Micro-LBEfirms. The Port also complied with and
exceeded the requirement for non public wor~s contracts to set-aside 25 percent,
of contracts equal to or less than $100,000. One such professional services
contraCt was awarded in the amount of $49,500 to a Micro-LBEfirm.

• The Port exceeded its 20% LBE SUbcontracting goal with $3,686,656 dollars or·
29% of all contract dollars subject to the 148 ordi'nance being awarded to
LBE firms. Contracts that are not subject to the 14B ordinance such as federally
funded projects, Micro-LBE set-aside contracts and sole source contracts are not
included in this calculation.

• Firms awarded as-needed professional services contracts2 with LBE Joint
Venture Partners improved from the prior reporting periods, but are still struggling
to meet their requirement for LBEJoint Venture partner participation. The Port is
closely monitoring award of Contract Service Orders and payments to gain full
compliance. Other design contracts awarded to LBE Joint Venture Partners
have been successful in achieving the required participation~ Based upon a 60/40
JV split these firms achieved the requisite 40% LBE prime joint venture
participation.

2 As-neetletl profession:!! services contracts ;.tre competitively awarded as Master ;\gn.:ements estahlishing lhe
lerms andconuitions in which work will he further assigned and compensation thrnugh the issuance of Contract
Service Oruers (CSOs). ,\ fee schedule is estahlished in the Master Agreement as \vell as categories of types of
~c:rvices that may he contractcU. CSOs are executeuonce the scope ()f work is clearly uefined untler the terms of
the \laster Agreements.

P8ge 3 of 12



• The Port utilized Job Order Contracts (JOCS)3 through the Department of Public

Works that resulted in the award of three small construction contracts to local

businesses, each under $400,000, but totaling $772,524.

-Sole Source Contracts

The Port of San Francisco did not enter into new sole source procurements other

than to purchase San Francisco Giants s'eason tickets. Every department is

required to provide an update on existing sole source contracts and report new

sole source contracts on an annual basis. As such, five such transactions were

reported to the Board of Supervisors. A copy of the Port's sole source contraCt

activity report is included as Exhibit 4 to this memorandum.

Local 21 Staffing Activity

• The Port experienced three, (3) Local 21 employee separations and twenty (20)

appointments. Ten (10) out of the twenty (20) appointments were permanent,

eight (8) were temporary and two (2) were Prop F appointments4
. The temporary

positions reflect the Port's use' of internship programs to provide employment and 

skill building opportunities.

• ,The Port supported general fund departments by using employees in those

, departments such as the Department of Public Works, p'lanning Department and

Real Estate Department to perform work that the Port otherwise would have '

hired additional employees to perform.

DISCUSSION

This discussion is intended to provide more detail on the items summarized in the 

Annual Report Highlights and provide detail on the third (3rd) and fourth (4 th
) quarter

contracting activity.

f. Legislative changes impacting Port contracting activities'

Procurement'-
During this annual reporting period, various changes to the San Francisco

Administrative Code were made to streamline oontracting. Specifically, effective

January 4, 2011, dollar thresholds for formal competitive bidding increased to the

following amounts (from $50,000 for professional services and $114,000 for

cons.truction):

, Job Order Contracts are similar to as-needed professional services contracts with the exception that they ~He

construction contracts executed under Master Agreements awarded from a competitive bid process.

~ Prop F employt:es are retired employees eligible to work 960 hours on temporary, as-needed assignments that

beneht from years of experience and for succession planning cHarts induJing monitoring, L'oaching and

km)wkdge transfer;
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,
• Construction Related Contracts
• General Services Contracts
• Professjonal Services Contracts

$400,000
$400,000
$100,000

Local Hire Ordinance:
The San Francisco Local Hiring Policy for Construction applies to the following
contracts for construction projects advertised for bid after March 25, 2011:

• Construction contracts for public works or improvement:=?; and
• All City and County of San Francisco contracted construction work on City

. owned or leased property

The Local Hire Ordinance requires contractors and their subcontractors in the first
year to attain a minimum of 20% total work hours by trade per project using San
Francisco residents and no less than 10% of all projected work hours within each
trade performed by disadvantaged San Francisco residents. The program is
managed by the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) as
indicated in the separate report presented to the Port Commission at its July 12,
2011 meeting. The Port has advertised three construction contracts for projects
that are subject to the Ordinance: (1) Hyde Street Harbor Joint Operations and
Security Building Project, (2) Pier 35 North Apron Repair Project, and (3) Pier 70
Building 113 Temporary Shoring and Stabilization Project.

2. Executive DirectorJs Delegated Authority

In an effort to streamline the Port's contracting process and to be consistent with the
San Francisco Administrative Code and the practice of other City departments, the Port
Commission on August 19, 2010 (Resolution No.1 0-60) increased the Executive
Director's delegation authority for public works and improvement contracts from $50,000
to $400;000 and for professional services contracts from $50,000 to $100,000. This
change allows the Port's Executive Director the delegated authority to execute and
award public works and improvement and professional services contracts at or under
the above listed threshold limits without Port Commission review and approval. The
Executive Director used this delegation to execute Ohe contract in the amount of
$295,790 to Winzler & Kelly Engineers for completing Pier 70 Hazardous Materials.
Building Survey and related work;

At its August 19, 2010 meeting, the Port Commission also adopted Resolution No.1 0
56 delegating authority to th~ Executive Director to approve contracts and other matters
in or affecting Fisherman's Wharf Waterfront in consultation with two Port
Commissioners. This authority terminated when four commissioners were seated on
the Port Commission. The Executive Director exercised this delegation to execute the
2nd contract amendment to the Pier 43 Promenade design contract with Gerwick/SDE
JV. This amendment involved moving funds from the construction administration
support phase to the design phase to provide additional contract dollars required for
additional design scope. The Port Commission approved a third amendment to that
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contract as detailed in the Exhibit 3 to this memorandum that added the construction

administration support services scope and fees back into tha contract.

Under Port Commission Resolution #09-29and 09-37, the Port Commission authorized

its Executive Director to execute Contract Service Orders up to $500,DOO, without

further review or approval of the Port Commission sUbject to the requirements of

AdministrativeCodeChapter 6.64 requirements. Chapter 6.64 of the San Francisco

Administrative Code limits contract service orders to amaximum of $200,000 per public

works project. Contract Service Orders exceeding $200,000 require written justification

by the department head establishing the urgency to perform the work under as-needed

contracts rather than through a new formal competitive procurement. During the

reportirJg period, the Executive Director authorized one Contract Service Order that

totaled $267,918 for the Pier 70 BUilding 113 Stabilization project. The Executive

Director justified the urgency to perform this work through the as-needed contract rather

than through a new formal competitive procurement in writing.

3. Third (3rd
) and Fourth (4th

) Quarter Contracting Activity·

. As indicated in the table below, the Port did especially weB in the 3rd and 4th quarters,

achieving combined participation of 32% or $4,937,252 when including participation

. from LBE Exempt contracts and Change Orders/Contract Amendments. This

participation equals $3,297,072 of contract work to local small businesses under as

.needed, construction and professional services.. The Port monitors construction·

change orders and contract amendments to assure that contracts that are modified

adhere to the same LBE participation requirements of the original contract. These

transactions added another $1 ,550,180 or 35% of contract work for local small

businesses. Although federaUy funded contracts prohibit the use of geographical

preferences like the City and Countyof San Francisco 14b Ordinance, the Pier 70

Hazardous Materials contract funded by the Economic Development Administration

yielded $90,000 in subcontract work to local small businesses.

# of Total LBE

. Type of Transaction. . Transactions Dollar AmI. _ Amount LBE %

'.... :-.,.,.~"o'_;f>,'lrl<'•. "'~.,•.•,""'~~"""\llf,,.;;tl...w_e
n~~il'llIiIfrl~<t~!;i:~

......~~in_:'I ..:I".....:_'1r1t,_~~""~....'1if~~ • .,i'e<l"_tfKeiti6.~~l1!'.1I..'"i!r/rtfij~"'*"O~lZI\:
1!iill!l'-J"IOIi'l);l,....,'i.i:~:~~~'M.''''?{tl.,'.

.ii.!!-i,'.-<lI'..::*:"-Ir=!l~;~"lJ.~~~<'
::~f:·~!'!-'t.'!..l':_..

As-Needed CSOs i 20 $784,325 $317,716 41%

Construction 4 $9,625,770 . $2,853,776 30%

Professional Services* 3 $147,553 $125,580 85%

Micro-LBE Set-Asides 0 0 O·
31%
30%Total 148 Applicable Contracts: 27 $10,557,648 $3,297,072

LBE ExemptContracts 1 $295,790 $90,000
I

Change Orders/Amendments i 6 $4,389,991 $1,550,180 35%

. TOTAL LBE PARTICIPATION i $15,243,429 $4,937,252 . 32%

I .... _ ••. __._.__._. ._~-.-_.
--.--.•-_----.-.•--L-....- •..- .__._. --_·.__ ··.c ._•. . •.__.• ._ •._. .•• "_. ._

For a detailed report of the contracting activities for FY 2010-11, please refer to Exhibits

1, 2and 3. Although no new sale source contracts were awarded other than the

purchase of San Francisco Giants season tipkets, other on-going Sale Source Contracts

are detajled in Exhibit 4.
.
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As.;needed contracts include LBE Jo'int Venture par:ticipation in addition to the
sUbcontracting/subconsulting participation. Port staff are tracking the LBE Joint Venture
participation to assure compliance with the r~quirements for such LBE participation as
well. This status of LBE Joint Venture participation based upon the agreed split of
contract budgets is as follows:

CIt' ANd d LBE J . tV' t P rt'· t'umu a Ive s- ee e Oln en ure a ICloa Ion:

."~'''.''__,"~_'~~J,"~~~~,=.~,;,~~~i".._~,,~. __,."",.,~~~~,",-,~Y ~~,e!'~;~'''P_~~§.~'''~''~N''''''''~~~'§"'§"~'~~''!~
Engineering As Needed Contracts ,

Creegan & D'Angelo/ F.E. Jordan JV 60/40 6% 27.1%
Winzler & Kelly/ SDE JV 60/40 16.4% 34.93%
URS/AGS JV 60/40, 10% 23%
Environmental As-Needed Contracts
Baseline N/A N/A -
Tetra Tech/AEW JV 55/45 2.6% 61.2%
Weiss Associates N/A N/A -

As indicated above from the JV Split and LBE JV %, primes awarded as-need
professional services contracts are failing to distribute work to their LBE JV partners in
proportion to their agreedJV split percentages, Port staff are continually monitoring
LBE Joint Venture participation to assure that at the end ofthe contract period, those
LBE participation requirements are met. (None of 'the real estate economics as-needed
contracts have LBE JV participation as those contracts are not awarded to joint venture
legal entities.) ·LBE participation on the Creegan & D'Angelo/F.E. Jordan JV slightly
improved from 4% previously reported which is still far from the required 40%. The '
remaining JV teams shared even less work with their LBE JV partners during the 3rd

and 4th quarters of Fiscalyear 2010/11. Port staff'will request assistance from the San
Francisco Human Rights Commission to help-monitor and enforce the Joint Venture
agreements with the LBEJV partners.

Other professional services contracts with joint venture participation include the
Brannan Street Wharf Project and Pier 43 Bay Trail Link Project awarded respectively to
Winzler & Kelly/Structus JV and Gerwick/SDE JV. The LBE joint venture participation is
more defined in those contracts based upon scope of work arid fees tor each JV
partner: As such, those contracts are on track to meet their LBE joint venture
participation. For the Brannan Street Wharf project, the most recent invoicing reflects
$624,476 paid to Winzler& Kelly (non-LBE JV partner) and $414,143 paid to Structus,
Engineering as the LBE JV partner for a total of 40% JVparticipation. Likewise, for the
Pier 43 Bay Trail Link Project,as the LBE JV partn.er, Structural Design Engineers has
received $212,987 in payments or 40% of the total payments to the JV with B. C.
Gerwick receiving $316,441 as the non-LBE JV partner. '

4. Annual Contracting Activity

As indicated in the table on the following page, the Port exceeded its annual local
business SUbcontracting participation goal of 20% by achieving LBE'subcontracting
participation of 29%. In addition, the Port achieved its Micro-LBE set-aside program
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goal (at least 50%) by awarding 100% of its eligible contracts to Micro-LBE firms. The

following table summarizes the Port's contracting activities on an annual basis.

ANNUAL SUMMARY (New Contracts)

Total'Prime TotalLBE LBE$
LBE Total # of

,
Contract $ Contract $

% Contracts

Construction** $ 9,625,770 $9,625,770 $ 2,853,776 30% 4

Professional $3,663,343 $3,147,553 $725,580 23% 7

Services~

**(Not including Micro LBE Set-Aside Below)

Total
$13,289,113 $12,773,323 $3,579,356 28% 11

MICRO LBE SET- 50% Micro LBE Total LBE LBE$
LBE #

ASIDE CONTRACTS Set-Aside Goal . Contrac't $ % Contracts

Construction
$57,800 $57,800 100% 1

Professional
$49,500 $49,500 100% 1

Total Micro LBE Set- $107,300 $107,300 100% 2

Aside Contracts .

. Total LBE Contract $ $12,880;623

includinq Set-Asides .

TOTALLBE LBE Subcontracting $ 3,686,656 29% 13

PARTICIPATION*** Goal is 20%

**Total Prime ContrE).ct $ include contracts that are exempt from the 148 Ordinance due

to federal funding.

In addition to the above new contracts, during the fiscal year, existing contracts were

changed to add scope, fees orchangethe contract term. These contracts are

summarized as follows:

ANNUAL SUMMARY (Change Orders and Amendments*)

Total Change Total LBE
Total Change

Orders/Amendment Contract $ LBE $ LBE Order/Amendment

$
% Number

" Construction $1,775,641 $1,360,430 $50,875 4% 17

I Professional

Services $4,680,304 $4,010,137 $1,554,796 39% 12

Total $6,455,945 $5,370,567 $1,605,671 30% '.29

Change Orders are for construction contracts and Amendr:nents are for professional

services contracts. Change orders and contract amendments exceeded the Port's 20%

subcontracting goal with the achievement of 30% of these transactions being

subcontracted to LBE firms:
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5. Other Contracting Activities

In addition to the above contracting activities, the Port has been engaged in
transactions such as retail leases, negotiated monthly rental agreements, and
development agreements. Under the San Francisco Administrative Code 148Ordinance, the Port is required to assure that Minority Busines~s Enterprises (MBEs),Women Business Enterprises (WBEs) and Other Business Enterprises (OBEss) are not·discriminated against in these other Port contracting opportunities. The City's FirstSource policy appltes to leases and to the Port's development partner agreements. TheOffice of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) is responsible for managingthe First Source Hiring Program. .

Leases Awarded
..

Port leases ate awarded based upon two conditions:
1. Market conditions for property as established by the Port's Monthly Rental RateSchedule
2. The Port's Retail Leasing Policy adopted through Resolution No. 93-'52 ..

Leases awarded in accordance with the Port's Monthly Rental Rate schedule orotherwise not subject to the Port's Retail Leasing Policy are market driven. As such, thePort considers any entity for leasing thpt submits a viable lease proposal that isconsistent with the Port's land uses and Monthly Rental Rate Schedule.

The Port's Retail Leasing Policy reaffirms the Port's commitment to foster and
encourage full and equitable opportunities for leasing retail sites on the waterfrontthrough community outreach and a competitive bid or request for proposal (RFP)process.

The Retail Leasing Policy also allows for direct sole source negotiations of leases withexisting retail tenants if the direct and indirect benefit:;; of direct negotiations exceed thebenefits of a public offering. The Retail Leasing Policy permits the Port to enter intolong-term leases with an existing retail tenant proVided thatthe tenant develops a soundbusiness plan and strategy for capital investment in the leased premises warranting theterm length and are subject to Port Commission approval under specific criteria cited inthe Retail Leasing Policy.

A separate report on'leases is regularly presented to thePort Commission by the Port'sReal Estate division. The Port's maritime leases are managed by the Maritime divisionsimilarly as the Real Estate division manages the Port's commercial/eases. Whenseeking new opportunities to market the Port, the Maritime division uses Requests forInterest (RFI) to ascertain the competitive market of such opportunities. An exampleincluded the RFI for the Pier 96 Bulk Cargo Marine Terminal released March 3,2011.The purpose of that RFI was to identify one or more qualified maritime cargo terminal

, Olht:f !3usiness Entt:rprises ;lfe those !oc;t! busine,'>ses which cannot he certified as minority or wIJrnen J)'.vlIej.. Page 9 of 12



operators with a proven capability of designing, financing, developing and operating

. ,
bulk cargo terminals at other ports, who would be interested in expanding into the Port

of San Francisco market. As a result, the Port recejved three responses of which one

will be submitted to the Port Commission for further consideration at a later date. At the

conclusio~of an RFI process, the Port Commission may request to authorize further

solicitation of competitive proposals or exclusive negotiations, depending upon the

outcome of the RFI.

The Port has been successful in encouraging its tenants to contract with local small

businesses and hire local workers. An example includes programs coordinated through

the Office of Workforce and Economic Development with BAE Systems. Also, on a

monthly basis, Bode Concrete reports to the San Francisco Human Rights Commission

(HRC) its utilization of truckers for hauling material to their plant. From January 2011 -

. June 2011, Bode reports having paid LBE truckers $398,801-.

Developer Agreements Awarded

The Port's Planning and Development Division manages the Port's development

opportunities. These projects required years of planning and preparation in order to

facilitate conversion of unused infrastructure or land space into economically viable

commercial, industrial or public use facilities. However, more visible projects 'underway

include the Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 351 proposed development project~.

Developer solicitations include language specifying that respondents to such

solicitations are required to assure that contracting andemployment opportunities are

accessible to local businesses and residents. Respondents are strongly encouraged to

incorporate into their plans as they evolve the utilization of local businesses and

residents. San Francisco Human Rights Commission staff are available as resources to

assist in identifying opportunities for local businesses and the Office of Workforce and

Economic Development is engaged with regards to jobs created through the Port's

development as the office responsible for the First Source Hiring program.

6. Local 21 Staffing Activity Report

As requested by the International Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers

Local 21, staffing Activity for the entire fiscal year is attached as Exhibit 5 to this report.

projects completed by Other City Agencies

In addition to management of high profile Port projects such as the Pier 27 Cruise

Terminal, the Department of Public Works has been authorized to assist thePort with

the follOWing projects through interdepartmental work orders:

a. Bureau of Architecture - ADA Exiting Study ,

b. Bureau of Construction Management -Pier 43 Bay Trail Link Project

Construction Support and ADA Improvements

c. Bureau of Engineering - Pier 26 Water Bar HVAC

Page 10 of 12



d. Bureau of Engineering - Pier 28 100 HVAC PG&E Service Upgrade
'e. Bureau of Engineering - Pier 19 Roof Replacement
f. Bureau of Engineering - Pier 94 Backlands.lmprovements
g. Bureau of Engineering - Pier 94 Ground Subsidence Repairs

,h. Bureau of Architecture - Pier 33 Tenant Improvements
i. Bureau of Engineering - Blue Greenway Parks Signage and Furnishin'gsj. Bureau of Engineering - Tulare Park Design' '
k. Bureau of Engineering - Heron's Head Park Design
I. Municipal Transportation Agency ~ Cargo Way Street Design
m. Bureau of Engineering - Cargo Way Design Support and Construction SlIPportn. Art Commission - Art Enrichment Project
o. Art Commission - Pier 90 Silos Public Art
p. Bureau of Engineering - Port Sanitary Sewer Utility Mapping Design
q. Bureau of Engineering - Pier SOD New Emergency Power Distributor
r. Bureau of Engineering - Pier 80 Security Lighting
s. Bureau of Engineering - Pier 96 sinkhole & Outfall
t. Bureau of Engineering - Taylor Street Improvements Project
u. Bureau of Engineering - Indicator Test Pile for Pier 9 ,
v. Bureau of Engineering- Pier 35 Tenant Improvements for Cruise Terminal

Restroom

In addition to the above listed work performed by DPW, the Port has interdepartmentalwork orders with numerous other City departments for services. -

In conclusion, Port staff is pleased to report achievement of the Port's local businessenterprise participation goals. Exhibit 6 is a summary of anticipated capital projectsbased upon the Five Year Capita! Plan. Port staff hopes to be just as successful inproviding small business qpportunities on future projects as it was during fiscal year FY2010-11.

RECOMMENDATION

The above report is submitted to meet the requirements stated in the report's
Introduction. ' Port staff requests the Port Commission's acceptance ,of this report.

Prepared by:

Prepared for:

cc: ~gela Calvill.o, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
. Human Rights Commission, Romulus Asenloo
Local 21, IFPTE, Ging Louie
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Norma Nelson
Contract Administrator

Elaine Forbes
Deputy Director
Finance & Administration



Attachments:
Exhibit 1: New Contract Awards
Exhibit 2: As-N'eeded Contracting Activity

Exhibit 3: Construction Change Orders/Contract Amendments

Exhibit 4: Annual Sale Source Contracting Report

Exhibit 5: Local.21 Staffing Activity

Exhibit 6: Five Year Capital Projects

Page 12of12



Annual Contracting Activity Report
Fiscal Year, 2010-2011 (July 1,2010 -June 30, 2011)

NEW Awarded Contracts'" (Exhibit 1)

1st QUARTER (Julv 1, 2010 • September 30, 20101
"

.. ,

PrpfeulClnal Services;
, ~. ,~'- ,. ... .'

Proiect Description Vendor Name Contract Amt tBE Dollars LBE% Comments

As-Needed Environmental Consulting
Issued As-Needed by

Tetra Tech/AEW JV $ 1,000,000 $ 200,000, 20% contract service
Services

orders

As-Needed Environmental Consultihg Issued As-Needed by
Weiss Associates $ 1,000,000 $ 200,000 20% contract service

Services
orders

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $ 2,000,000 $ 400,000 20%
Micro LBE SetAside I

Graphics and design services for the Blue Kate Keating &
$ 49,500 $ 49,500 100%

Green Wav Parks Bond proiect Associates
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES I $ 20495001$ 449500 22% I

2nd QUARTER IOctober'1 2010 - December 20101
Construction Service.·

Proiect Description IVendor Name I Contract Amt. LBE Dollars I LBE% ' C'omments

Micro LBE Set Aside
Pier 26 South Bulkhead office HVAC Avalon Construction

$ 57,800 $ 5;152 100'(0 Cancelled contractimprovements Co;
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION SERVICES 1$ 5,152 1$ 5,152 100% IFinal Contract AmI.

Professional Servlcea
Proiect Description Vendor Name Contract Am!. LBE Dollars LBE% Comments

~s-NeededEnVironmental Consulting Baseline Environmental Issued As-Needed by

S'ervices' . Consulting $ 1,000,000 $ 200,000 20% contract service
orders

Environmental Education Programs at Li teracy for
LBE Waiver

$ 220,000 $ - 0% (Approved NTEHeron's Head Park Environmental Justice
$415,000)

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $ 1,220,000 $ 200,000 20%

3rd QUARTER I Januarv 1 2011 - March 30 2011\
Professional Servlcea~':

Proiect Description Vendor Name Contract Amt. LBE Dollars LBE% Comments

Pier 70 Hat Mal. Environmental Services Winzler & Kelly $ 295,790 $ 90,000 30.43%
Federal Contract
I(Small Business)

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $ 295,790 $ 90,000 30.43%

Construction ServIces
Proiect Description Vendor Name Contract Amt. LBE Dollars LBE % IComments
Pier 80 Shed A & D Roof Replacement Pioneer Roofing' $ 338,320 $ 338,320 100% IJOC (Finaj,5187,110)

TOTi\L CONSTRUCTION SERVICES

4th QUARTER (April 1 2011 - June 30 20111
Construction Services

Proiect Description Vendor Name Contract Am!. LBE Dollars LBE % Comments
Mission Bay Shoreline Protection for;

Ferma Corporation $ 1,579,450 $ 442,246 28%
Not including

Bavfront Park Project Continoencv
Vortex Marine $ 6,383,000 $ 1,723,410 27%

Not including
Pier 43 Bay Trail Link Project Construction Continoency

W~st Bay Builders $ 1,325,000 $ 349,800 26%
Not Including

Marine Structurai Project III Continoency
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION SERVICES $ 9,281,450 '$ 2,515,456 27%

Professional Services. '.

Prolect Description Vendor Name Contract Am!. LBE Dollars LBE% Comments
P;er 96 Sinkholes and Seawall Assess ARUP $. 25,213 $ 6,911 27.41% Thru DPW
Port Under Pier Utility Mapping Hydroconsuit Engrs. $ 115,840 $ 112,169 96.33% Thru DPW
Pier 9 North Apron Geotechnical Cons $ 6,500 $ 6,500 100,00% Thru DPW
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $ 147,553 $ 125,580 35.11%



. '~" ' -,- . ~ .,- , ,'. ~ ~ - ... ~." "'C _ .;-! -:~: '. '-:" --1-' .'. .> .. - .~'
-:-,

ANNUAL SUMMARY

Total Prime Contract $
Total LBE. LBE$ LBE%
Contract S

Total # of Contracts

Construction'· $ 9,625,770 $ 9625,770 $ 2,853,776 30% 4

Professional Services" $ 3,663,343 $ 3,147,553 $ 725,580 23% 7

"(Not including Micro LBE Set-Aside Below)

Total.
$ 13,289,113 $ 12,773,323 $ 3,579,356 28% 11

MICRO LBE SET-ASIDE.
50% ,,,,licro LBE Set- Total LBE. LBE $ LBE% # Contracts

Aside Goal Contract S

Construction
$ 57,800 $ 57,800 100% 1

Professional Services
$ 49,500 $ 49,500 100% 1

Total Micro LBE Set-Aside Contracts $ 107,300 '$ 107,300 100% 2

Total LBE Contract $
$ 12,880,623

TOTAL LBE PARTICIPATION"· 20% Total LBE Goal $ 3,686,656 29% 13

'Based upon contracts encumbered in the accounting system

··'Not Including LBE JV participation and

participation on non-LBE contracts as well as

contracts managed by DPW. .



rtActivitv R1"cExtlibit 2: As-Need - ,-.

vumuauveA~ Nti!daJ Contrcicrs Cumulalivi! to Date (as of 2nd Qtr) FY 2010/11 3rd Quarter FY 2010/11 4th Quarter (FIscal Year 2010/11)Professional Services Consullams CSO AmI. I LBE AmI. LBE% CSOAmt. I LBEAmt. I LBE% CSOAmt. LBEAmt. LBE% CSO AmI. I LBE AmI. I LBE% IReal Estate
Bay area Economics $418,642 $130,490 - 31,17% $49,019 . $46,685 95% $467,661 $177,175 37,89%
CBRE Consulting $328,603 $98,541 29.99%

$328,603 $98,541 29.99%
Economic Planning Sys. $549,834 $117,079 21.29%

$549,834 $117,079 21.29%
Keyser Marston Assoc. $123,385 $26,960 21.85% $75,000 $15,000 20% $198,385 $41,960 21,15%
Total Real Estate Services $1,420,464 $373,070 26.26% $124,019 $61,685 49.70% $1,544,483 $434,755 28.15%
EnClineerinCl & Related Service
Creeqan + D'Angelo/F.E, Jordan $508,910 $143,586 28,21% $164,914 $102,941 62.40% $673,824 $246,527 28,21%Winzer & Kellv/SDE JV $473,802 $84,112 17,75% $232,793 $88,229 37.90% $706,595 $172,341 17.75%
URS/AGS JV $682,090 $149.307 21,89% $4,600 $0 0.00% $686,690 $149,307 21,89%Total Engineering& Related $1,664,802 $377,005 22.65% $164,914 $102,941 62.40% $237,393 $88,229 37.17% $2,067,109 $568;175 22.65%
Environmental & Related Services
Baseline $47,288 $5,650 11,95% $7,500 $0 0% $54,788 $5,650 10.31%Tetra TechiAEW JV $92,460 $54,861 59.33% $92,461 $54,861 59.33% $20,331 $0 0% $205,252 $109,722 53.46%Weiss Associates $0 $0 0% $52,272 $2,000 3.83% $85,435 $8,000 46:60% $137,707 $10,000 7,26%
Total Enviromental & Related $.139,748 $60,511 43.30% $144,733 $56,861 $113,266 $8,000 $397,747 $125,372 31 ..52%
TOTAL As-Needed Cqntracts . $3,225,014 $810,586 25.13% $433,666 $221,487 51.07% $350,659 $96,229 11.30% $4,009,339 $1,128,302 28.14%

3rd & 4th Qtrs Totals $784,325 $317,716 41%



Annual Contracting Activity Report
Fiscal Year 2010-2011 (July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011)
Contract Change Orders & Amendments (Exhibit 3)

1.t QUART!!:!' (July " 2010:· ssp sm08!'JO, 20101 ' "
" J'

Construction ServIce.
Pro'eet Oeseriollon Vendor Nams AmendedAmt LBE $ LBE'!. Commenls
Pier 45 Dralnaoe Imorovemenl A & B ConslrUcnon S 49,278 $ 0% CO #s 3,4,5,8,7
Pier 19 Roofino Fine Line Canstructlon $ 2,588 $ G% CO #1
TOTAL $ 51,966 6

Professlona' ServIce.

Pro/eel Description Vendor Nams Amended Amt I LBE $ LBE'!. Comments
Pier 43 Bay Trail L,nk Park GerwickISDE JV S (2,434 S 0% #2

Youth Employment & TrainIng Program 1~'~~FranciSCO Conservation $ 200,000 S - 0% LBE ExempliAnn.ual

TOTAL $ 197566 $ a 2

2nd QUART!" (OClobsr,1, 201 0' ~ Dscembsr 31", 2010)
, ",.

"

Construction Services
Pro ect Deseripllon Vendor Nams Amended Ami LBE$ LBE '~ Comments
Pier 19 Roofina Fine Line Construcnon S 34,336 $ 0% CO #1
Pier 27 Shoreside Power Cochran $ 352,740 $ S - LBE EXEMPT
Pier 45 Drainags Improvement ,~&B Construction S 62,471 CO#s 6,9,10
Marins Structural Pro'ect II Cowhev Pacifio Crillinos S 15,000 CO#s1,2
Porlwide Maintenance Dredoino Ssn,ices Dutra Dredolno Co, S 1,230,347 S a'Va Annual
SUBTOTAL S 1664894 8

Micro LBE Set Aside
Pier 33 Sidewalk Imorovements Trinel Construction $ 50,875 S 50,875 '100%

SUBTOTAL S 50875 S 50,875
TOTAL $ 1715769 S 50 875 $ 1

Professional Services
Project Deserlpllon Vendor Name Amended'Aml LBE $ LBE% Comment.
Real Estale Economios As-Needed Bav Area Economics $ Extend Term Onlv
Real Estate Economics As-Needed Keyser Marston Assoc. Inc. $ Extend Term Onlv
Real,Estate EconOmiCs AS-Needed CBRE Consultlna $ - Extend Term Onlv
Real Estate Economics As-Needed Economio Plannino Svsl $ Extend Tarm Only

Treadwell & Rollo $ 82,470 $ 29,945 36%
#2 Langan Eng&

Pisr70 Brownsfield Sile investioanon Env,
Pier 43 Bay Trail Link Park GerwrckiSDE JV $ 18,183 $ 4,616 25% #2
TOTAL $ 100653 S 34561 34% '6

3rd QUAltTEIt (Jon"a", 1 2011'· Morotl31, 2011\
Construction Services

Pro ect Deserlollon Vendor Name AmendedAmt LBE$ LBE%, Comments
Pier 19 Roanna Fine Una Construction $ 7,906 S 0% CO#1
SUBTOTAL I S 7,906 1

Mloro LBE Set Aside
Pier 33 Sidewalk Improvements' Trinet Construction 'I Time Extension

2
ProfessIonal Services

Pro ect Description Vendor NamB IAmerided Amt LBE$ LBE% Comments
TOTAL

4th QUAltTEIt (Aoril1 2011· June 3D 2011\
Constructlon.Servlces

Pro eel Descrlollon Vendor Name Amended Amt LBE $ LBE% Comments
TOTAL

Professional Service.
Project Description Vendor Name Amended Ami LBE $ LBE'~ Comments
Pier 27CnJise Terminal & AC34 i<MD/PL Archilect"re JV S 1,935,696 $ 1,025,919 530/. Cesl~n Contract
Pier 27 Cruiss T~rmlnal & AC34 EnVironmental Science Assoc S 1,933,564 $ 483,391 25% AC34 Environmental
Prer 43 Bay Tra,l Link Park GerNick/SDE JV S 125,128 S 40,870 .:3% #3
P~er 70 Brownsfield Site :n'/esti!Jation Lanoan Enoino & Env 5 ,387,697 S #2 L8E E:<emot
TOTAL S 4.282,G65 $ 1550180 35% 4



~... ;.:~.. ~. '.
. ANNUAL SUMMARY'.

'. ,.
t'.• _

TolalChange Total LBE

Total Change

LBES LBE% Order/Amendment

Orders/Amendment S Contract S Number

Construction S 1,775,641 S 1,360,430 S 50,875 4~/a 17

Professional Services S 4,680,304 S 4,010,137 $ 1554,796 39% 12

Total
S 6,.155945 S 5,370,567 S 1.605,671 30% 29

TOTAL LBE PARTICIPATION··· 20% Total LBE Goal



Exhibit 4: Annual Sole Source Contracting Report

INTERDEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM

July 14, 2011

TO: Board of Supervisors
Attention: Clerk of the Board

FROM: - Monique Moyer
Executive Director

SUBJECT: Sole Source Contracts for Fiscal Year 2010/2011

Pursuant to Section 67.24(e)' of the Sunshint:: Ordinance, the Port of San Francisco t::ntered intothe following Sale Sourct:: Contracts for Fiscal Year2011l2012. The list also includes existingcontracts from previous reporting periods that have not yet expired.

,-- ~ll

__---"- ~ -L ~__

Term Vendor Amount Reason
7/01110-- S.F.Giants -$50,812.88 Purchase ofseason tickets as part of the Port's6/30111 (estimate) seat license agreement.

Justification: For the Port's use in marketing,
Port facilities and promoting good will in the
community. Some tickt::ts are sold with

I

proceeds returned to the Port's budget.
8/1/09 - Cochran, Inc. $ 5,198,000 Design, purchase, and installation of shoreside12/31/13 (not toexceed) power equipment at Pier 27 and 29.

Justification: Ordinance No.125-08 adopted by
the Board of Supervisor on July 16, 2008 and
modified under ordinance 147-09 on June 30,
2009. Princess Cruises has unique experience'
in the development of shoreside powt::r
resources and assisted the Port in securing

f
grant funding to pay for this valuable asset.

I
Princess Cruise Lines_utilizes Cochran, Inc., a
Seattle-based electrical engineering contractor

I I to design, install shoreside power facilities.
I

I i . ,I iI-

I !

Page 1 of 2



Exhibit 4: AnnuaLSole Source Contracting Report

3/24/2011- Oracle $197,414.00 Oracle Financials application soft\vare and

3/23/2012 license renewal.

Justification: This sofhvare application

Sllpports ,ill ex~sting system that is required for

ongoing financial operations. Proprietary

software maintenance and upgrade licenses,

sourced only and directly by the vendor.

3/24/10 - Oracle $109,210.64 Support maintenance annual renewal.

3/23/11 (annualized)
J\.lstification: Proprietary soft\vare

maintenance and upgrade license; sourced only

and directly by the vendor.

10/1/2010 IBM $12,528.00 Computer software maintenance.

.Justification: Maintenance for s·oftware \vhere

city does not have access to source codes and

such access is necessary to perform

maintenance.

In summary, the Port has received approval to contract out $5,567,965.52 in sole source

purchases or contracts.

cc:
Elaine Forbes, Port Deputy Director for Finance & Administration

Norma Nelson, Port Contract Administrator

Page 2 of 2



Exhibit 5: Local 21 Staffing Activity Report
Fiscal Year 2010/11

1st Quarter
07/0112010 - 09/30/2010

HIRES
Effective
7/12/2010

7/12/2010

7/1/2010

7/19/2010

Class/Title
1652 A.ccountant II
5268 Architect
5382 Student Design Trainee III
9395 Property Mgr, Port

Division
Accounting
Planning & Development
Executive

Real Estate .

Appointment Type'
Permanent/Full-Time
Prop F ,Appointment
Temporary Exempt/As-Needed
Prop F Appointment

SEPARATIONS
Effective Class/Title

None

2nd Quarter
10/0112010 - 12/3112010

Division

HIRES
Effective
12/6/2010
11129/2010
1013012010
11115/2010
10/16/201 (j

1012120 I 0

Class/Title
1053 IS Business Analyst - Senior
I 824 Principal Admin Analyst
5382 Student Design Trainee fII
5502 Project Manager 1
5504 Project Manager II
9386 Sr. Property Mgr, Port

Division
[nfonnation Services
Real Estate
Planning & Development
Executive

Executive
Real Estate

Appointment Type
Temporary Exempt/Full-Time
Permanent/Full-Time
Temporary Exempt/As-Needed
Permanent Exempt/Full-Time. .
Permanent Exempt/Fl!ll-Time
PermanentlFul1,Time

SEPARATIONS.
Effective Class/Title

11115120 10 1824· Principal Admin Analyst
10/16/2010 5602 Utility Specialist
10/212010 9395 Property Mgr, Port

3rd Quarter
0110112011- 03/3112011

Division
Finance & Administration
Real Estate
Real Estate

HIRES
Effective
3/28/20! 1
3/7/2011

Class/Title
5382' Student De~ign Trainee llI'
9395 Property Manager, Port

Division
Information Services
Real Estate

Appointment Type
Temporary Exempt/As-Needed
Permanent/Full-Time

. SEPARATIONS
Effective Class/Title

None
Division



-hh Quarter ,

04/0112011 - 06/30/2011

HIRES

Effective

4/18/2011

5/28/20n

4/4/2011

5/2/2011

5/2812011

5/31/2011

4/4/2011

5/2/2011

Class/Title

1043 IS Engineer- Senior

l070 .[S Project Director

1824 PrincipatAdmin Analyst

1824 Principal Admin Analyst

5207 Associate Engineer

5207 Associate Engineer

5382 Student Design Trainee III

5382 Student Design Trainee £II

Division

Information Services

Information Services

Finance & Administration

Accounting

Engineering

Engineering

Planning & Development

Information Services

Appointment Type

PermanentlFull-Time

Temporary ExemptlFull~Time

PermanentlFulI-Time

Permanent/Fulli-Time

Permanent/Full-Time

Temporary ExemptlFull-Time

Temporary Exempt/As-Needed

Temporary Exempt/As-Needed

SEPARATIONS

Effective Class/Title
None

Division



Exhibit 6: Five Year Capital Plan Projects 6_
-p..Qmi....

--"._~ .._-_._-----
'\{Cl-":H'1'hISP"fl1~r .MII,WUat. FY 7/11-6/12 FY 7/12-6/13 FY 7/13-6/14 FY7/14~7/15 FY 7/15~7/16I PROJECT TITLE

IDrydock # 1 Disposal
$ 816,900

Central Basin Dredging
$ 500,000

Amador SLForced Sewer Main $ 300,000
Pier Repair Project-Phase II $ 1,005,625 $375,000Dredge Testing

$ 750,000 $700,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000Ferry Boat Drydocking
300,00QPier 50D Back-up Generators $ 300,000

Pier 70 PCB Transformers
1,890,000Roof Repair Project

752,l14Pier Repair
375,000 375,000 375,000 375,000Cargo Way Design

1,500,000Pier 94 & 96 Shoreside Power
' 550,000Islais Creek Open Spaces

1,500,000Phase 1 of Crane Cove Park
Phase 2 of Crane Cove Park

-300,000Total
$ 14,915,239 $ 3,672,525 $1,375,000 $3,565,000 $5,177,l14 $1,125,000_ ...

\l li2te; 11;17',,\1\>1=& ,'tl'·ni". 7/11-6/12 7/12-6j13 7/13-6/14 7/14-7/15 7/15-7/16Utilities Project (Design)
$ 87,500 $ 100,000 $150,000 $85,000 $82,000Elevator/Escalator R&R
$ 200,000 $ 300,000Utilities Project (Construction) $ 87,000 $ 104,660 150,000 85,000 82,000Container Crane Painting Pier 80 $ 400,000

ADA Transition Plan
$ 100,000 100,000AgriCUlture Building Upgrades

$ 87,500Pier 94 & 96 High Mast Lighting
$ . 300,000 300,000Expand Warm Cove Park

150,000 400',000Total
S 3,350,660 -$ 874,500 $ 892,160 $700-,000 $320,000 $564,000

rJ",g81 of 2



*Professional services are olso delivered with as-needed c'ontracts which hove 20% LBE sUbcontracting gools.

$40,000,000

$5,670,000

$752.714

$3,500,000

$564,000

$564,000

$320,000

$320,000

7/14-7/15 7/15-7/16- ... ""~-

$320,000 $564,000

$1.125,000 $1,125,000 $1.125,000

$15,000,000

3,000,000

$2,626,000 $3,750,000 $3,016,000

$1,125,000

$ 1,600,000

$ 900,000

$ 500,000

$ 500,000

$ 1,800,000

$ 2,000,000

$ 23,000,000

$ 2,545,500 $ 2,595,340

$ 3,016,875

4,000,000

$3,500,000

$ 87,000

$ 800,000

$ 9,000,000

$ 1,125,000

'i'-" . 7/11-6/12 7/12-6/13 7/13-6/14
.._.__._----...~ .----

Marine Structural Project, P3

Roundhouse 2 HVAC CPU

Heron's Head Park Improvements

Amador St. Forced Sewer Main

Tulare Park

Pier 70, Building 113 Stabilization

HSH Joint Ops & Security Team

Pier 33 Bulkhead Improvements

Brannan Street Wharf Park

Pier 70 Abatement

Dredging

Pier Repair Project, P~ase \I

Drydock # 1 Disposal

Centrol Basin Dredging

AgriCUltural Building Upgrades

Pier 94 & 96 High Mast Lighting

Pier 70 Crane Cove Park

Pier Repair

Cargo Way

Pier 70 PCB Transformers

Pier 27 Cruise Terminal

Roof Repair Project

Pier 70 Wharf 6,7,8 Demolition

Islais Creek Open Spaces
$1,200,000

Phase 2 of Crane Cove Park
$10,000,000

Tota! . .__. $ 1.~!~83?15_ ..$__._~0~~45,500 $_~6,?24.21~__$1.3~546,00~._.__J5,835:~00 __. $30,833,000

-Grand Total

. Torgeted 20% LBE SUbcontracting
S 165.449,614
S 33,089,923

page2 of 2



Issued: Port ConcessionAudits: China Basin & Imperial Parking
Angela Calvillo, Peggy Nevin, BOS-Supervisors,

Controller Reports to: BOS-Legislative Aides, Steve Kawa, Greg Wagner,

Christine Falvey, Jason Elliott, Severin Campbell,

Sent by: Kristen McGuire .

08/08/2011 10:37 AM

Controller Reports Issued: Port Concession Audits: China Basin & Imperial Parking
\

-_._.._-_._-
~_------

-------_......----_._.-

The Port of San Francisco (Port) coordinates withthe Controller's Office, City Services Auditor (CSA), to

periodically conduct concession audits of Port tenants. CSA has engaged Moss Adams LLP to perform

concession audits of Port tenants to determine whether the tenants reported their revenues and paid rent

in accordance with lease agreements.

CSA presents the audit reports prepared by Moss Adams LLP for two concessionaires.

To view the full reports, please visit our website at:

Imperial Parking, Inc. - http://co.sfgov.org/webreports/details.aspx?id=1320

Audit Period: January 1, 2008, through December 31, 2010

Imperial Parking correctly reported gross revenues of $8,781,289 and correctly paid rent of $5,897,500 to

the Port. .

China Basin Ballpark Company LLC (China Basin) - http://co.sfgov.org/webreports/details.aspx?id=1321

Audit Period: February 1, 2008, through January 31, 2011

Imperial Parking, Inc. operates the parking lot for China Basin. China Basin correctly reported gross

revenues of $12,968,625 and correctly paid rent of $6,320,700 to the Port.

This is a send-only email address.

For questions regarding this report, please co.ntact Tonia Lediju at tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or

415-554-5393, or the Controller's Office, Audits Unit, at 415-554-7469.

Thank you.



PORT COMMISSION:

. Concession Audit of
Imperial Parking, Inc.

August 8, 2011



c

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

The City Services Auditor was created within !he Controller's Office through an amendment to the
City Charter that was approved by voters in Novemb,er 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter,
the City Services Auditor has broad authority for:

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and
benchmarking the city to other public agencies and jurisdictions.

• Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions
to assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services.

• Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating repdrtsof waste, fraud, and
abuse of city resources.

• Ensuring the financial integhty and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city
government.

The audits unit conducts financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits. Financial
audits address the financial integrity of both city departments ard contractors and provide rea,sonable',
assurance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review,
or perform procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with
requirements of specified laws, regulations, rUles, contracts, or grants; and the reliability of
performance measures. Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and
processes, providing recommendations to improve department operations.

We conduct our audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the U.S.
Government Accbuntability Office (GAO). These standards require:

• Independence of audit staff and the audit organization.
• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work.
• Competent staff, including continuing professional education.

" • Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the aUditing
standards.

CSA Audit Team: Helen Storrs, Audit Manager
Winnie Woo, Associate Auditor

Audit Consultants: Mo.ssAdams LLP



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER Ben Rosenfield
Controller

Monlque Zmuda
Deputy Controller

August 8, 2011,

San Francisco Port Commission
Pier 1, The Embarcadero
San Francisco, CA 94111

President and Members:

The Port of San Francisco (port) coordinates with the Controller's Office, City Services Auditor '
(CSA), to periodically conduct concession audits of Port tenants. CSA has engaged Moss
Adams LLP to perform concession audits of Port tenants to determine whether the tenants
reported their revenues and paid rent in accordance with lease agreements.

CSA presents the report for the concession audit of Imperial Parking, Inc. (Imperial Parking)
prepared by Moss Adams LLP.

Reporting Period: January 1, 2008, through December 31, 2010

Rent Paid: $5,897,500

Resu,lts:

Imperial Parking correctly reported gross revenues of $8,781,289 and correctly paid rent to the
Port.

The responses from the Port and Imperial Parking are attached to this report.

Respectfully,

~S1 ~; ~ , ,

ToniQ).e ·lu V
Director of Audits

cc: Mayor
Board of Supervisors
Civil Grand Jury
Budget Analyst

, Public Library

415-554-7500 City Hall- 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place - Room 316 - San Francisco CA 94102-4694 , FAX 415-554-7466
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Performance Audit Report

Imperial Parking, Inc.
December 31, 2010

MOSS ADAMS U2

Acumen A,qiiity. AnsJ,vci'S.

/

/~ /,/
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~ , NlOSS4UD~S~
- Certified PubUcAccolJntants I BlJsmess ConslJltants

July 29,2011

San Francisco Port Commission
Port of San Francisco
Pier One
San Francisco, CA 94111

President and Members:

, .~~ .

._~ '-=-, - ..... ,_ .. ' .--

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT

WWW.M055ADAMS.COM

Moss Adams LLP presents its report concerning the performance audit of Imperial Parking Inc. as follows:

Background

Imperial Parking Inc. ("the Tenant") has a base lease, two expansion lot agreements, and a license to use

property (collectively "lease" or "agreements") with the Port Commission of the City and County of San

Francisco to operate four parking lots in the city of San Francisco. The base lease/for whi.ch rent was due to the

Port Department ("the Port"), commenced on September 16, 2003. For the period of our performance audit,

January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2010, the agreements, as amended, differed depending on the specific

parking lots, but generally required a monthly minimum rent and percentage rent calculated as 66% of gross

parking revenues. The minimum monthly rent, as applicable, was specified in the agreements and had step

increases stipulated by the agreements. The percentage rent owed each month in excess of the monthly

minimum was due as additional rent to the Port For the period included in our performance audit, the minimum

monthly rentfor one of the parking lots (Seawall Lot No. 330) was increased from $36,640 to $38,214 effective

October 1, 2008, and to $38,281 effective October 1, 2009.

Reporting period(s):

Lease:

January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2010

L-13441

Scope and Objectives

The purpose (If this performance audit was to obtain reasonable assurance that the Tenant complied with the

reporting, payment and other rent-related provisions of its agreements with the Port Based upon the

. provisions of City and County of San Francisco contract number PSC# 4073-05/06 dated January 4, 2011,

, between Moss Adams LLP and the City and County of San Francisco, and per Appendix A therein, the objectives

of oUr performance audit were to: verify that gross revenues for the audit period were reported to the Port in

accordance with the lease provisions, and that such amounts agree with the underlying accounting records;

identify and reportthe amount and cause of any significant error (over or under) in reporting, together with the

impact on rent payable to the Port; and identify and report any recommendations to improve record keeping

and reporting processes of the Tenant relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions.



Methodology

To meet the objectives of our performance audit, we performed the fDllowing procedures: reviewed the
applicable terms ofthe lease and the adequacy of the Tenant's procedures for collecting, recording, summarizing
and reporting its gross receipts and calculating its payments to the Port; selected and tested samples of daily and
monthly revenues; recalculated monthly rent due; and verified the timeliness of reporting revenues and rent
and subrriittingrent payments to the Port.

Audit Results

Based on the results of our performance audit for the period from}anuary 1, 2008 through December 31, 2010,
the Tenant reported gross revenues of $8,781,289 and paid rent in the amount of $5,897,500, to the Port in
accordance with its lease provisions, and those amourtts agreed to,the underlying accounting records. We did
not identify significant e.rrors in reporting which would impact the rent payable to the Port.

The table below shows the reported gross revenue and rent paid to the Port.

:+ Seawall Lot No. 330 require'd additional rent, which is calculated when 66% of monthly gross revenue exceeded the "monthly minimum*. The Pier 30/32, Pier 48, and Port Bus lots required a percentage rent which is calculated as 66% of gross revenues



Recommendations

We did not identify anyrecommendations for the Tenant to improve its record keeping and reporting processes

relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions.

****

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with the provisions of our contract, as outlined in the scope

and objectives section above, and in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Thos.e

standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence

obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Our

performance audit report is limited to those areas specified in the scope and objectives section ofthis report.

Sincerely,

San Francisco, California





impark

July 25, 2011

Ms. Tonia Lediju
Office of the Controller - Director of Audits
City Hall, Room 476

. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Audit of Port Lease L-13441, SWL330 & Expansion Lots

Dear Ms. Lediju,

Service • value. Innovation

Imperial Parking would like to thank M05s Adams for the professionalism and expediency in which
they conducted the parking revenue audit for Imperial Parking (US) Inc. We were given sufficient
time to locate records and produce documents needed for a complete audit from February 2008

January 2011.

Imperial Parking has reviewed the performance audit report and concurs with the findings.

Sincerely,

. Jeff Ogle

General Manager

cc: Susan Reynolds, Port of San Francisco
cc: Paul Jockisch

T !lJ.5.2)7.0l1-'!
F ,-US 227.0Ll.6
'''\)wVJ.irnp;:jrl~ ,co 111



PORT COMMISSION:

Concession Audit of
China Basin Ballpark
Company LLC

August 8, 2011



CONTROLLER'S OFFICE
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the
City Charter that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter,
the City Services Auditor has broad authority for:

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and
benchmarking the city to other pUblic agencies and jurisdictions.

• Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions
to assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services.

• Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and
abuse of city resources.

• Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city
government.

The audits unit conducts financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits. Financial
audits address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide re~sonable

assurance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in .
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review,
or perform procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with
requirements of specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, or grants; and the reliability of
performance measures. Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and.
processes, providing recommendations to improve department operations.

We conduct our audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the U.S.
Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require:

• Independence of audit staff.and the audit organization.
• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work.
• Competentstaff, including continuing professional education.
• Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing

standards.

CSA Audit Team: Helen Storrs, Audit Manager

Winnie Woo, Associate Auditor

Audit Consultants: Moss Adams LLP



. CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER Ben Rosenfield
Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

August 8, 2011

San Francisco Port Commission
Pier 1, The Embarcadero
San Francisco, CA 94111

President and Members:

The Port of San Francisco (Port) coordinates with the Controller's Office, City Services Auditor
(CSA), to periodically conduct concession audits of Port tenants. CSA has engaged Moss
Adams LLP to perform concession audits of Port tenants t6 determine whether the tenants
reported their revenues and paid rent iti accordance with lease agreements.

CSA presents the report for the concession audit of China Basin Ballpark Company LLC (China
Basin) prepared by Moss Adams LLP.

Reporting Period: February 1, 2008, through January 31, 2011

Rent Pail;l: $6,320,700

Results:

China Basin correctly reported gross revenues of $12,968,625 and correctly paid rent to the
Port.

The responses from the Port and China Basin are attached to this report.

Rerl?eCtfJUIlY,
._- \ 1\

. "': \ \

\ \-

Tonia Lediju
. Director of Audits

cc: Mayor
Board of Supervisors
Civil Grand Jury
BUdget Analyst
Public Library

415-554-7500 City Hall' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316' San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 41.5-554-7466
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Performance Audit Report

China Basin Ballpark Company LLC
January 31,2011

MOSS-ADAMSLLP

Acurnen, Anility Ansvvcrs,

/
./

/
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PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT

July 29, 2011

San Francisco Port Commission

Port of San Francisco
Pier One
San Francisco, CA 94111

President and Members:

Moss Adams LLP presents its report concerning the performance audit of China Basin Ballpark Company, LLC. as

follows:

Background

China Basin Ballpark Company, LLC ("the Tenant") has a lease with the Port Commission of the City and County

of San Francisco to operate a parking lot, at Seawall Lot No. 337 (commonly referred to as Lot A), in San

Francisco, California. The sixty-seven month lease, for which rent was due to the Port Department ("the Port"),

.commenced on April 1, 2000. For the period of our performance audit, February 1, 2008 through January 31,

2011, the lease required a monthly minimum rent and percentage rent calculated at 50% of net operating

revenues plus or minus a monthly carry-forward adjustment. The percentage rent owed each month in excessof

the monthly minimum is due as additional rent to the Port.

Reporting period(s):

Lease:

February 1, 2008 through January 31,2011

L-12515

Scope and Objectives

The purpose of this performance audit was to obtainreasonable assurance that the Tenant complied with the

reporting, payment and other rent-related provisions of its lease' with the Port. Based upon the provisions of

City and County of San Francisco contract number PSC# 4073-05/06 dated January 4, 2011, between Moss

Adams LLP and the City and County of San Francisco, and per Appendix A therein, the objectives of our

performance audit were to: verify that gross' revenues for the audit period were reported to the Port in

accordance with the lease provi~ions, and that such amounts agree with the underlying accounting records; ,

identify and report the amount and cause of any significant error (over or under) in reporting, together with the

impact on rent payable to. the Port; and identify and report any recommendations to improve record keeping

and reporting processes of the Tenant relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions.

Methodology

To meet the objectives, of our performance audit, we performed the following procedures: reviewed the

applicable terms of thelease and the adequacy of the Tenant's procedures for collecting, recording, summarizing

and reporting its gross receipts and calculating its payments to the Port; selected and tested samples of daily and

monthly revenues; recalculated monthly rent due; and verified the timeliness of reporting revenues and rent

and submitting rent payments to the Port. .



Audit Results

Based on the results of our performance audit for the period from February 1,2008 through January 31,2011,
the Tenant reported gross revenues of $12,968,625 and paid rent in the amount of $6,320,700, to the Portin
accordance with its lease provisions, and those amounts agreed to the underlying accounting records. We did
not identify significant errors in reporting which would impactthe rent payable to the Port.

The table below shows the reported gross revenues and rent paid to the Port.

February 1, 2008 - February 1, 2009- February 1, Z010 -
lanuary31,2009 /anuary 31,2010 !anuary31,2011 Total

Gross Revenue Reported by Tenant 4,465,825 $ 4,407,588 4,095,212 $ 12,968,625
Less: Expenses Reported by Tenant (1,259,110) (1,332,914) (1,322,143) (3,914,167)
Less: Amortization Reported by Tenant (482,000) (381,542) (863,542)
Less: Minimum Rent Stipulated by Lease (1,405,101) (1,405,101) (1,405,101) (4,215,303)

Net Operating Revenue Calculated 1,319,614 1,288,031 1,367,968 3,975,p13

Rent Calculated at 50% of Net Operating Revenue 659,807 644,015 683,984 1,987,806
Adjustment for Monthly Carry-forward 214,019 (216,955) 120,527 117,591,

Additional Rent Due 873,826 427,060 804,511 2,105,397
Minimum Rent Stipulated by Lease 1,405,101 1,405,101 1,405,101 4,215,303

Total Rent Due 2,278,927 1,832,161 2,209,612 6,320,700
Rent Paid Per Tenant Payments Records 2,278,927 1,832,161 2,209,612 6,320,700

Difference $ $

Recommendations

We did not identify any recommendations for the Tenant to improve its record keeping and reporting processes
relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions.

****

We conducted this performance audit in accordance withthe provisions of our contract, as outlined in the scope
and objectives section above, and in accordance with genhally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Our
performance audit report is limited to those areas specified in the scope and objectives section of this report.

Sincerely,

San Francisco, California
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July 25, 2011

Ms. Tonia Lediju
Office of the Controller - Director of Audits
City Hall, Room 476
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, eA 94102

Re: Audit of Port Lease L-12515, SWL 337

Dear Ms. Lediju,

Service • Value • Innovation

Imperial Parking would like to thank Moss Adams for the professionalism and expediency in which
they conducted the parking revenue audit for China Basin Ballpark Company, We were given
sufficient time to locate records and produce documents needed for a complete audit from
February 2008 -January 2011,

Imperial Parking has reviewed the performance audit report and concurs with the findings,

Sincerely,

Jeff Ogle

General Manager

cc: John Vee; eBBe
cc; Susan Reynolds, Port of San Francisco
cc: Paul Jockisch

r- ;-lE~.227- 011.6

vlw\,v .. il,Tl parh .con1



Controller's Office Report: Economic Barometer, June 2011
Angela Calvillo, Peggy Nevin, BOS-Supervisors,

Controller Reports to: BOS-Legislative Aides, Steve Kawa, Rick Wilson,
. Greg Wagner, Christine Falvey, Jason Elliott, Severin·

Sent by: Debbie Toy ,
Cc: Ted Egan, Kurt Fuchs, Hayden Hsu

08/10/2011 11 :57 AM

Controller Reports. COl'ltroller's Office Report: Economic Barometer, June 2011

--".-------_~._--_.-

Please find the June 2011 release of the Controller's Economic Barometer at the link below:
http://co.sfgov.org/webreports/details.aspx?id=1322

This advance release is being sent only to City employees who have requested it, and a few people in the
economic development community who may be asked for comment.
It will be released to the media on Thursday, 8/11/2011.

Please contact Kurt Fuchs at 554-5369 or Ted Egan at 554-5268 if you have any questions

Discussion

San Francisco's unemployment rate increased to 9.0% in June. However, on a seasonally
adjusted basis, the unemployment rate showed a slight drop from the previous month,
continuing a6':month downward trend. Temporary employment in San Francisco, a bellwether
of firms cautiously increasing production, has increased about 12% in the last year.

However, job creation in the 3-county metropolitan division has remained relatively stagnant,
showing only nominal job growth of 0.2% in the past year.

San Francisco's office market continues to recover with positive net absorption for the fourth
consecutive quarter. Increased tenant demand, evidenced by 1.3 million square feet of net
absorption in the past year, has resulted in a 1.6% d~cline in vacancy rates, pushing Class A
rental rates up 18% in the past year. Office lease rates have been increasing steadily, but
remain about 13% below their recent peak in 01 2008.

San FrancisCo housing remains flat, with median prices virtually unchanged from June 2010. '
On the other hand; rental rates for housing continue to show g~owth, with average
one-bedroom asking rents on Craigslist 11 % higher than they were in June 2010.

San Francisco's tourism sector continued its recovery in June with hotel rates and occupancy
increasing from a year ago, although declining from the most recent month, on a

, seasonally-adjusted basis. Airport traffic remains strong, particularly from domestic carriers,
with a 5% increase in passenger volume in the last year, and a slight increase from the prior
month. International passenger volume, on the other hand, increased less than 1% from the



prior year, and marked a slight decline from the previous month.

Retail indicators in Union Square, San Francisco's largest retail area,continue to trend up with

both BART ridership to Powell Street station on Saturday and City parking garage tickets

increasing more than 5% from last year.



City and County of San Francisco
Office of the Controller
Economic Barometer - June 2010

Economy-Wide
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--p-~;~ii-St.-BARTA~~t~g~-S~t~;d~yE~itl----

Adjusted Year-to-

Most Recent I Recent Year Five-Year

Month/Quarter Value Change Change Position Trend

Jun-l0 9.6% - -0.5% 0.0% Weak Neutral

~ll?~}_q___ 43,800 -1,9.0.0. .-}gg_ Weak Neu!Tal

Jun-l0 228.1 0.3% 1.1% Strong Positive

Jun-l0 7,517 1.4% 9.6% Neutral Nega!~"e

Jun-1Q____ 923,400 -0.5% -2.5% Weak~~gative

Jun-l0 1~,~00 - -1.4% 2.2% Weak Neutral

Jun-tO $663,500 3.6% 4.5% Neutral Neutral

~lln~lQ_,,_ _ $1,~~5 1.1% 4.0% Neutral Positive

Jun-l0 2,7;58,39.6 -0}o/~__4}~o___ St:J:lmg Positive

Jun-l0 841,)04: 1.3% 10.7% Strong Positive

Jun-l0 $153.33 -2.0% 5.4% Weak Neutral
,"_,",~,_.

_, "_._,_ •. ,,._ .""_',n_c~.,
_ " __ "._

Jun-l0 84.1% -4.1°~o .__~§~~__ . ~1:l:()ng_ Neutral

JllIl=!Q ,1_10,008 __ ~0.7% -10.0% Weak Negative

Jun-l0 21,451 -2.7% -8.7% Weak Negative

Adjusted recent change is a seasonally-adjusted percentage change to the most recent month or period from the prior one.

Temporary employment refers to employment in the "Employment Services" industry.

Year-to-Year change is the percentage change from a given month or quarter to the same one last year.

Five-year position is a relative measure of how strong or weak the indicator is compared to the average over the last five years.

Unemployment and hotel occupancy rate changes are shown as a percentage point difference, not a percentage change.

Parking garages include Union Square, FiftlI-Mission, Sutter-Stockton, and ElIis-O'FarrelI.



What recovery we have seen in San Francisco has been uneven and inconsistent. Despite continuing strength in airport traffic, the

recovery in the hotel sector has been uneven. On a seasonally-adjusted basis, there has been essentially no change in occupancy or

average daily rates since last fall. Our indicators of retail traffic--parkinggarage use and Saturday BART visitors to Powell Street,

show continuing weakness and are still at or near their low points of the recession.

.Like the job market, San Francisco housing prices had been on the upswing for most of the year, butMay brought a sharp

reversal, and June only a limited rise. While average sales price is a highly imperfect measure of trends in the market, the two

months have ended a positive trend. Apartment rents tell adifferent story; average rents have risen 12% since January and the rise

has been continuous. Average rents are still 15% below their peak in September, 2008, however.

Sources:

[1] - California Employment Development Department. MD refers to the San Francisco Metropolitan Division: San Francisco, Marm, and San Mateo counties.

[2] - Bureau of Labor Statistics

[3] - San Francisco Human Services Agency

[4] - DataQuick

[S] - Craigslist

[6] - San Francisco International Airport .

[7] - PKF Consulting

[8] - San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

[9] - Bay Area Rapid Transit

For more information contact Ted Egan, ChiefEconomist at 415"554-5268, or Kurt Fuchs, Senior Economist, at 415-554-5369.

If you would like to receive this report every month, please e-mail your request to Debbie Toy in the Controller's Office: debbie.toy@sfgov:org



August 4, 2011

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

SUBJECT: Annual Project Expenditure Report - Supplemental Appropriation

Dear Ms. Calvillo:
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Ordinance No. 94-08, approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 20, 2008, provided the

Airport with $593.5 million in appropriation authority for Capital Improvement Projects. Under

the provisions of the Ordinance, the Airport needs to submit an annual report on project

expenditures for the funds approved in the supplemental appropriation.

This memorandum reports on the Airport's expenditures since FY 2008/09 that correspond to the

supplemental appropriation. As of June 30, 2011, the Airport has expended $403.6 million. A

majority ofthe expenditures were for the Airport's $383 million Terminal 2 renovation and

rehabilitation project, which opened in April 2011.

The fmancial summary report submitted with this memorandum shows Capital Improvement

Project expenditures for the three-year period beginning July 1,2008 (FY08/09) and ending

June 30, 2011 (FY10/11). Please let me know if you have any questions or comments on the

information the Airport staff has provided.

Very truly yours,

An fffv\pn//
~AJUJ.U
John t. Martm
Airport Director

Attachment

AIRPORT COMMISSION CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

EDWIN M. LEE

MAYOR

LARRY MAZZOLA

PRESIDENT

LINDA S. CRAYTON

VICE PRESIDENT

ELEANOR JOHNS RICHARD J. GUGGENHIME PETER A. STERN JOHN L. MARTIN

AIRPORT DIRECTOR

Post Office Box 8097 5an Francisco, California 94128 TeI650.821.5000 Fax 650.821.5005 www.flysfo.com



San Francisco International Airport
FY2008/09 - FY2010/11 Supplemental Appropriation
Annual Update for Capital Project Expenditure Report through 6/30/11

August 1, 2011

Revised Five-Year FY08/09 - FYlO/ll Five-Year

Appropriations Cumulative Appropriation

Supplemental Appropriation Group* (FY08/09 - FY12/13) Expenditures Remaining Balance

1. Environmental Improvements $ 3,916,000 $ 375,000 $ 3,541,000

2. Airfield Improvements - Runways and Taxiways $ 9,669,219 $ 9,004,792 $ 664,427

3. Airfield Capital Equipment $ 4,325,000 $ 918,452 $ 3,406;548

4. Airfield Improvements - EMAS/Runway Safety $ 12,299,975 $ 296,360 $ 12,003,615

5. Airfield Improvements - Perimeter Security $ 5,813,335 $ 2,102,570 $ 3,710,765

6. Airfield Improvements - Utilities $ 8,116,963 $ 2,204,268 $ 5,912,696

7. Safety and Security Improvements $ 2,455,000 $ 2,340,499 $ 114,501

8. Security Improvements $ 8,050,000 $ 4,243,774 $ 3,806,226

9. Airport Support Improvements $ 7,569,000 $ 6,701,749 $ 867,251

10. Support Facilities and Infrastructure $ 9,500,000 $ 3,882,676 $ 5,617,324

11. Groundside Improvements - Viaduct $ 9,637,204 $ $ 9,637,204

12. Groundsidelmprovements - Roadway $ 8,826,300 $ 681,235 $ 8,145,065

13. Parking Improvements $ 17,982,000 $ 5,363,085 $ 12,618,915

14. Terminal Improvements - T2 Boarding Area D $ 356,915,769. $ 333,281,368 $ 23,634,401

15. Terminal Safety Improvements $ 6,923,000 $ 1,943,733 $ 4,979,267

16. Terminal Facility Improvements $ 33,863,147 $ 7,178,847 $ 26,684,300

17. Telecommunication System Improvements $ 6,600,000 $ 35,461 $ 6,564,539

18. Water System Improvements $ 5,400,000 $ 89,043 $ 5,310,957

19. Central Plant Improvements $ 12,068,800 $ 10,625,133 $ 1,443,667

20. Storm Drain Improvements $ 8,390,000 $ 737,359 $ 7,652,641

21. Utility, Power and Lighting System Improvements $ 16,480,000 $ 2,587,782 $ 13,892,218

22. Wastewater System Improvements $ 38,690,250 $ 8,981,164 $ 29,709,086

Total $ 593,490,962 $ 403,574,350 $ 189,916,612

* Supplemental Appropriation (Ordinance No. 94-08) established 2.2 appropriation groups for $593.5 million.

San Francisco International Airport - FY2008/09 through FY2010/11 Three-year cumulative capital project expenditures as of June 30, 2011
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The following is in.response to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury report, "Hiring Practices ofthe City ~d

,County of San Francisco."

The City a,nd Co~ty of San Francisco is committed to ensuring its'hiring practices are fair and in

,compliance with all applicab1eCivil Service Rules.' My office also r~inains committed to the goal of.

Civil Service Reform and I believe that it is important that we continue o,ur efforts to critically evaluate

our merit system\6 ensure that our persopnel policies, rules and proct;dures remain fair~ efficient and,

,effective so that San Francisco can continue to provide San Franciscans with the highest quality

workforce.'. "

,
,

1. appreciate the Civil Grand Jury' sefforts to understand how the Department of Human Resources'

(DHR) andthe Civil' ServiceCommission (CSC) safeguard the rights of applicants and employees. '

However, t concur with th¢ response submitted by'DHRthat the Civil Grand Jury report contains,

, several inaccurate statements; . ' ,

One central iri~ccu~a:cy-thatDHR has soughtto dec~ntr~lizeauthority for personnel decisions in order

, to expedite the hiring process-raises concerns about the validity ofthe Civil Grand Jury'~ overall'

, report. As DHR states in its response, this inaccurate statement is attributable to a misreading by'the

Civil Grand Jury ofDHR's 2005 policy paper entitled "Civil Service Reform: Preserving the Promise of '

Government".' Although the Civil Grand Jury concludes this statement is a recommendation by DHR; ,

'this statement is actualiy a finding made by ,DHR and the Board of Supervisors' Office of Legislative

Analyst (OLA)of practices that existed in other jurisdictions, and not San Francisco. Please see DHR's

response for a more thorough explanation.related to these oversights ~y ,the Civil Grand Jury.

While I have concerns about the accuracy of the Civil Grand Jury report, as referencedi~ DHR~'s ,

response, I assure you that the City takes the hiring process seriously and will continue to refine our'

procedures to ensure equitability for applicants and efficiencies in hiri~g for departments. Recruiting

and rnairitain,ing a high quality workforc,e is essential to providing the critical services that San Francisco'

residents expect and' deserve from their city government.

1 DR. CARl.rON B.GooDLETT Pu\CE, RQOM 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



Mayor's Office Response to the Civil Gr~d Jury

August ~5, 2011 '

The Mayor's Office responses to the Civil Gr.and Jury's findings areas follows:

Finding V: As the hiring process in the City becomes increasingly decentralized and'PBT testing

becomes more prevalent; there is growing' doubt among some City workers that the Commissi0l1as '

currently staffed kable to protect their rights.

Response: Disagree. The City is riot decentralizing the hiring process. This assertion stems from a

misreading by the Civil Grand Jury ofDHR's 2005policy paper entitled "Civil Service Reform:,

Preserving the' Promise of Government.;' The Civil Grand Jury misrepresents statistical figures

regarding examination appeals, making it seem as though'one ofthe City's most recent and extremely

successfulCivil Service Reform efforts-,-Position Based Testing-'has resulted in a diminution of,

applicant appeal rights. Please see DHR's response for clarification on this point. With respect to an

increase in Position Based Testing (PBT), as DHR mentions in its response, the CSC does not directly

, , monitor hiring units and regardless of how many departments administer examinations, the same

number of examinations would require oversight. Additionally, absent further information, I cannot,

agree with the aSSertion that current staffing levels at theCSC would imperil the ability of the cst to

protect the rights of city workers. ' , , , '

The Mayor's Office responses to the Civil Grand Jury's recommendations are as follows:
~ . . . '.

. .

Recommendation AI: The Commission should be authorized to hire at least one additional senior

personnel analyst.

Response: Recommendation Requires Further Analysis. The determination of-appropriate staffing

levels requires an analysis by the Mayor's Office and the departmentas to whether the department is

able to perform its core functions as well as a consideration of the budgetary resources available

annually. The CSC has stated 'that it takes seriously its role and responsibility to oversee the City's

'merit system and does beGeve its staffresponds to complaints and concerns in a timely manner. The

CSC has indicated in its response that any additional staffing would only enhance its op~rations. Any

discussion related t6 increasing staffing will have to be made in the course ofthe budget development

process.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this Civil Grand Jury report.



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
..

SAN FRANCISCO

, ,August 15,2011 '

v - b,OB, d/JOJr," '-.I /'' "

, I "-f ~ .. r---
EDWIN M. LEE tilt ~r\,

,MAYOR '-J~,

"." '.....
. . . -

The Honorable Katherine Feinstein

Presiding Judge . ,
Superior Court 'ofCalifomia, CountY-. of San Francisco
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DearJudge Feinstein:
, to

"
'

The following is in response to the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury report, "San Francisco's Ethics

, Commission: The Sleeping Watchdog." I would like to assure_the CiviIGrand Jury that the Ethics

Commission takesitsresponsibilities seriously. and the Mayor's Office fully supports the work ofthe

Commission.' The Commission investigates a variety of matters that they must address on a case'by case

basis. The Ethics Commission; the Office oftlIe District Attorney and the Office ofthe,Oty Attorney

have and win continue to work diligently to approach all causes and complaints received in atimely

manner. '

Many afthe recommendations ofthe Civil Grand Jury are reasonable. However, some

recommendations would remove the discretion the Commission has to deal with each- individual

situation fairly. A4ditional1y, because' of limited resources or competing jurisdictions over a subject

matter, imposing strict timellnes may ,not,be appropriate or feasible in all instances. As the Ethics

Commission's response noted, it will review the recommendations provided by the Civil Grand Jury and

-improve its'procedures'where pos,sible.

The Mayor's Office responses to the Civil Grand Jury's findings are as follows:

Finding 4:Curreritly commissioners are appointed by elected officials. In tum the staff and

commissIoners scrutinize campaign e'xpenditures and activities, ofthose sa.me elected officials. The

Civil Grand Jury feels this leads to the appearance of impropriety. '
,

'

Response: Partially Disagree. It is true that elected officials appoint commissioners' and that the staff at

\ the Ethics Commissions then perfonns functions that'look into the campaign expenditures and activities

of the elected officials. As the Ethics Commission states in its response, this is an acknowledged

conflict-of interest that results from the structure set forth by the voters when they chose to establish the

Ethics Commission. T,he Civil Grand Jury alleges an appearance of impropriety; however, the,

Commission is composed of members selected by a wide~range of city officials and each member is

limite~ to a single six-year tenn., The City will continue to do all'it can to ensure the Ethics Commission

performs' its duties with the'utmost integrity and free 6fundue influence by elected officials or other

intet'estedparties. ' ' ,

'" -.'. .

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200

, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 '

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



Mayor's Office Response to the Civj[ Grand Jury

-,' August 15,2011

Finding 7: In the context of open government, providing audio recordings of the Commission meetings

does no~/provide e~ough transparency.
'

Respo:nse: -Partially Disagree; I agree that audio recordings alone are not ideal to en~ure that the public

has access to infonnation on the Ethics Commission. The Commission properly notices the public about

, upcoming meetings. The Commission website posts agendas and minutes fcir all meetings. The

meetings are conducted in a public setting, which the public can attend. The Ethics Commission also,

posts the audio files of meetings on its website. The Ethics Commission employs the use of social

media to providealow-:cost method to disseminate infonnation to the public' as well. Therefore, I

disagree that there is insufficient transparency in the proceedings of the Ethic,s Commission.

,
The Mayor's Office responses to the Civil Grand Jury's recommendations are as follows:

Recommendation 4: The City Charter shotlld be changed to add four additi-onal commission members

appointed by non-partisan community organizations and individuals such 'as: The League of Women, '

Voters, Soci~ty of Professional Journalists, The San Francisco Labor Council, and the Dean ofUC

Hastings Law School. '

, Response: Recommendation Requires Further Analysis. 'The voters chose the current composition of

the Ethics Commission. Past efforts to change the structure of the Ethics Commission has not received

'voter approval.
'

Recommendation 7: To maximize transparency, the San Francisco Ethics Commission should

broadcast their meetings on SFGOTV television network.

Response: 'Recommendation Requires Further Analysis. As I mentioned in my respons~'to finding 7, I

disagree that there is insufficient transparency in how the Ethics Commission currently conducts

, business; The Civil Grand Jury. is asking that the Ethics Commission increase its outreach efforts. This

recommendation will require further analysis in order to determine whether the City has sufficient

budget resources to cover expenses associated with broadcasting Ethics Commissio~·meetings.aswell as

sufficient resources to relocate its meetings. The Commission currently holds hearings in a location in

City Hallthat is not equipped for video recording, and outfitting the room for"video presents a

substantial financial and management challenge for the Department of Technology. As such, providing

video of the Commission hearings would require the Commission to change locations, which may also'

necessitate scheduling changes. The feasibility of implementing such a change requires further analysis.

. ..-

,Tha~k you again for the opportunity to comment on this Civil Grand Jury report.

Sincerely,

~flfPJ
Edwin M. Lee-V \-',

Mayor
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The Office of the Mayor, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development ("OEWD"), the

Department of Public Health ("SFDPH"),the Office of Labor Standards Enforcement ("OLSE':), and the

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency ("SFRA") jointly submit the Jollowing response to the 2010-201 i

.Civil,Grand Jury Reportentitled "Hunters Point Shipyard: A Shifting Landscape"{the ."RepCirf'),

pursuant to California Penal Code S.ection 933.05. " .

The City and. County of San Francisco and the San Francisco Redevelopinent Agency are firmly

~orrimitted to the. revitalization of the Bayview Hunters Point community which includes the foriner .

Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. The Mayor's Office, City departments <tnd the SFRA have worked closely

with the Bayview Hunters Point community to address the complex issuessurroupding the Cleanup and

redevelopment ofthe Shipyard. Since 1991, the San Francisco congressional delegation,working in close

partnership with the City, has secured more than $700 million in federal funds to support the cleanup of, ..

the Shipyard,aird the City remains committed to ensuring that tiwNayyremediates the Shipyard

. consistent with the qty~s re.use plans.: . '.'

The City and the'SFRA have worked dlIigently to mak~ sure that publjc health and the envii-onin~nt at~

" protectedWhile the 'Navy's cleanup of the Shipyard is ongoing and thatthe community benefits fromthe

development project through the creation .of much .rieeded affordable housing, hundreds of acres of parks .

·.and open space, mid millions ofsquare feet ofjob-generating commercial and retail space. After years of

: planning work and with the overwhelming·support QfSan Francisco voters; the City secured all necessary

.approvals and land use entitlerrients for the development of the Shipyard mId adjacent Candlestick Point .

.area in August 2010. . .

The Hunters Point Shipyard-Candlestick Point project wiIi create 10,500 units of housing, 32% ofwhich

will be offered at below,..market rates, including the complete rebuild of the Alice Griffith Public Housipg'

. site, more than 300 acres of new or improved public parks and open space, millions of square feet of retail

and research l:jhddevelopment space with a focus on green technologies. The project will irivest more

thmi $1 billion in sustainable public infrastructure and transportation improvements and includes all .

additional $83 million in other programmatic community benefits; More than 10,000 pernianemjobs and'

thousands ofannual constrUction job opportunities will be generated by the project, and the City through

the SFRA's agreements with the project developer,'has policies and programs in place to ensure that as

many as those jobs as possible are directed to the residents ofthe surrounding Bayview Hunters Poipt ._

coinmunity and local residents of San Francisco generaJly. The first phase' of the Shipyard's

redevelopment is already underway and will ultimately include up to 1,600 additional homes, 27%.10

_ 40% of which win be affordable, and:26 acres ofparks and open space. .

We are issuing thisjoint'response to refute saine of the claims ~fthe Civil Gntnd Jury ("Jury")that the

City has notengaged in the proces~dn a professional manner or in a mallner that circumvents the public

. .
'. . .

l' DR. CARLTON B.GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554c.6141 .



process. The City has continuously met with community members and stakeho'lders to address

. environmental concerns imd employment concerns.

This response will also address the Civil Grand Jury's concern about the status of redevelopment

agencies. The finding and recommendation. stated in the Report no longer reflect the State's adopted

legislation, ABxl 26 and ABx 127, concerning redevelopment and the. recent decision by the California

Supreme Court to stop the enforcement of the portions of the state law dissolving redevelopment agencies.

and requiring the payment of a comI:Dunity remittance pending a final decision of the Court, which is'

expected in Januf\.ry 2012. In any event, the disposition and development agreements between the SFRA

and the master developer authorizing development at the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 ("Phase 1

DDA") and Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 ("Phase 2 DDA") (collectively the

"DDAs") are considered '~enforceable obligations" under the state legislation. The SFRA will continue

to impleinentits contractual obligations for the Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point areas and

will continue authorized redevelopment activities at other redevelopment project areas. In the unlikely .

event that SFRA were dissolved, the City and County of San Francisco ("City"), as thesuccessor agency,

would assume these "enforceable obligations" understate law. .

The responses to the Civil Grand Jury's findings are as follows:

Finding i: The Jury found that the SFDPH is not in compl~ance with its pledge to the California
.

.

Department of Public Health to keep its residents informed of developments at Shipyard..The website is

not regularly updated. . .

Response: Disagree. SFDPH respectfully disagrees with the Civil Grand Jury's finding that SFDPH is

not keepingresidents informed of developmentactivities at the Hunters Point Shipyard. SFDPH

maintains and routinely updates a Hunters Point Shipyard webpage devoted solely to therale ofthe

department in overseeing development at the Hunters Point Shipyard. The website' provides historical

records of SFPPH's oversightof the site and information on the regulatory structure that governs

SFDPH'srole. the website includes links to city laws and regulations, maps of the area, copies of Notice

of Violations, memos, reports, FAQs, and availableand verified h\storicalmonitoring data.

The air monitoring data, discussed in the Civil Gi-and Jury's fhidings, are updated at a minimumon a

monthly basis and o·ften on a biweekly basis. Furthermore, DPH routinely participates in community

meetings and in public hearings in order to explain and answer questions related to SFDPH's

environmental oversight of the Shipyard development. SFDPH responds promptly to requests for

information from the media and members of the public. In addition to SFDPH activities, other City .

departments arid organizations provide information to the 'public on the cleanup and redevelopm.ent ofthe

Shipyard, including the OEWD, SFRA, Planning Department, Navy, Hunters Point Shipyard Citizens

Advisory Com.mitteeand Arc Ecology.

Finding 2: TheJury found that the City has placed itself in a potentiallycQmpromising situation with

Lennar where in essence' the wolf is paying the shepherd to guard the flock. By having the developer, .

Lennar, reimburse the City for monitoring expenses associated with the Shipyard redevelopment project,

the SFDPH has created a situation that could raise doubts in the public's mind about its commitment to.

proactively and impartially ·enforce environmental health regulations even when it might adversely impact

Lennar... Public trust in the ~FDPH has heenfurther jeopardized by its failure to update its website in a

timely manner, and its apparent reluctance to comment publicly on the best method to deal with the

cleanup of Parcel E-2.

Response: Disagree. SFDPH respectfully disagrees with Finding 2. SFDPH is committed to abiding by

the following general ethics and principles for environmental health practice:

• . Understand and uphold environmental health laws and regulations

• Maintain impartiality and objectivityby listening to opposing v.iews
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• Make judgments based on facts and evidence·
• Avoid conflicts of interest
e Monitor environmental conditions that affect the health of the population .
e Work collaboratively to improve the environmental conditions necessaryfor health
• Make information on health impacts available to the public and to policymakers.

The funding mechanism for SFDPH's implementation of oversight and' regulatory activities is consistent
with the funding mechanisms for other environmental and regulatory activities undertaken by the City,
including activities by SFDPH, the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department.
Fees are routinely charged to a regulated party to cover the City's costof enforcement activities.
Additionally, regulated parties pay for environmental analysis and measurement required forSFDPH to
meet its regulatory responsibilities. These practices are nonnal and customary not only in San FrancIsco,
but in all California jurisdictiotls. Ensuririg the regulated pal1:y pays enforcement costs is required by the
San Francisco Administrative Code and' consistent with the "polluter pays" principle.

. .

In the c~se of the Hunters Point Shipyard, SFDPH is reimbursed for two types of regulatory costs (l) for
enforcement ofArticle ~ 1 through separate mechanisms and (2) for technical review on behalf ofth~

·SFRA.

e. Fees for Article 31 Enforcement: The San Francisco Health Code authorizes~FDPH to charge
fees for the oversight of Article 31 including forthe oversight of a Dust Control Plan
implemente"d by a project developer. As part of these oversight roles; SFDPH staff reviews data
and conducts mspections of development activitH~s at the site.. . .

The Dust Control Plan approved under Article 31 ofthe Health Code for work on Parcel A of the· .
H~nters Point Shipyard requires the project developer, Lennar, to conduct airborne particulate

. measurements,and to submit these monitoring results for review to SFDPH. As is"true of all
regulated entities, Lennar is required to conduct and pay for thismonitoring. The dat:i is
submitted to and reviewed by SFDPH. In addition to this particuhi.te monitoring equipment, the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District ("BAAQMD") oversees Lennar'~ operation of
airborne asbestos mOnitoring equipment at a five locations mi.der the' requirements of Lennar's
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan, which is under the oversight ofthe BAAQMD.

e Reimburseme.nts for Technical review: Under th~ DDA~, 'the SFRA reimbprses SFDPH for
costs incurred for technical review of the Shipyard development and the Navy's cleanup of the
Hunters Point Shipyard..Leonar, however, provides the fimding fOr those reimbursements.
Nonetheless, the SFRA administers the contracts associated with this technical review and retains
the discretion to eilter into and terminate the.contracts,

To provide an additional mechanism of oversight, SFRA retains an independent enviroilmental .
'consultant, Treadwell and Rollo, to conduct independent environmental monitoring at the site.
Treadwell and Rollo operates five additional airborne'asbestos monitoring equipment locations
through a contract with a specialized asbestos c<;msultant, Accumen, and an analytical laboratory,
Microanalytical .These five additional monitoring locations provide an extra independent check
on the monitoring undertaken by the developer and provide assurance to SFDPH and the .
community thatLennar's airborne asbestos monitoring is being conducted correctly. After
reimbursement from Lenna,r, SFRA pays directly for this environmental monitoring through the
project budget.

Five regulatory agencies (SFDPH, BAAQMD, Califomia Department of Public Hea1th, the'
federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, and the U.S. Environmental .'
Protection Agency) have reviewed all.data frOID. all ofthe monitoring locations and all agencies
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have reached similar conclusions that the monitoring processes and oversight by the regulatory

agencies is being condu!Wted properly ,and in a health protective manner.

With regard to Parcel E-2, for the past 18 years SFDPH has participated in technical discussions and

reviewed the Navy's documentation as i~ has investigated the contamination in this area and all other

areas of the Hunters Point Shipyard. With· respect to Parcel E-2, the Navy has not yet completed the.

federally-mandated cleanup process to the point where the Navy has fonnally stated its preferred

altemativefor cleanup of the landfill. The Navy will state its preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan

for Parcel E-2, which the Navy has indicated it plans toissue on September 7,2011. Once the plan is

issued, SFDPB will comment on the plan, along with the public and the U.S. EPA, the California

Department of Toxics Substances Control ("DISC") aild the Regional Water Quality Control Board

(,,'Regional Board"), which are the federal and state agencies with authority to oversee the N~vy cleanup.

process; The Board of Supervisors has previously indicated an intentto hold a hearing for the public and

the Cityto provide comments on the Parcel E-2 Proposed Plan to the Navy and SFDPH expects to

participate in such a process. ..

The SFRA also disagrees with Finding 2: Reimbursement for technical review work done by SFDPH is

provided bythe SFRA after payment by Lennar, which is contractually obligated to make the payment,

The SFRA retains the authority and responsibility under the DDAs to review and approve these invoices;

it approves and manages all payments for these tasks.

Finding 3: These cOl1cems were further reinforced by the recent release of e-mail messages that'

purportedly show inappropriate communications between senior officials at the SFDPH and the U.S.'EPA

. and Lennar and one of its consultants.

Response: '. Disagree. SFDPH respectfully disagrees that communications between senior officials at the

.SFDPH and the EPA, Lennar, and its environmental consultants have been inappropriate. When'

allegations of impropriety arose based onpublic release of selective emails, SFDPH initiated an internal

investigation ofthe referenced conduct. In its investigation, SFDPH did not find evidence of conflict of

interest Of. evidence of a failure by the agency to uphold its regulatory responsibility..
. !

. .

It is nonnal,necessary, and common practice for regulators and the regulated parties to communicate'

directly. Effectively achieving the public health aims of regulations requires ongoing communications to

educate the regulated party and re-enforce regulatioris, to apprise the regulated party when monitoring or

inspections reveals the need for action, and to plan and implement adaptations in response to changing

conditions and lessons learned.

Additionally, the professions and businesses involved in the sampling program adhere to strict standards

of practice for their industry and codes'of ethics for their professions and in the case of the laboratory,

strict lab certification guidelines. .
. ..

Finding 4: With the exception of Parcel A, the City has no legal control over the remaining Shipyard.

. property. Consequently, in a technical sense the City has no authority over matters dealing with deadlines

and deliverables for environmental clean-up. However, the City does in fact have some standing in these

matters via the 2004 'Conveyance Agreement between the. San Francisco Redevelopmel).t Agency (SFRA)

and the Navy. The agreement stipulates that the Navy will work collaboratively with the SFRA and share

information about cleanup work, .

Response: Agree. SFDPH agrees with Finding 4. ' SFRA does not currently have legal title to any other

Shipyard parcel, with the exception of Parcel A, which has been conveyed by the Navy. The SFRA and

the Navy have agreed through the 2004 Conveyance Agreement to work collaboratively in sharing

infonnatioriabout cleanup work. To this end, the Navy has agreed to provide documents to, SFRA for

review and SFDPH, on behalf of SFRA, participates extensively in the Comprehensive Envhonmental
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Response Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA") cl,eanup prOcess with the Navy and the

,applicable regulatory agencies.

, , '

Finding 5: Governqr Brown's announcem'ent earlier this year that he intends to cut funding to

redevelopment agencies in the next fiscal year directly threatens the Shipyard redevelopment project. Up

to now, there has been no indication from eit~er the City or the San Fnincisco Redevelopm'ent Agency as

tohow they intend to continue the Shipyard redevelopment project should redevelopment funds actually

be cut or eliminated by the State. '

Response:' Disagree: The Mayor's Office,OEWD and the SFRA disagree that there has been no

,,response from the City or the SFRA as to how 'they intend to proceed with the redevelopment plans for

HuntersPoint Shipyard in light of the passage of ABxl 26 andABxl 27. These agencies have been

actively engaged with State legislators and the Governor's office on all legislation pertaining to the

elimination and reform of State redevelopment agencies. In June ofthis year, the State legislature passed

and the Governor signed ABxl 26 and ABxl 27. ABx,l 26 ("Dissolution Law") immediately suspends

the authority of redevelopment ~gencies to undertake new activities and requires agencies to prepare for'

dissolution by October I, 20il. ABxl 27 ("Optln Law") provides a mechanism whereby redevelopment

agencies may survive if the local legislative body, which in .the City's, case is the Board of Supervisors,

adopts an ordinance committing the local jurisdiction to make certain payments in Fiscal Year 2011-12

and future years for the benefit of local school districts and taxing authorities. . ,',

The Mayor's Office, OEWD and the SFRAthrough pUblic statements ~nd presentations at public

meetings before' the SFRA Commission, other City boardsancl'commissions, State commissions, and

various local community groups have consistently stated that the development of the Hunters Point

Shipyard (as well as other redevelopment projects) is atop prionty and will workto ensure that changes

to redevelopment agencies by the State do not prevent the ability of the SFRA to carry out its .contractual

obligations to implement this important project' '

Since the passage of these two redevelopment bills by the State, the Mayor and nine members of the

',Board of SuperVisors, introdl.lced a resolution on July 19, 2011; expressing the intent of the City to

comply with the provi~ions of Part 1.9 of the Healthand Safety Code (recently added by ABx27) to

continue redeveloprpent activities, including the ,implementation of the Hunters Point Shipyard --', '

Candlestick Point project, by agreeing to make annual payments to the respective taxing entities. The

Board of Supervisors unanirnouslyadoptedthis resolution of intent ,on August 2, 2011, which the Mayor

signed on August 3, 2011. ' ,,'

The City had planned to introduce legislation th~t wouldc~mmit the City to make the required annual

payments to taxing entities undertheOptln Law; however, the California. Supreme Court issued a

decision on August 11,2011, to stop-the enforcement of the portic)Us of the state law dissolving "

, redevelopment agencies and requiring the payment of a community remittance pending a final decision of

the Court, which is expected in January 2012. In a,ny event, the DDAs governing development at the,

Hunters Point Shipyard are considered "enforceable obligations"under the state legis1l!tion. Accordingiy,

the SFRA will continue to implement its contractual obligations for the Hunters Point Shipyard and

Candlestick Point areas and, inthe event of dissolution, the City will assume those obligations.

Finding 6: Previous'efforts by the City to implement woikforce policies at City-funded construc'tion

projects such as the Shipyard redevelopment project have largely proved ineffective as they only require a

contractor to make a good faith effort to hire local workers. Earlier this year a new workforce ordinance

came into effect that has stricter requirements and mandates.

Response: Disagree. The' SFRAand OEWD disagree with the Civil Grand Jury's finding that the

requirement to make a good faith, effort to hire local workers has proven ineffective at the Hunters Point

Shipyard. Local hiring efforts have been very successful at the Shipyard. To date, 52.2% ofprofessiQnal
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services contracts and 47.9% of constructi'on contracts at the Shipyard totaling $31,802,543 have been

awarded to San Francisco finns .

. In terms of construction workforce hires, the Shipyard has exceeded the 20% local hire requirement for

City-funded projects. In 2008 and 2009, where significanthorizontal infrastructure construction activity

took place, the project also exceeded the SFRA's goal of 50% local hire. Specifically, in 2009, 52.5% of

the construction was completed by San Francisco residents, including 19% completed by residents of

District 10 and 33.5% completed by other San Francisco residents. In 2009, 53.1 % of the construction

was completed by San Francisco residents, including 17.7% completed by residents of District 10 and

35.4% completed by other San Francisco residents~ Since the commencement of infrastructure work at the

Shipyard in 2006 through June 2011, 31.81 % of t1).e work has been completed by San Francis.coresidents,

including 8.8% completed by residents of District 10 and 23.0 I% completed by other San Francisco

residents. This success was due to the close coordination with labor groups, City agencies and local

community groups demonstrating that successful local hire practices have been implemented and will

continue to be impl~mentedindependent of the City's local hire ordinance.

The responses to the Civil Grand Jury's recommendations are a$ follows:

Recommendation 1: The Department of Public Health should strictly adhere to its self-proclaimed'

pledge to keep the residents of San Francisco appraised of developments at Shipyard by updating its

Shipyard project website " ... on a weekly or monthly basis.." .

Response: Agree; Already Implemented. SFDPH has been andwill continue to update its Hunters Point

Shipyard web page on a monthly basis whenever new information is available. Below is a screen shot of

what the webpage currently looks like.

• ~el. 31 at' SF H~1ttI Cod.: Ord.lr....nc..; to protect hurtUn h.:2l'ttl .lind ''''''IrOl'lMli'1I1 during rtld.v.ldpm"nt of HI.lnlsr... POlllt

5hlpyardP.lIrc.1 A
.

• Miel, J I ~plbtiol\ Farm
• Ariicl.31R'1Ju~clI'lllpdl1

,'ArtIe!. 31 M3'P(pdf) . >

.' SFOP'H. l"awerJ (0 Fr.qu.ncy Asktd autStH;r.n.lI about lh. L,nr\.lllr 8\11"11" P;jIl"c:.1 A COl'JltnlCDon Jun. 2007!pa"

• F;jIct Shut ItKlut Coo5t{uc:ti~n Olut IrGfllln... I.,.,""ilIr B'JHP P"'fl:.~1 AHunt.n Pomt ShlP'/3rdOev.lopm.."' (pdf)

• M8'o ,Iram OPH .J,no MrjOA 0'fflc1. ,.bolJt OU5t Ca!Ur"'Qlls.u.... :l1 P3rc..1A Hynl.". Po,," ShlP1vd O.....lopm.n11pctf) .

• BAACMO me ral;l ;n":1 on lllil:l4S.1Cl"l.l•.tRIpbng

• .;.~~,,~,:., ~I ';1~.':;lT;:a.o' .

.J\ll? 7. 1006 • NCl'tIe, al Viol:luOI"I

. AU'Ju..t ':2006 -Nollee 01 Viol~io"
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NO'o'.rn~r 3Q 2004,' Nouce 01 'ilobtian .

AU'jIU$117. 2007 • NoII~ of V/l~'I:~tiofT

,w';lutt 17. 1007 -11'l)p.K:fio" fl'p<ln .
• "_""'lIravHp 01,.1...( Cgrrtrol PlIn F'tbN~ry 2007 \pdf}

- .: .:'.~: .~.J.·._,.H:.; - '.' ''''.4···~

• Map of ,l,,'O..JoICl1 MClnllorr"9 LClc.ltiDns

• ,;TSOA ,. CCP1'i •.••.

~ SfOPH r...ponw·10 .COPH' repon .
• M.-p' 01 ToirnpOf.llrr O1hil~ Monitoring Loutll111it Ipdfl . .

• ....b-U\oS 1;11,.1.1\ MrnglllOn PJln 3pprllv.d by BMQMC ~u(l 2009 {£f1~ q"nuon" c.OflQct aMOMol

.' USEP~ R..VI..... ot "'ir Monltorin'i!.t:IUriM R.d• .,.lopm,Al1'21110llar>y que,Uon" ccmra~IJSEPAI

.: .

N:I .../:.....·.tl""n..~;'"""'r.....~cv~""""'·.ue.q"'L". . . If dlrlbnn1tP,oIoc:l.dIMo-,OIt ; .. 1'. ".l:::s.~~ ..
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When a web page user clicks on the orange highlighted link shown' on the screen shot above an excel

spreadsheet of aU the airborne asbestos monitoring data opens up and includes all past data through

approximately two weeks RrlOr to the posting date.
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Recommendation 2: In order to erase any doubt among the public with respect to its ability to remain

. independent and impartial in overseeing the cleanup work at the Shipyard, the SFDPH should.

immediately stop accepting money from Lennar to pay for monitors at the Shipyard and cover the cost

from its own resources. . .

Response: Disagret:;. As described in the response to Finding 2,SFDPH implementation of this

recommendation is not feasible or necessary. The current fee-based funding mechanism for regulatory

oversight is legally authorized, necessary, and thenonnal practice of governmental regulatory agencies:

Further, independent oversight monitoring conducted by SFRA is an effective methodto. assure the

reliability of the monitoring conducted by the developer to me.et SFDPH and BAAQMD requirements.
..

Recommendation 3: In order to avoid even the semblance ~f inappropriate behavior, government

agencies should rigorously enforce conflict of interest guidelines governing dealings between its officials

and thecdmpariies they monitor.

Response: Agree; Already Implemented. All SFDPH employees are provided with a Compliatlce

Program·Policy and Code of Conduct. This document provides employees with guidance on, amo'ng

.other thirigs, the principles of compliance, conflict of interest, and business ethics. The SFDPH

Compliance Program m~intains an updated page on the SFDPH intran~t, listing all policies and making

training materials available to staff and managers. '. .

SFDPHalso maintains a compliance hotline accessible to all employees to facilitate identification,

investigation, prevention and correction of any inappropriate conduct. .SFDPH takes.allegations of

·inappropriate· conduct very seriously and thoroughly investigates any such allegations. Additionally,

SFOPH strictly enforces conflict ofinterest guidelines in accordance with national standards of

environmental health practice and will continue to do so. SFD~H will re-enforce the importance of

maintaining professionalahd objectjve tone and language in all written comrmmications.

Recommendation 4: SFDPH should conduct its own environmental assessment on capping Parcel E~2

and make its findings available to the public for comment. This should occur before the Board of

SQ.pervisbrs holds its next hearing on the Shipyard redevelopment project.

Response: Agree; Will be Implemented in the Future. Consistent with SFDPH's long-standing practice ..

of commenting on Navy documents; this recommendation wi1l be implemented after the Navy issues its

Parcel E-2 Proposed Plan(the CERCLA document that specifies which remedy the Navy is proposing to

~mpl~merit) for public comment. The NavY has stated that it plans to issue that document on September

7,2011. SFDPH will conduct an .independent environmental review of the Navy's information in the

Parcel £-2 Proposed Plan ana supporting documentation. Prior to the ~e1ection of the final remedy by the

Navy and regulatory agencies, if the Board of Supervisors holds a public hearing to discuss, review and

make recommendations to the NaVy and regulatory agencies on the Proposed Plan, SFDPH will

participate in that process. ..' .

Recommendation 5: TheNayy still owns the majority of the land. comprising the Shipyard and'

consequently the City has no direct control over matters dealing with deadlines and deliverables for

envirOnmental cleanup. It is critical that the Bay Area Air Quality Management and the SFDPH be

particularly vigilant in monitoring clean-up activities at the Shipyard.

Response: Agree; Already Implemented. SFDPH ·has.been actively monitoring and reviewing the

Navy's environmental cleanup for all areas of the Shipyard since 1993 and will continue to be.vigilant in

its ongoing monitoring of clean-up activities: SFDPH has used the expertise of a full tjmeSFDPH staff

environmental engineer and the resources of Treadwell and Rollo, including their team of geologists,

hydrogeologists, geotechnical enginee.rs,environmental engineers and risk assessors. SFDPH has
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commented on hundreds oftechnical documents that the Navy has produced and has been a regular

participant in the Navy's monthly Base Closure Team meetings.

The Navy coriduCts it cleanup work at Hunters Point Shipyard in accordance with requirements of federal

CERCLA. This law prescribes a'series of detailed investigation and cleanup tasks and the steps for

documenting the decisions. All oftheNavy's work is conducted un4er the review and oversight of the

United states EPA with input from DTSC and the Regional Board. The process includes decision points

where the Navy and the regulatory agencies are specifically mandated to consider the opinions of local'

government and community members in the selection of the cleanup alternatives. Consideration of public

input is required before the Navy selects a remedy for Parcel E-2. In addition, as mentioned above, the

conveyance agreement between the SFRA and the Navy provides for the Navy to collaborate with SFRA

and regulatory agencies in reviewing the technical environmental information. The conveyance

agreement also requires the Navy to obtain the assurance of regulatory agencies before transfer that the

property is suitable for transfer and reuse. . .

Specifically, for Parcel E-2, SFDPH has sent the Navy a dozen technicalcotnment letters after reviewing

various versions oftheE-2 Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study and technical investigation

documents. SFDPH commented on the Navy's investigation and landfill gas control and monitoring

, system and presented its assessment of the Navy's investigative 'work on the landfill to the Hunters POInt

Shipyard Citizens Advisory Committee and the District 10 Supervisor. Details of SFDPH:s review of the

assessment ofthe landfill were written i11 the Draft Executive Summary Regarding the Environmental

Remediation of the Hunters'Point Shipyard and distributed to the public, the Board of Supervisors, and

numerous City boards and commissions in 20 IO. In addition, copies of SFOPH comment'letters are

made available to any members of the public who requestthem.,

SFDPB will continue to closely monitor the Navy's work at Parcel E:..2 and is in the processof

commenting on the Administrative Draftof the Proposed Plan and will also review and comment on the

Proposed Plan the Navy issues to the public.. SFDPH will also conduct a thorough technical revi,ew ofthe

documents produced by the Navy after completion of the Proposed Plan, the Record of Decision and

subsequ~ntRemedial Des~gn and Remedial Action Work Plan documents. . ,

, Recommendation 6: The City and the SFRA should have contingency plans in place for continuing

SFRA related projects, including the Shipyard redevelopment project, in the event that State

redevelopment funds are cut or eliminated.

Response: Agree; Already Implemented. This recommendation is being implemented. The Mayor's .

Office, the SFRA andOEWD are working collectively to fmalyze the impacts of the Dissolution Law and

the OptIn Law and to develop strategies of how to implement all of its contractual obligations, including

development at Hunters P.oint Shipyard. On August 2, 20 II; the Board of Supervisors unanimously

adopted a resolution expressing the intent of the City to comply with the provisions of the OptIn Law to

continue state-authorized redevelopmentactivities by agreeing to make annual payments to other taxing

entities.

The City had planned to introduce legislation that would committhe City to make the required annual

payments to taxing entities under theOptIn Law; -however, the California Supreme Court issued a

. decision on August 11,2011, to stop the enforcement of the pordons of the state law dissolving

redevelopment agencies and requiring the payment of a communi'tyremittance pending a final decision of

the Court, which is expected in January 2012. In any event, the DDAs for the Hunters Poiot Shipyard are

considered "enforceable obligations" under the state legislation.. The SFRA will continue to implement

its contractual obligations for the Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point areas and, in the event of

dissolution, the City will assume those obligations. '. .
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Recommendation 7: In order to ensure that the job creation goals promi~ed for the Shipyard

redevelopment project ate realized, the City should ensure that the Office ofLabor Standards

Enforcement has sufficient resQurces to allow it to effectively enforce the provisions ofthe new

workforce laws.

Response: Disagree; Will Not be Implemented. The recommendation is not feasible. The Rep()rt

incorrectiyasserts that "It is the responsibility of theOffice of Labor Standards Enforcement ["OLSE"] to

monitor compliance with the new local hireordiriance." In fact, the OLSE enforces San p'rancisco '

Administrative Code section 6.22 (E), which provides that the City's public works contractors must pay

prevailing wages. The OLSE has no enforcement authority related to San Francisco Administrative Code

section6.22(G), the San Francisco Local Hiring Policy for Construction. Responsibility for enforcing

the local hire ordinan.ce will fall to the Office of Economic and Workforce Development, which received

additionalfunding in Fiscal Year 2011-12 to carry out this function. Thus, the recommendation will not

be implemented.' , '

Moreover, development at the Hunters Point Shipyard is notsubject to the City's local hiring ordinance.

The development is governed by disposition and development agreements for Shipyard Phase 1 ("Phase 1

DDA") and Shipyard Phase 2 ("Phase 2 DDA;',), which Were executed bythe SFRA before the City's

adop~ion ofthe Ordinance.Th~seagreements were negotiated tq inrlude significant workforce and hiring

goals and requirements, focused on the hiring of individuals specifically from the Bayview Hunters Point

("BVHP") and then from otherCity redevelopment project areas. These agreements also require hiring

goals for permanent job opportunities at the affected sites, and not just construction-related job ,

,opportunities from City-furided construction, and provide for strong SFRA and developer support and

management in the specific training and job development opportunities that will 'be created by this

important redevelopment project. In addition, developmentat the Shipyard must also comply With the

SFRA's Prevailing Wage Policy.

The Shipyard Phase 1 DDA equal opportunity program ("EOP") sets forth hiring goals for disadvantag~d

minority' and women owned businesses and residents. As discussed in Finding 6, to ,date; 52.2% of

professional serVices contracts and 47.9% of constructioncontracts at the Shipyard totaling $31,802,543

have been awarded to San Francisco firms., Since the commencement of infrastructJ,lre work at the

Shipyard in 2006 through June 2011, 31.81% of the work has been completed by San Fnl.ncisco residents,

including 8.8% completed by residents of District 10 and 23.01% completed by other San Francisco

residents. ' ,
,

'

The Shipyard Phase 2 DDA e~ploymentand 'co~tracting policy (the "BVHP ECP") was based on the

SFRA's then-existing Bayview Hunters Point Employment and Contracting Policy, which was the result

of intensive collaboration with the Bayview Hunters Point cOrnmunity~ This existing contracting policy

was updated and improved based upon experience and lessons learned under the Shipyard Phase l'

development. to date, with priorities given to the hiring ofDistrict 10 residents. 'The BVHP EC? ' '

establishes a 50% goal for local contracting, construction and pel1J1anent workfOl;ce hiring with first

consideration in the following order: l)-BVHP residents living within the areas encompassed withfn the,

94124 zip code, 2)'BVHP area residents within the areas encompassed within the 94124, 94134 and

94107 zip codes, 3) residents living in any other active SFRA redevelopment project area in: the City of

,San Francisco, 4) all San FranCisco residents, and 5) an other~. The BVHP ECP also requires compliance

with the SFRA's Small Business Enterprise Policy.

An permanent employers and construction contractors will work with a SPRA identified workforce

referral entity (currently CityBuild for construction) for hires. For permanent workforce jobs, the project

will comply with the updated BVHP ECP (same goal as ,construction - 50% with same order of

consideration above), which exceeds the City's local hire ordinance requirements. Furthennore, as a

result of these direct agreements with the developer, the City will have the opportunity to train

economically disadvantaged individuals for positions in the Shipyard, and project employers will give

9



first priority to hiring such individu~ls referred from the City's workforceprogram~The project wiLl

utilize SFRA's Job Readiness Initiative (JRI), the City's Sector Academies, and community based

organizations to maximize access to professional development opportunities. .

In order to ensure that local BVHP residents are prepa~ed to realize these opportunities, the project

includes an $8,925,000 contribution by the developer to fund workforce training and placement programs

for .local BVH? residents. OEWD has committed to matching these funds with compatible programs and

services. In addition, SFRA launched JRI in 2010, a 3-year pilot program to prepare 1,000 project area·

residents for jobs created through SFRA redevelopment activities. SFRA is investing $3,950,130,funding

eight CBOs over the 3,.year term. ..

Oversight and monitoring of these SFRA w:orkforce goals at the Shipyard as well as compliance with all

applicable SFRA policies is implemented by the SFRA, which receiv,es re~mbursement for project-related

staff costs in accordance with the SFRA's agreements with the project developer.

. As stated in the .response to Finding 6, local hiring efforts have been extraordinarily successful at the

Shipyard: 5.2.2% ofprofessional services contracts and 47.9% of construction contracts have been

awarded to San Francisco firms. Of these percentages, 14.6% of professional service contracts and 12.2%

ofconstruction contracts have been awarded to minority and women-owned business enterprises.

.
.

In·ad:dition, local DistriCt 10 resigents and other San Francisco residents have been participating .

significantly in the construction workforce efforts at the Shipyard. In 2008 and 2009, in which significant

horizontal infrastructure construction activity took place, the project exceeded its goal of 50% local hire.

Specifically, in 2009, 52.5% of the construction was ·completed by San Francisco residents; including

19% completed by residents ofOistrict 10 and 33.5% completed by other San Francisco residents. In

20·09, 53.1% of the construction was completed by San Francisco residents, including 17.7% completed

by residents of District 10 and 35.4% completed by other San Francisco residents. These statistics

demonstrate that the existing projeCt agreements, as well as the strong relationships with community

organizations and labor groups forged by the SFRA and the developer, have been successful in ensuring

·job opportunities for District 10 residents s·pecifically, and San Francisco residents generally. Continuing

such efforts will help ensure that local residents continue to benefit throughout· the implementation of the

~~.

.

We thank the Civil Grand Jury for its time and effort on this Report. The City will continue its close

coordination and collaboration on the Hunters.point Shipyard project·in partnership with the Bayview

Hunters Point community. The City recognizes thatthe redevelopment of the Hunters Point Shipyard

. area is a complex and challenging undertaking, and the City is firmly committed to doing all that it can to

make the undertaking successful and beneficial to the community. .

..~.SI.'nce.re.IY, .... "-

. iJ/Uf?O
, Edwin M. Le;-(J .~

Ma or·

Je ifer atz

Director, Office of Economic ~md Workforce Developm~nt
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·0-~--
Fr~d Blackwell
Executive Director, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

B. a A. Garcia, MPH
Director ofHealth, San Frailcisco Department ofPublic Health .

Donna Levitt
Division Manager, Office of Labor Standards Enforcement

cc:
. Civil Grand Jury (400 McAllister street, Room 008) .

Members ofthe Board of Supervisors (11)
Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors (2)
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BART
Maxx Flavin
to:
BoardofDirectors, mayoredwinlee, Board.of.Supervisors, David.Chiu, Eric.L.Mar,Mark.Farrell,

Carmen.Chu, Ross.Mirkarimi, Jane.Kim, Sean.Elsbemd, Scott.Wiener, David.Campos, Malia.Cohen,

John.Avalos
08/13/2011 12:29 PM
Show Details

I live thousands of miles away but wanted to say that BARTs decision to cut phone service in light of a

protest, regardless of the type of demonstration it may have been, has absolutely tainted my view of the

- entire city of SanFrancisco. BART should be ashamed of it's Egypt-esque tactics, and if! lived there I'd

surely be -rallying for the termination of everybody involved in this decision. When government feels

the need to block communication to disrupt the organization of protests it should be clear that this only

proves that there's something worth blocking and it inflates the weight of the issue at hand. Those issues

should be dealt with, not sweptunder the rug like a spoiled child throwing a tantrum - intent oli getting

only what they want. I'm not even familiar with what these people were protesting, but that is a null

issue - it absolutely does not matter, this sort of tactic should NEVER be used - not by BART, not by

any government entity... Especially not in the land ofthe 'free'!

Free speech and right to protest aside, if BART were really concerned for public safety as it claims in

official statements then blocking phone service, the public's recognized outlet for emergency response,

. would not have been done during a 'potentially' un$afe demonstration! Assuming the public would

realize what had happened and flock to an emergency wired phone is absolutely silly, I'd wager most

don't even realize those phones are there. This seems to have had little to nothing to do with public

safety - it should be known that I and the rest ofthe cQuntry are not convinced, just in case those

responsible think they might have gotten away with this!

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web0483.htm
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cell tower shutdow
marilyn.upnorth
to:
Board.of.Supervisors
08/14/2011 04:44 AM
Show Details

.Oh my gosh, what happened to San Francisco? I am in Florida and heard about the shutdown of the
cell towers.
We didn't believe it until we went online to read the stories.
What are you now...Egypt?
marlee stanley
Palm Coast, FL

•

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web8119.htm 8/16/2011



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: ' BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Un-American and Unconstitutional!

Tom Santoni <tomsan48@gmail.com>

Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, LeemaYoredwinlee@sfgov.org

08/14/2011 10:23 AM '

Un-American and Unconstitutional!

San Francisco Board of Supervisors' and Mayor Edwin M. Lee,

This country was founded on many critical and inalienable rights, two of the most important of

which are freedom of speech and freedom of peaceful assembly.

Who are you to shut down already existing wireless service to law-abiding Americans

endeavoring to exercise their Constitutional tights? ,

Might your actions have also caused people in need of immediate medical help to needlessly

suffer andperhaps die?

I thought San Francisco was a bastion of free speech and liberalism, perhaps oile of the last in the

US. Instead, your shutting down of cell phone towers mimics precisely, in modem terms, the

tactics of certain brownshirts in Germany in the 20's and 30's. Sieg Heil!

Personally, I think you've committed a serious crime and should be imprisoned.

Tom Santoni
Hastings, FL

When the people fear their government, there is tyranny; when the government

fears the pyople, there is liberty.

Thomas Jefferson

BART Defen.ds Controversial Wireless

Shutdown During Planned Protest
http://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/20ll/08/l3/bart-board-member-speaks-out-against-phone-jamm

ing-during-planned-protest/

, SAN FRANCISCO (CBS SF) - Days after a decision was made byBay Area Rapid Transit'

officials to interrupt undergroUnd cellphone and wireless service at several downtown San

Francisco stations in an attempt to disrupt a possible protest" the move continued to draw more

and more criticism for potentially violating free-speech rights.



• LAW OFFICES OF

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS
1934 Divisodero Street I Son Francisco, CA 94115 I TEL:415.292.3656

August 11, 2011

City and County of San Francisco
401 Van Ness Avenue, Room 200
San Francisco, California 94102
Attn: Ed Lee, Mayor

BoardofSupennsors
401 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, California. 94102
Attn: Secretary to Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, California 94103
Attn: Linda Avery

Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, California 94103
Attn: John Rahaim, Director

Gabriel Ng & Associates
1375 Sutter Street, Suite 102
San Francisco, CA 94109

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, California 94103

Public Inquiry Unit
Office of the Attorney General
P.O. Box 944255
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Board ofAppeals
1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, California 94I03
Attn: Tanya Peterson

Yin Kwan Tam; YULingLee r-;>

Irene Chu; Xiang Si Lei ~ =
21 Cook Street l:p>
San Francisco, CA 94118 \ §

I (J1
j

.. ! -0

M. Brett Gladstone 1::Z
Gladstone & Associates. IN':?
Penthouse, 177 Post Street r .~
San Francisco, CA 94108 .

Re: Project -795 Foerster Street; 203,207 & 213 Los Palmos Drive
- Categorical Exemption ofEnvironmental Review
Notice of Intent to Commence Proceedings UnderCEQA

TO RESPONDENTS AND REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST:

N:OTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN TO THOSE LISTED ABOVE AND TO THEIR SUCCESSORS
IN INTEREST AS FOLLOWS:

.Please take notice, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section21167.5, that on or after

AUguSt 12,2011, Petitioners Maida Taylor, Sina Tarassoly, Carmen Marron and Karen Breslin

intend to commence an ~ction for Writ ofMandate to review, overturn, set aside, void and annul the

Determination ofCategorical Exemption from Environmental Review and associated decisions



Notice of Commencement
August 11, 2011
Page 2 of4

authorizing the above-noted development project. This action is based on Respondents' failure to

comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (public Res~urces Code Section2100 et

seq.), in approving the project and issuing a Class 3 Categorical Exemption for said project.

Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams

By

Step e . Williams
Attorneys for Petitioners

/--.......
/



Case No.
CGC" 11 - 513 0 ? 7

NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT OF
,ACTION '

CL.EHK U·_';: T-i c."·· [O·t \i ';'~f'
. - - . r- . Ir- ":'-:oJ·,;.-"'-Y'l

BY: WESLEY RAMIREZ . %
'P~pu~lerk y
\ _ if!-;tj

\ - 70. """'" _... ,0\ .e:: .... O{1'\
\ G? ~. -r'\ (1
\ \ -;f:ltPf'l"\

\\ ()I ~~~
~ :2~d
~. ,p..£.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA t? ~~
- :Q

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO§UNLIMITED JURISDICTION i, c.f\ if'

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE
NEIGHBORHOODS, an unincorporated'
association,

Attoxneys for Petitioner/Plaintiff

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS (SB #122103)
1934 Divisadero Street
San Francisco; CA 94115
Telephone: (415) 292-3656
Facsimile: (415) 776-8047

KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI (SB #70630)
22 Iris Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118
Telephone: (415) 221-4700 ;
Facsirriile: (415) 346-3225 '

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13 Petitioner and p'laintiff,

14 vs-.

15 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO and DOES I-X,

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Res ondents and Defendants.

TO THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO:

In accordance with Public Resources Code §21167.5, you are' hereby notified that on August

4, 2011, SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE NEIGHBORHQODS will commence the above-

entitled action against you. The action concerns the City's failure'to comply with the requirements

of the California Environmental Qtmlity Act, Public Resources Code §§·21000et seq., in certifying

a Final Environmental Impact Report for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements andapp~oving the
. "

2009 Housing Element of the City's General Plan. The ~.ction also concerns the City's approval of

amendments to _the housing eleme~t of the City's General Plan embodied in the 2009 Housing

Element that are inconsistent with the Priority Policies of PropositionM , codified in San Francisco

Notice of Commencement of Action



1
Planning Code §101.1.

2 DATED: August 4, 2011

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23 .

24

25

26

27

28

Notice of Commencement of Action

LAW OFFICE OF KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI

. ~1t~?C"
KATIIR> 1f. DEVINCENZI
Attorney for Petitioner and Plaintiff
SAN FRANCISCANS FOR
LIVABLE NEIGHBORHOODS



1
,

PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

2

3 I, KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI, declare as follows:

4 I am a citizen ofthe United States, over the age ofeighteenyears and not a party to the within
entitled action. My business address is 22 Iris Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94118.

5

6

7

On August 4, 2011. I served by mail a true and correct copy of:

NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION

8 by depositing a correct copy in a post office regularly maintained bythe United States Postal Service,
in a sealed envelope, with postage paid, addressed as follows to the following person(s):

9

,10

11

12

13

14

15

16

IT

18

Audrey Williams Pearson
Deputy City Attorney
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room234
San Francisco, CA 94102-5408

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

I dec1areunder penaltyofpeIjury under the laws ofthe State ofCalifornia that the foregoing
19 is true and correct. Executed on August 4,2011, at'San Francisco, California.·

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

.
l~£.~~

KAT YN RDEVINCENZI

Proof of Servi~e by Mail ofNotice of Commencement of Action
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

Attorneys foJ;' PetitionerlPlaintiff

KATHRYN R DEVINCENZI (SB #70630)
. 22 Iris Avenue .

San Francisco, CA 94118
Telephone: (415) 221-4700
Facsimile: (415) 346.;3225 .

5

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS (SB#122103)
1934 Divisadero Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
Telephone: (415) 292-3656

6 . Facsimile: (415) 776-8047

4

1

2

3

7

8

9

10

11

12 SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE .
NEIGHBORHOODS,. an unincorporated

13 association,

14 Petitioner and Plaintiff,

Case No. CGC-11 - 5130,7 7

NOTICE OF ELEctION TO
PREPARE THE RECORD

15 . vs.

16 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO and DOES I-X,

.Res ondents and Defendants.

TO THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO:

the subject-matter of the petition filed in the above-captioned action.

. Petitioner hereby notifies the Respondent City and County of San Francisco that, pursuant to

LAW OFFICE OF KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI.
~£.'~~.

August 3, 2011

Public Resources Code §21167.6(b)(2), Petitioner will prepare the record of proceedings .relating ~o

17

18

19

20

21

·22

23

24

25

26

27

28
1



1 PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

2

3 T, KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI, declare as follows:

4 I am a citizen ofthe United States, overthe age ofeighteen years and not a party t6 the within
entitled action. My business address is 22 Iris Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94118. ",

5

6

7

On August 4, 2011 I served by mail a' true and correct copy of:

NOTICE OF ELECTION TO PREPARE THE RECORD

,8 by depositing acorrect copy in apost office regu1arlymaintained bythe United Stat~sPpstal Service,
in a sealed envelope, with postage paid, addressed as follows to the following person(s):'

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Audrey Williams Pearson
Deputy City Attorney
1 Dr. Ca:dton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room234
San Francisco, CA 94102-5408

Angela Calvillo
Clerk bfthe San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

18
Tdeclare under penalty ofperjury under the laws ofthe State ofCalifornia that the foregoing

19 is true and correct. Executed on August 4, 2011, at San Francisco, Calif6niia.

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
Proof of Service by Mail ofNotice ofElection to Prepare the Record



Res ondents and Defendants.

I )

WESLEY RAMIREZBY: -..;..:..;;;;;.;;..:;;=...o~~D~e'::::'pu7.ty':rc;;:re::T.rk-

In accordance with Public Resources Code §21167.5, you are hereby notified that on August

TO THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO:

4, 2011, SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE NEIGHBORHOODS will commence the above-

entitled supplemental action against you. The action concerns the City's failure to comply with the

in certifying a Final Environmental Impact Report for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and

approving the 2009 Housing Element of the City'sf General Plan. The supplemental action also

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO§UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE Case No. CPF04 504-780
NEIGHBORHOODS, all unincorporated
association,

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.,

Amendment to Peremptory Writ ofMandate which the Court issued in this. action, in certifying the·

vs.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO and DOES I-X,

Petitioner and Plaintiff,

concerns the City's failure to comply with the requirements of the Peremptory Writ of Mandate and

Attorneys for PetitionerlPlaintiff

KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI (SB #70630)
22 Iris Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118
Telephone: (415) 221-4700
Facsimile: (415) 346-3225

STEPHEN M.WILLIAMS (SB #122103)
1934 Divisadero Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
Telephone: (415) 292-3656
Facsimile: (415) 776-8047

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Notice of Commencement ofAction Case # CPF04 504-780



Final Environmental Irripact Report for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements in connection with

~l.Pproving amendments to the housing element of the City's General Plan embodied in the 2009

II

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Housing Element;

DATED: August 4,2011

Notice of Commencement of Action

LAW OFFICE OF KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI .

~;?'v~·
KATHRRDEVINCENZI ~
Attorney for Petitioner arid Plaintiff
SAN FRANCISCANS FOR
LIVABLE NEIGHBORHOODS

Case # CPF04 504-780



PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL1

2

3 I, KATHRYN It DEVINCENZI, declare as follows:

4 I am a citizen ofthe United States, over the age ofeighteen years and not a party to the within
entitled action. My business address is 22 Iris Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94118.

5

6

7

On August 4,2011 I served by mail a true and correct copy of:

NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION

8 by depo~iting a correct copy in a post office regularly maintained by the United States Postal Service,
in a sealed envelope,.with postage paid, addressed as follows to the followingperson(s):

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Audrey Williams Pearson
Deputy City Attorney
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 234
San Francisco, CA 94102-5408

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA' 94102-4689

18
I declare under penalty ofperjury under the laws ofthe State ofCalifornia that the foregoing

19 is true and correct. Executed on August 4, 20U, at San Francisco, California.

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

·;v~d.~~·
KAT1fRYN :DEVINCENZI

Proof of Service by Mail ofNotice of Commencement of Action
Case # 504-780·



Petitioner hereby notifies the Respondent City and County of San Francisco ~hat, pursuantto

Public Resources Code §21167.6(b)(2), Petitioner will prepare the record of proceedings relating to,

the subject-m~tter of the supplementalpetition filed in the above-captioned action.
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November 30, 2004Date Action Filed:

Case No. CPF04 504-780

NOTICE OF ELECTION TO
PREPARE THE RECORD

Action Filed Under California
Environmental Quality Act

LAW OFFICE OF KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI

Petitioner and Plaintiff,

Res ondents and Defendants.

vs.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

Attorney for PetitionerlPlaintiff

TO THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO:

KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI(SB #70630)
22 Iris Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118
Telephone: (415) 221-4700
Facsimile: (415) 346-3225

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE
NEIGHBORHOODS, an unincorporated

10 association, '

13 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO and DOES rx,

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22 August 3, 201 L

23

24

25

26

27

28

~/?~~
KATYNR. DEVINCENZI ..

Attorney for Petitioner and Plaintiff

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR

LIVABLE NEI.GHBORHOODS

1

Notice ofEIection to Prepare the Record 'Case No: CPF 04 504-780



PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL1

2

3 I, KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI, declare as follows:

4 I am a citizen ofthe United States, over the age ofeighteen years and not a party to the within

entitled action. My business address is 22 Iris Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94118.

5

6

7

On August 4, 2011, I served by mail a true and correctcopy of:

NOTICE OF ELECTION TO PREPARE THE RECORD

8 by depositing a correct copy in a post office regularly maintained by the United States Postal Service,

in a sealed envelope, With postage paid, addressed as follows to the following'person(s):

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Audrey Williams Pearson
,Deputy City Attorney
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 234
San Francisco, CA 941 02-5408

Angela Calvillo. ,

Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

18
I declare under penalty ofperjury under the laws ofthe State ofCalifornia that the foregoing

19 is true and correct. Executed on August 4, 2011, at San Francisco, California.

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

~.;{,o~·KA~ R. DEVINCENZI

Proofof Service by Mail ofNotice ofElection to Prepare the Record
Case # CPF04 504-780



PROOF OF PERSONAL SERVICE

I, KATHRYNR. DEVINCENZI, declare as follows:

I am a citizen ofthe United States, over the age of eighteen years and not a
partyto the within entitled action. My business address is 22 Iris Avenue, San
Francisco, CA 94118,

,

On August 4,2011, I served by hand a true and correct copy of: NOTICE
. OF ELECTION TO PREPARE THE RECORD, by delivering a copy thereof to
the following persons:

Audrey Williams Pearson
Deputy City Attorney .
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-5408

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California
that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on August 4,2011, at SanFra.ricisco,
California.

~1Zt?~-
~ R. DEVINCENZI

Proof of Personal Service ofNotice of Election to Prepare the Record Case # CPF04 504780
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Fw: Bd of Supervisors reference number 20110719-002

Al Casciato
to:
board.of.supervisors
08/16/201110:59 AM
Show Details

As requested:

---- Forwarded by AI Cascialo/SFPD/SFGOV on 08/16/11 10:59 AM -----

Re: Bd of Supervisors reference number 20110719-002 Link

Lea Militello to: AI Casciato 08/16/11 10:51 AM

. AI it is fine, please forward to the board

Lea
Lea Militello
Commander
San Francisco Police Department
Special Operations MTA

415-701-5247

-----AI Casciato/SFPD/SFGOV wrote: ----

To: Lea Militello/SFPD/SFGOV@SFGOV

From: AI Casciato/SFPD/SFGOV
Date: 08/12/2011 07:57AM
Subject: Bd of Supervisors reference number 2011'0719-002

Commander

In response to the Bd of Supervisors inquiry due August 19, 2011 I recommend the follOWing.

On August 6, the Traffic Company assigned twoadditiorial Solos and 1 Sgt to the Northern Station,

All Traffic Company Officers are aware of the horrific accident which occurred at Octavia and Oak on July 14 and have

been and continue to be very difigent about Traffic Enforcement in that area.

Additionally the Traffic Company is working with the MTA engineers to explore additional safety features for the area.

If you agree with the recommendation please forward to board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org by August 19.

A hard copy to follow via Department mail.

Captain Casciato

file:/IC:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~webI675.htm

@
8/1712011



'From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Stop the demolition of a national eligible masterplanned community.

Charlie youngblood <mail@change.org>

board .of.supervisors@sfgov.org

08/09/2011 03:05 AM '

Stop the demolition of a national eligible masterplanned community.

Help protect and advocate for adequate working class housing in San Francisco.,

Please help to prevent the unecessary destruction of housing, and a landscape designed by a'

master-class landscape architect Thomas Dolliver Church. Help advocate for better

infrastructural changes along 19th Avenue and proper direct regiol1al connection to tra1;1sit hubs

to reducy traffic and congestion that flows along this arterial corridor from the north bay to

silicon valley. Demand better housing to be built that provides dense development that does not

destroy the open-space that is critical in urban areas for families. Require that alternatives that

focus on "INFILL" and a more balanced development layout that spreads the density into more

than one neighborhood disproportionately. Ensure that the ecological impacts, and carbon

footprint of the ,development proposal is independently reviewed and adequately assessed. Ensure

that there will be housing that is affordable and meant to increase the level of affordability and,

q~ality of housing constructed in urban areas and suburbs nationwide by stopping the predatory

equity lending that occurs in such large scale redevelopment projects and helps refocus our

building strategies towards re-engineering the suburban scale of sprawl outside our urban cores.

Thank you for your support and interest in housing, jobs, and the environment.

Sincerely

, Aaron Goodman

Charlie youngblood

Paris, TX

Note: this email was sent as part ofa petition started on Change.org, viewable at

www.change.org/petitions/protect-and-preserve-parkmerced-as-essential-housing-from-un-sustai

nable-demolition. To respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



-----------------------
From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
Bcc:
SUbject: The Department of Technology is pleased to announce the availability of PDF editing

software for City wide staff use-----_.." .
DT Customer Service DesklDTIS/SFGOV
AAB@sfgov.org, ACC@sfgov.org, admin@first5sf.org, AdultProbationWebContact@sfgov.org,

assessor@sfgov.org, Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, city.administrator@sfgov.org,

cityattorney@sfgov.org, civic.engagement@sfgov.org, civilservice@sfgov.microsoftonline.com,

controller@sfgov.org, cosw@sfgov.org, dbicustomerservice@sfgov.org,

Environment@sfgov.microsoftonline.com, fleet.management@sfgov.org,

general.services@sfgov.org, gfta@sfgov.org, info@sfwmpac.org, Medical. Examiner@sfgov.org,

oca@sfgov.org, rpdinfo@sfgov.org, sf,city.id@sfgov.org, SFDCSS@SFGOV.ORG,

.sfersconnect@sfgov.org, sheriff@sfgov.org, youthcom@sfgov.org;

ttx.application.helpdesk@sfgov.org, ttx.helpdesk@sfgov.org,

aids_office.helpdesk@sfgov.microsoftonline.com, helpchn@sfgov.microsoftonline.com,

helpdesK.dph2@sfgov.microsoftonline.com, admnhd@sfgov.microsoftonline.com,

it.support@sfgov.org, sfmtahelpdesk@sfmta.com, Helpdesk@sfdpw.org, dtis.helpdesk@sfgov,org,

SFPORT-IS Help DesklSFPORT/SFGOV@SFGOV

08/15/2011 08:02 AM
The Department of Technology is pleased to announce the availability of PDF editing software for

City wide staff use

The Department of Technology is pleased to announce the availability of PDF

editing software for City wide staff use. In support of COIT&#8217iS goal to

consolidate software contracts, we now have an Enterprise Agreement with

Nuance. As part of this deployment, Nuance is providing training classes for

IT and Help Desk staff. The training, will go over: installation, basic

functions, and troubleshooting, and how to obtain support.

Thursday, August 18, 2011 10:00 AM-l1:00 AM

1. Please,j oin my meeting.
https://wwwl.gotomeeting.com/join/322787856

2. Join the conference call:
Dial-in: 866.682.6233
PIN: 2205069
Meeting ID: 322-787-856

Add to my calendar

Wednesday, August 31st, 2011 11:00 AM-12:00 PM

1. Please join my web conference:

https://wwwl.gotomeeting.com/join/187868753

2. Join the conference call:

Dial-in: 866.682;6233
PIN: 2205069
Meet'ing ID: 187-868-753
Add to my calendar

Where can I download the software?

Get directions here

http://smartpdf.sfgov.org/faq/how-to-download-and-install-nuance-pdf/

Why Nuance?

A multi-department team conducted a review of Adobe Acrobat, Nuance, Foxit,

NitroPDF and determined that Nuance was the best product in terms of meeting

identified City needs at a ,very reasonable cost.



What is the cost?

There is no direct cost to departments for use of this software. The City was
able to save hundreds of thousands of dollars by selecting Nuance as our
standard PDF ediior and entering into an enterprise agreement that provides
for use of the software by all City employees.

If you have additional questions, please see our FAQ:
http://smartpdf.sfgov.org/faqs/

Regards,

DT Customer Service Desk
Tel: 415 581-7100
Email: dtis.helpdesk@sfgov.org
1 South Van Ness Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103-0948



BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

- _. -~------
-_. -q_.._-

CCSF Investment Report for the month of July 2011--_.
To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

From:
To:
Cc:

Date:
Subject:

Brian Starr/TTXlSFGOV

brian.starr@sfgov.org <'brian.starr@sfgov.org'>

Ben Rosenfield/CON/SFGOV@SFGOV, Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV,

cynthia.fong@sfcta.org, dgriffin@ccsf.edu, graziolij@sfusd.edu, Greg

Wagner/MAYORISFGOV@SFGOV, Harvey Rose/BudgetAnalystlSFGOV@SFGOV, Jose

Cisn~rosITTXlSFGOV@
SFGOV,Michelle DurgyITTXlSFGOV@SFGOV, ras94124@aol.com,

sfdocs@sfpl.info, Tonia Lediju/CON/SFGOV@SFGOV, TRydstrom@sfwater.org, Pauline

MarxlTTXlSFGOV@SFGOV

08/15/2011 02:24 PM

CCSF Investment Report for the month of July 2011

All,

Attached please find the CCSF Investment Report for the month of July 2011.

~.,:J
CCSF Monthly Investment Report for 2011-July.pdf .

Thank you,

Brian Starr
Investment Analyst.

City and County of San Francisco

City Hall - Room 140

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place.

San Francisco, CA941 02-4638

4.15-554-4487 (phone)

415-554-5660 (fax)

brian.starr@sfgov.org



Office of the Treas urer & Tax Collector
City and County of San Francisco

Pauline Marx, Chief Assistant Treasurer

Michelle Durgy, Chief Investm,ent Officer

Jose Cisneros, Treasurer

Investment Report for the month of July 2011 August 15, 2011

The Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4638

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Franicsco

City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4638

Ladies and Gentlemen,

June 2011
$ 4,574

4.52
1.20%

Prior Month
Fiscal YTD
$ 4,383

54.29
1.24%

JUly 2011
$ 3,960

4.22
1.26%

Current Month
Fiscal YTD
$ 3,960

4.22
1.26%

(in $ mil/ion)
Average Daily Balance
Net Earnings
Earned Income Yield

Inqccordance with the provisions of California State Government Code Section 53646, we forward this report detailing

the City's pooled fund portfolio as of July 31,2011. These investments provide sufficient liquidity to meet expenditure

requirements for the next six months and are in compliance, with our statement of investment policy and California Code.

This correspondence and its attachments show the investment activity for the month of July 2011 for the portfolios

under the Treasurer's management. All pricing and valuation data is obtained from Interactive Data Corporation.

CCSF Pooled Fund Investment Earnings Statistics

CCSF Pooled Fund Statistics
(in $ million)

Investment Type
U.S. Treasuries
Federal Agencies
TLGP
Public Time Deposits
Negotiable CDs
Commercial Paper

Totals

%of
Portfolio

11.7%
65.4%
17.5%

0.3%
3.9%
1.3%

100.0%

$

$

Book
Value

451
2,522

683
10

150
50

3,866

$

$

Market Wtd. Avg. Wtd.Avg.

Value Coupon YTM WAM

456 1.33% 1.11% 786

2,545 1.61% 1.40% 1,066

681 2.25% 1.50% 276

10 0.55% 0.55% 6

150 0.28% 0.28% 52

50 0.00% 0.49% 50

3,891· 1.61% 1.33% 840

In the remainder of this report, we provide additional information and analytics at the security-level and portfolio~lev.el,· as

recommended by the California Debt and Investmen~ Advisory Commission. .

Very truly yours,

~----...,,~ ...

-- ',.--~~:h-;;;ar==:? 5,",",_,~",~:-"-C· ~" .o:~.

Jose Cisneros
Treasurer

cc: Treasury Oversight Committee: Joe Grazioli, Don Griffin, Todd Rydstrom, Richard Sullivan

Ben Rosenfield, Controller, Office of the Controller

Tonia Lediju, Internal Audil,Office of the Controller

Cynthia Fong, Deputy Director for Finance & Administration, San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Harvey Rose, Budget Analyst
San francisco Public Library

City Hall - Room 140 • I Dr Carlton B. Goodlett Place

Telephones: 415~554-4487 & 415-554-5210 •

• San Francisco, CA 94102-4638

Facsimile: 415-554-4672



Portfolio Summary
Pooled Fund

As of July 31, 2011

- ._- 100.96

FederafAgenCies- - --- - - - 2,513 2,522 2,545

fL~j5- -- - - --- - --~- - - - - - 671 683 681

State,& Local Agency

Government Obligations

Public Time Deposits 10 10 10

Negotiable CDs
150 150 150

Bankers Acceptances
Commercial Paper 50 50 - 50

Medium Term Notes
Repurchase Agreements

Reverse Repurchase!
Securities Lending Agreements

Money MarketFtmds _. - =- __~

LAIF

100.92
99.71

100.00
100.03

100.22

TOTAL $ 3~844 - - $ 3,866 $ 3,891 100.67

Note: The full Investment Policy can be found at http://www.sftreasurer.org/, in the Investment Report section of the About Us menu.

July31,2011
City and County of San Francisco

2



Portfolio Analysis
Pooled Fund

Par Value of Investments by Maturity
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Federal Agencies
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Money Market Funds
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july 31, 2011. Cityand County of San Francisco 3



Yield Curves'

Yields (%) on Benchmark Indices
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U.S. Treasury Yield Curves

2.0
6/30/11 7/29/11 Change

3 Month 0.010 0.092 0.0813
6 Month 0.097 0.153 0.0560
. 1 Year 0.183 0.199 0.0153

2 Year 0.458 0.355 -0.1022
3 Year 0.796 0.537 -0.2586
5 Year 1.761 1.356 -0.4052

-~o-:E 1.0
Q)

~

-6/30/2011
-7/29/2011

3M 6M 1Y 2Y 3Y , 5Y

Maturity (Y ="Years")

Source: Bloomber

July 31,2011 City and County of San Francisco 4



Investment Inventory
Pooled Fund

U.S. Treasuries 912828LVO US TSY NT 10/29/09 -~8/31/11 - 0.09 1.00 $ 100,000 $ 100,316 $ 100,014 $ 100,060

U.S. Treasuries 912828LVO us TSY NT 10/29/09 8/31/11 0,09 1.00 99,900,000 100,200,480 99,913,434 99,959,940

U.S. Treasuries 912828KA7 US TSY NT 12/9/09 12/15/11 0.38 1.13 50,000,000 50,378,906 50,070,015 50,170,000

U.S. Treasuries 912828LB4 US TSY NT 3/23/10 7/15/12 0.95 1.50 50,000,000 50,441,406 50,182,309 50,580,000

U.S. Treasuries 912828aE3 US TSY NT 6/1/11 4/30/13 1.74 0.63 25,000,000 25,095,703 25,100,938 25,122,500

U.S. Treasuries 912828JT8 USTSY NT 6/1/11 11/30/13 2.29 2.00 25,000,000 25,851,563 25,796,033 25,925,000

U.S. Treasuries 912828pa7 US TSY NT 6/1/11 1/15/14 2.43 1.00 25,000,000 25,226,563 25,212,151 25,352,500

U.S. Treasuries 912828LC2 US TSY NT 6/1/11 7/31/14 2.91 2.63 25,000,000 26,382,813 26,309,844 26,532,500

U.S. Treasuries 912828PJ3 US TSY NT 12/16/10 11/30/15 4.21 1.38 50,000,000 49,519,531 49,580,054 50,615,000

U.S. Treasuries 912828PJ3 US TSY NT 12/16/10 11/30/15 4.21 1.38 50,000,000 49,519,531 49,580,054 50,615,000

U.S. Treasuries 912828PJ3 US TSY NT 12/23/10 11/30/15 4.21 1.38 50,000,000 48,539,063 48,718,135 50,615,000

Hi,!,Sllbtotals-<'~;'i:i:i,:~': - "". ' ~/:,;:I~.~~ui:~1i:!i!;:>'"' -~ ~:/~~;~~-': ' "'- '/'"i:-:'.:':_ J'-;~~~;;1:\~:<;:)::::i;:!!I::!:::':; -'< •," ,:,:j;l:jli',:~ .'i';:~::~':fiT.~;::;f:,ir,~::;:'}?ii::~~:i[i!:ii![::::Yt 'L:;~i~~~: i,\:, :')~~:i2~;1 O;-,:..~ '1.33 $; 450,OOO,OOO.,;c$" 451;255,875 'i., $'·450,562,983,$";':455;587;500'"

Federal Agencies 31331YZ86 FFCB BULLET 11/19/09 8/25/11 0.07 3.88 $ 50,000,000 $ 52,705,000 $ 50,100,807 $ 50,125,000

Federal Agencies 3134A4JT2 FHLMC BONDS 6/10/10 1/15/12 0.46 5.75 20,000,000 21,479,608 20,423,107 20,506,250

Federal Agencies 31331JGD9 FFCB 2 YEAR BULLET FIXED 3/9/10 3/5/12 0.59 0.95 . 17,050,000 17,016,071 17,039,872 17,113,938

Federal Agencies 31331JGD9 FFCB 2 YEAR BULLET FIXED 3/9/10 3/5/12 0.59 0.95 58,000,000 57,893,860 57,968,319 58,217,500

Federal Agencies 880591OT6 TENN VALLEY AUTHORITY 8/4/10 5/23/12 0.80 6.79 20,500,000 22,725,275 21,501,036 21,566,641

Federal Agencies 31398A6V9 FNMA FRN aTR FF+20 12/21/10 12/3/12 1.34 0.26 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,015,625

Federal Agencies 31398A6V9 FNMA FRN aTR FF+20 12/23/10 12/3/12 1.34 0.26 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,015,625

Federal Agencies 31331G2R9 FFCB 3/26/10 12/7/12 1.34 1.88 37,000,000 37,333,370 37,166,854 37,740,000

Federal Agencies 31331jAB9 FFCB BULLET 4/16/10 12/24/12 1.39 1.63 50,000,000 50,048,500 50,025,212 50,859,375

Federal Agencies 3134G1U69 FHLMC FRN aTR FF+19 1/11/11 1/10/13 1.44 0.26 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000

Federal Agencies 3134G1U69 FHLMC FRN aTR FF+19 1/12/11 1/10/13 1.44 0.26 50,000,000 49,989,900 49,992,685 50,000,000

F,ederal Agencies 3134G1U69 FHLMC FRN aTR FF+19 3122/11 1/10/13 1.44 0.26 35,000,000 35,015,925 35,012,740 35,000,000

Federal Agencies 31398AF23 FNMA 2/8(10 2/8/13 0.00. 1.80 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,062,500

. Federal, Agencies 31398AF23 FNMA 2/8/10 2/8/13 0.00 1.80 25,000,000 24,987,500 24,993,647 25,031,250

Federal Agencies 3137EABMO FHLMC BONDS 5/13/11 6/28/13 1.86 3,75 25,000,000 26,608,250 26,442,664 26,593,750

FederalAgencies 31398AV90 FNMA CALL - 7/16/10 7/16/13 1.94 1.30 25,000,000 24,987,500 24,991,845 25,187,500

Federai Agencies 31398AV90 FNMA CALL 7/16/10 7/16/13 1.94 1.30 50,000,000 49,975,000 49,983,691 50,375,000

Federal Agencies 3134G2BC5 FHLMC STRNT 3/30/11 9/30113 2.16 0.50 22,850,000 22,850,000 22,850,000 22,842,859

Federal Agencies 3136FPYX9 FNMA 12/3/10 12/3/13 2.33 0.50 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000

Federal Agencies 31315PLT4 FARMER MAC 12/6/10 12/6113 2.32 1.25 35,000,000 34,951,700 34,962,189 35;415,625

Federal Agencies 31331J6A6 FFCB 12/23/10 12/23/13 2.36 1.30 75,000,000 74,976,563 74,981,288 76,125,000

Federal Agencies 313371 UC8 FHLB 11/18/10 12/27/13 2.38 0.88 75,000,000 74,865,000 . 74,895,449 75,468,750

Federal·Agencies 3135GOAZ6 FNMA FRN aTR T-BILL+21 3/4/11 3/4/14 2.59 0.24 25,000,000 24,985,000 24,987,053 24,984,375

Federal Agencies 3135GOAZ6 FNMA FRN aTR T-BILL+21 3/4/11 3/4/14 2.58 0.24 25,000,000 24,992,500 24,993,526 24,984,375.

Federal Agencies 313373WY4 FHLB CALL NT 6/13/11 3/13/14 2.58 1.15 14,600,000 14,623,652 14,611,055 14,613,688

Federal Agencies 31398A3R1 FNMA AMORT TO CALL 11/10/10 3/21/14 2.59 1.35 24,500,000 24,564,827 24,500,000 24,775,625

Federal Agencies 3133724E1 FHLB 12/31/10 6/30/14 2.87 1.21 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,640,625

Federal Agencies 3137EACU1 FHLMC BONDS 6/2/11 7/30/14 2.96 1.00 75,000,000 74,946,000 74,948,808 75,421,875

Federal Agencies 3136FM3R3 FNMA AMORT TO CALL 8/18/10 8/18/14 2.96 1.75 53,270,000 53,507,584 53,281,066 53,303,294

Federal Agencies 313371PT7 FHLB CALL NT 6/10/11 8/22/14 3.01 1.00 10,000,000 9,975,000 10,006,112 10,003,125

Federal Agencies 313370JS8 FHLB 12/8/10 9/12/14 3.04 1.38 26,095,000 26,129,068 26,123,217 26,527,198

Federal Agencies 31398A3a3 FNMA AMORT TO CALL 11/4/10 9/23/14 3.07 1.50 27,435,000 27,627,045 27,466,512 27,469,294

Federal Agencies 313371CN4 FHLB AMORT TO CALL 11/4/10 10/21/14 3.15 1.35 45,525,000 45,598,751 45,584,989 45,610,359

Federal Agencies 3128X3L76 FHLMC BONDS 12/23/10 11/13/14 3.05 5.00 21,910,000 24,606,902 24,187,468 24,771,994

Federal Agencies 3128X3L76 FHLMC BONDS 12/23/10 11/13/14 3.05 5.00 1,000,000 1,123,090 1,103,947 1,130,625

Federal Agencies 31331J4S9 FFCB 12/16/10 12/8/14 3.28 1.40 27,000,000 26,986,500 26,988,618 27,371,250

July 31,2011 City and County of San Francisco
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Investment Inventory
Pooled Fund

("'. .•........ ......,}... i
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~:"CUSIPo''',.lssue.Name: oate"··.·,(Date ~ ~·!ii.-;,,:ParValue:BooIiNalue .BookValue . MarketValue

Federal Agencies 31331J4S9 FFCB 12/8/10 12/8/14 3.28 1.40 19,000,000 18,956,680 18,963,678 19,261,250

Federal Agencies 313371 PC4 FHLB 11(22/10 12/12/14 3.32 0.88 25,000,000 24,617,500 24,682,584 25,000,000

Federal Agencies 313371W51 FHLB 12/6/10 12/12/14 3.30 1.25 50,000,000 49,725,000 49,769,615 50,328,125

Federal Agencies 313371W51 FHLB 12/8/10 12/12/14 3.30 1:25 75,000,000 74,391,000 74,489,105 75,492,188

Federal Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 11/23/10 12/12/14 3.23 2.75 25,400,,000 26,848,308 26,602,683 26,908,125

Federal Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 11/23/10 12/12/14 3.23 2.75 2,915,000 3,079,668 3,051,741 3,088,078

. Federal Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 12/8/10 12/12/14 3.23 2.75' 25,000,000 26,332,000 26,117,425 26,484,375

Federal Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 12/8/10 12/12/14 3.23 2.75 50,000,000 52,674,000 52,243,240 52,968,750

Federal Agencies 313371W93 FHLB 12/15/10 12/15/14 3.30 1.34 75,000,000 75,000,000 75,000,000 75,960,938

Federal Agencies 31331J6Q1 FFCB 12/29/10 12/29/14 3.32 1.72 27,175,000 27,157,065 27,159,704 27,794,930

Federal Agencies 31331J6Q1 FFCB 12/29/10 12/29/14 3.32 1.72 70,000,000 69,988,800 69,990,448 71,596,875

Federal Agencies 31331JE33 FFCB BD CALL 9/16/10 3/16/15 3.51 1.75 50,000,000 49,975,000 49,979,857 50,015,625

Federal Agencies 3136FMA38 FNMA 6/25/10 6/25/15 3.76 2.50 49,080,000 49,018,650 49,032,156 49,954,238

Federal Agencies 3136FM6G4 FNMA 8/10/10 8/10/15 3.84 2.13 25,000,000 . 25,000,000 25,000,000 25,265,625

Federal Agencies 3137EACM9 FHLMC BONDS 12/15/10 9/10/15 3.95 1.75 50,000,000 49,050,000 49; 175,751 50,921,875

Federal Agencies 313370JB5 FHLB 12/15/10 9/11/15 3.96 1.75 75,000,000 73,587,000 73,773,931 76,125,000

Federal Agencies 31315PGTO FARMER MAC 9/1511 0 9/15/15 3.94 2.13 45,000,000 44,914,950 44,929,855 46,504,688

Federal Agencies 31398A4Ml FNMA 12/15/10' 10/26/15 4.09 1.63 25,000,000 24,317,500 24,405,503 25,296,875

Federal Agencies 31398A4M1 FNMA 12/23/10 10/26/15 4.09 1.63 42,000,000 40,924,380 41,058,833 42,498,750

Federal Agencies 31398A4M1 FNMA 12/23/10 10/26/15 4.09 1.63 50,000,000 48,701,500 48,863,813 50,593,750

. Federal Agencies 31331J2R3 FFCB 11/16/10 11/16/15 4.15 1.62 32,400,000 32,116,500 32,156,556 32,531,625

Federal Agencies 31331J2S1 FFCB 12/15/10 11/16/15 4.16 1.50 25,000,000 24,186,981 24,290,588 25,132,813

Federal Agencies 313371PL4 FHLBCALL NT 6/10/11 11/18/15 4.16 1.55 15,570,000 15,515,505 ' 15,532,000 15,570,000

Federal Agencies 313371ZY5 FHLB 12/3/10 12/11/15 4.20 1.88 25,000,000 24,982,000 24,984,365 25,367,188

Federal Agencies 313371ZY5 FHLB 12/14/10 12/11/15 4.20 1.88 50,000,000 49,871,500 49,887,712 50,734,375

Federal Agencies 3135GOBH5 FNMA CALL NT 6/10/11 4/11/16 4.42 2.60 25,000,000 . 25,400,000 25,438,554 25;335,938

Federal Agencies 313373ZN5 FHLB 6/6/11 6/6/16 4.63 2.03 35,000,000 35,000,000 35,000,000 35,798,438

Federal Agencies 3135GOBK8 FNMA CALI- NT 6/10/11 6/6/16 4.60 2.25 10,000,000 10,078,200 10,069,467 10,109,375

Federal Agencies 3134G2LWO FHLMC CALL 7/26/11 6/29/16 4.69 2.00 27,345,000 27,358,673 27,399,448 27,507,361

Federal Agencies 31315PA25 FAMCA NT 7/27/11 7/27/16 4.77 2.00 15,000,000 . 14,934,750 14,934,929 15,135,938

Federal A encies 3134G2SP8 FHLMC CALL 7/28/11 7/28/16 4.78 2.00 50,000,000 50,022,500 50,022,336 49,968,750

I:;';:';~'Subtdta ISti;~;';;rm~;~tf:~:;;~(~!~f~l!':;~,,~'" 'c ,{;-~~;;i~_;[H~~,~:,;!~~'i!;~~:; :-. :~"_i'~ i,;i;';~!:i!~j~'{;i~_~i;i1~{i,,-~~2~:;~1:ii5d!ib.\~~,~~~' ,~~:'L;,~; ;-f;i~!~,i:.;i!ii:iC, :~;;";,.:~'i;:;:,'i!ii,\~,';:',: :,,:--:, - ;, i ,<. '~:i~ ,,:oi':" "'i""';:" '\!'1~}'; '('2)79;.,1" 1.61,;2j512i620;OOO;~2;521,800.549;':·i:i 2;516,119;653' 2,545,'121;745t.

TLGP 61757UAF7 MORGAN STANLEY FDIC GTD TLG 3/16/09 9/22/11 0.15 2.00 $ 25,000,000' $ 25,037,750 $ 25,002,134 $ 25,066,406

TLGP 36967HAD9 GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP 7/30/09 12/9/11 0.36 3.00 50,000,000 51,602,500 50,241,676 ' 50,500,000

TLGP 4042EPM5 HSBC TLGP 9/16/09 12/16/11 0.38 3.13 50,000,000 51,969,550 50,328,658 50,546,875

TLGP 36967HAN7 GENL ELEC CAP CORP FDIC TLGP 3/24/09 3112/12 0.61 2.25 35,000,000 35,185,150 35,038,260 35,426,563

TLGP 61757UANO MORGAN STANLEY FDIC GTD TLGF 3/19/09 3/13/12 0.61 0.45 25,000,000 25,040,325 25,008,324 25,039,063

TLGP 61757UAP5 MORGAN STANLEY TLGP 11/4/09 3113/12 0.61 2.25 20,000,000 20,431,800 20,112,971 20,243,750

TLGP 61757UAP5 MORGAN STANLEY TLGP 11/6/09 3113/12 0.61 2.25 50,000,000 51,084,000 50,284,266 50,609,375

. TLGP 905266MO UNION BANK TLGP FLOAT 3/23/09 3/16112 0.62 0.45 25,000,000 25,033,725 25,007,061 25,042,969

TLGP 064244M4 BANK OF THE WE;ST TLGP 4/2/09 3/27/12 0.65 2.15 5,000,000 5,026,950 5,005,909 5,061,719

TLGP 064244M4 BANK OF THE WEST TLGP 4/2/09 3/27/12 0.65 2.15 20,000,000 20,108,000 20,023,681 20,246,875

TLGP· 90390QM9 USSA CAPITAL CO 4/28/09 3/30112 0.66 2.24 16,000,000 16,125,600 16,028,487 16,207,500

TLGP 17313UAE9 CITIGROUP TLGP 4/2/09 4/30112 0.75 2.13 25,000,000 25,117,500 25,028,539 25,351,563

TLGP' 06050BAG6 BANK AMERICA CORP TLGP 4/2/09 4/30/12 0.75 2.10 25,000,000 25,093,000 25,022,588 25,339,844

TLGP 481247AKO J P MORGAN CHASE TLGP 3/24/09 6/15/12 0.87 2.20 25,000,000 25,119,000 25,032,198 25,417,969

TLGP 38146FM9 GOLDMAN SACHS TLGP 3/22/10 6/15/12 0.86 3.25 50,000,000 52,215,000 50,865,913 51,265,625

TLGP 481247AKO J P MOR~AN TLGP 4/21/10 6/15/12 0.87 2.20 50,000,000 51,097,500 50,445,423 50,835,938

TLGP 06050BAJO BANK AMERICA CORP TLGP 4/14/09 6/22/12 0.89 2.38 50,000,000 50,685,000 50,191,682 50,914,063
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"/> . .../,,"/ .......;.,!.'.' "",Settle ~'/ ':" ••.' . I, ........."':"fl '. .;ArrlBrtize~ < ,.•...•.... ,. '.. .•.....••.

~ ... "eusIP '. IssuaName'ii!.I' 'ii.ii. '~, Date. ·'Duration~;;;:..:.,~c Book Value . i;C: BookV<:ilu'e<' ,·.MarketValu~

TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
. 'Subtotals .. ,,,·,'C,·:......>

36967HBB2. GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP BULLET 3/22/10 9/28/12 1.14 2.00 25,000,000 25,366,000 25 ..168,495 25,472,656

36967HBB2 GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP BULLET 4/20/10 9/28/12 1.14 2.00 75,000,000 76,010,250 75,480,209 76,417,969

36967HAV9 GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP 11/6/09 12/21/12 1.37 2.13 25,000,000 25,253,750 25,112,975 25,582,031

. ,:i,,' ,,~ ·l:e;.. - . . .·••. \11';':1. , ,~.!C' -~ . ~7;,::;;";i.i::;:::-"""'~'.c--:-,:;;.::.~;;::::.~·~0-:-7~,;j~::::2.25_-$-:\,-67_f;01l0
-;-OOO:-:'-"i~:&B2;602;350l'~'_674,429,448':II!:.$:680i5

88;750',

FIRST NATIONAL BANK PTD
FIRST NATIONAL BANK pro
BANK OF SAN FRANCISCO CD

$" -'1n;foo,OOO;C:1$. ;:,.:[0;1 OO;oOlfT$"l,:~ 0:1 OO,OOO':I~I$.,'" ,,10.1OO-;-ooOi:

Public Time Deposits
Public Time Deposits
Public Time Deposits
;.'!U6fotalS]iII;'-'-\~,~;;;;;~~::J ,.

7/30/11
8/4110

5/18/11

8/2111 0.00 0.40 $

8/4/11 0.00 0.70
5/18/12 0.79 0.75

,.. :"I·:,:.F.< ,;.,:-",;.~. S'I", [,:0.01;""1.·,;:··0.55

5,000,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000

100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000

Negotiable CDs 78009JY90 RBC CAP MKTS NCO

Negotiable CDs 25152XMF4 DEUTSC.HE BANK NCO FRN aTR

ft1'iS u btot8IS;!iiinih~!if:i,~if::I;:~}\1:~:\-" :~LF;;;/;-:;,i;0&i~,ii,l.'i';'·;' I:;d'.',;;n:,;;i!,:d;,r\~,hl"::f-: -0,;':,:,:,,';:)-' ~;-;;fUIT;<',~r:;D~_j!jt~l,;!~:'.;': c:;;j~;:!'i:~,f!i;i,!\.i(:;~~"'· ,.'-,

12/9/10 916111 0.10 0.23 $ 50,000,000 $ 50,000,000 $ 50,000,000 $ 50,007,192

12/28/10 9128111 0.16 0.31. 100,000,000 100,000,000 100,000,000 100,036,046

,s,:!,,; cj;c; i;A"2,;j',ij'i,i"~i,'ii",ii''''; '0.14'lilii!)llii!I"",?0;28 "'.$ "'150;000,OOO,,A,$i:),ji1 50iOOOiO_00y"~\ '150,OQO;OOO.:':W$;,,150;Q13T238j!

Commercial Pa er 22532CWKQ CREDIT AGRICOLE DISC CP 3/23/11 9/19/11 0.14 0.00 $50,000,000 $ 49,877,500 $ 49,877,500 $ 49,987,750

EiiiSubtotals:·j(;j'"il"~'"\iifoi''':':;i,;I,J,i:''i,,,;'i'ti:,'j!:":·"j;·i'H~:'i"'('i,i"'C, 'cc",.;:,,::'mliil,IIi';'iiJe-:'"";'IH,'.·. "'U,I "i' :;;]'j1 ""i'i:i',Iii!c""i.0"('>!'i,j·'i""c;i"1.;j,itj(i,i",i;;.o,,,,,, '0.14" "\:,h, 0;00·' $,,' 50,000,000,"":,,,;, :,:49;8717:,500"'''''' ;';;i,'i49,877';500i'/=:,,;~;49;987,.7S0;.

G.ra-i1<l Tpt;iJli> •.' ;,{ii'::;j,. ,co.,.'" ~.:,-.r;~ ,_ •.,:=,--.~~" :~c;,3L;Z=,-,-,~",~" ,. ' .- .=..::::iG;i~;~E '':L;'.tiflt~AJ§'d~Q~PQ!1,'I~;lJli§':~~li':~74i..$.~;lJ§1 ;Q~1I;§lJ4'c~3..11~1.4:Z{l~}1J4:'
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Monthly Investment Earnings
Pooled Fund

U.S. Treasuries 912828LVO Os fSY NT $ 100,000 1.00 0.83 10/29/09 8/31111 $ 84 $ (15) $ - $ 70

U.S. Treasuries 912828LVO US TSY NT 99,900,000 . 1.00 0.83 10/29/09 8/31111 84,155 (13,882) 70,273
U.S. Treasuries 912828KA7 US TSY NT 50,000,000 1.13 0.75 12/9/09 12/15/11 47,643 (15,959) 31,684
U.S. Treasuries 912828LB4 US TSY NT 50,000,000 1.50 1.11 3/23/10 7/15/12 63,652 (16,194) - 47,459
U.S. Treasuries 912828QE3 US TSY NT 25,000,000 0.63 0.42 6/1/11 4/30/13 13,162 (4,244) - 8,918

U.S. Treasuries 912828JT8 US TSY NT 25,000,000 2.00 0.62 6/1/11 11130/13 42,350 (28,914) - 13,436
U.S. Treasuries 912828PQ7 US TSY NT 25,000,000 1.00 0.65 6/1/11 1/15/14 21,217 (7,324) - 13,894
U.S. Treasuries 912828LC2 US TSY NT 25,000,000 2.63 0.85 6/1/11 7/31/14- 56,169 (37,082) 19,086
U.S. Treasuries 912828PJ3 US TSY NT 50,000,000 1.38 1.58 12/16/10 11/30/15 58,231 8,229 66,460
U.S. Treasuries 912828PJ3 US TSY NT 50,000,000 1.38 1.58 12/16/10 11130/15 58,231 8,229 66,460
U.S. Treasuries 912828PJ3 US TSY NT 50,000,000 1.38 2.00 12/23/10. 11/30/15 5e,231 25,119 - 83,350
;{;;;Sl.i btcitals,:,,-;,·;{,'~~{~;V;':r~~:, j,i!:;\"lliiib';:;'·, ';iij'!I!\l,';c::'-" :/1" ;_~.'f:j";'!ir;:i::;i ,;J:,-~ ;';-~ /,i_:\;':~"i" ;' ";'c~,:~ -:~';~ii"':j;j 'ii;~:) . $ ·.···450;000,000::',:.:','+. ,".1!,i,ii,:'i'WiI!"T'o/,"'; C,,/">;i ,'. ·,:;,;::";"t',,,"i !';;"'",,: $,.S03,126·j$,;e::L!8Z:0371 :,$" ··;i.!i".• "$ :i. 421;088

Federal Agencies 31331YZ86 FFCB BULLET $ 50,000,000 3.88 0.78 11119/09 8/25/11 $ 161,458 $ (130,210)$ - $ 31,249
Federal Agencies 3134A4JT2 FHLMC BONDS 20,000,000 5.75 1.07 6/10/10 1/15/12 95,833 (78,541) - 17,293
Federal Agencies 31331JGD9 FFCB 2 YEAR BULLET FIXED 17,050,000 0.95 1.05 3/9/10 3/5/12 13,498 1,447 14,945
Federal Agencies 31331JGD9 FFCB 2 YEAR BULLET FIXED 58,000,000 0.95 1.04 3/9/10 3/5/12 45,917 4,526 - 50,443
Federal Agencies 880591DT6 TENN VALLEY AUTHORITY 20,500,000 6.79 0.72 8/4/10 5/23/12 115,996 (104,838) - 11,158
Federal Agencies 31398A6V9 FNMA FRN QTR FF+20 50,000,000 0.26 0.26 12/21/10 12/3112 11,194 - 11,194
Federal Agencies 31398A6V9 FNMA FRN QTR FF+20 50,000,000 0.26 0.26 12/23/10 12/3112 11,194 - 11,194
Federal Agencies 31331G2R9 FFCB 37,000,000 1.88 1.53 3/26/10 12/7/12 57,813 (10,471) 47,342
Federal Agencies 31331JAB9 FFCB BULLET 50,000,000 1.63 1.59 4/16/10 12/24/12 67,708 (1,530) - 66,179
Federal Agencies . 3134G1U69 FHLMC FRN QTR FF+19 50,000,000 0.26 0.26 1/11/11 1/10/13 11,194 - 11,194
Federal Agencies 3134G1U69 FHLMC FRN QTR FF+19 50,000,000 0.26 0.27 1/12/11 1/10/13 11,194 429 - 11,624
Federal Agencies 3134G1U69 FHLMC FRN QTR FF+19 35,000,000 0.26 0.23 3/22/11 1/10/13 7,836 (748) - 7,088
Federal Agencies 31398AF23 FNMA 50,000,000 1.80 1.80 2/8/10 2/8/13 75,000 75,000
Federal Agencies 31398AF23 FNMA 25,000,000 1.80 1.82 2/8/10 2/8/13 37,500 354 - 37,854
Federal Agencies 3137EABMO FHLMC BONDS 25,000,000 3.75 0.69 5/13/11 6/28/13 78,125 (64,164) 13,961
Federal Agencies 3134G1KL7 FHLMC BONDS CALL - 1.50 1.50 7/12/10 7/12/13 22,917 - 22,917
Federal Agencies 3134G1KL7 FHLMC BONDS CALL - 1.50 1.50 7/12/10 7/12/13 22,917 - . 22,917
Federal Agencies 31398Av90 FNMA.CALL 25,000,000 1.30 1.32 7/16/10 7/16/13 27,083 354 - 27,437
Federal Agencies 31398AV90 FNMA CALL 50,000,000 1.30 1.32 7/16/10 7/16/13 5{167 707 54,874
Federal Agencies 3134G2BC5 FHLMC STRNT 22,850,000 0.50 0.50 3/30/11 9/30/13 9,521 - 9,521
Federal Agencies 3136FPYX9 FNMA 50,000,000 0.50 0.50 12/3/10 12/3/13 20,833 - 20,833
Federal Agencies 31315PLT4 FARM~R MAC 35,000,000 1.25 1.30 12/6/10 12/6/13 36,458 1,366 37,824
Federal Agencies 31331J6A6 FFCB 75,000,000 1.30 1.31 12/23/10 12/23/13 81,250 663 - 81,913
Federal Agencies 313371UC8 FHLB 75,000,000 0.88 0.93 11/18/10 12/27/13 54,688 3,687 58,375
Federal Agencies 3135GOAZ6 FNMA FRN QTR T-BILL+21 25,000,000 0.24 0.26 3/4/11 3/4/14 5,117 424 5,541
Federal Agencies 3135GOAZ6 FNMA FRN QTR T-BILL+21 25,000,000 0.24 0.25 3/4/11 3/4/14 5,117 212 5,329
Federal Agencies 313373WY4 FHLB CALL NT 14,600,000 1.15 1.09 6/13/11 3/13/14 13,992 (7,970) ~ 6,022
Federal Agencies 31398A3R1 FNMA AMORT TO CALL 24,500,000 1.35 1.27 11/10/10 312111:4 27,563 - 27,563
Federal Agencies 313373JTO FHLB STEP NT CALL 0.75 0.75 4/28/11 4/28/14 23,625 - 23,625
Federal Agencies 3133724E1 FHLB 50,000,000 1.21 1.21 12/31/10 . 6130114 50,417 - 50,417

Federal Agencies 3137EACU1 FHLMC BONDS 75,000,000 1.00 1.02 612111 7130/14 62,500 1,451 63,951
Federal Agencies 3136FM3R3 FNMA AMORT TO CALL 53,270,000 1.75 1.63 8/18/10 8/18/14 77,685 (20,178) - 57,507
Federal Agencies 3133}1PT7 FHLB CALL NT 10,000,000 1.00 1.08 6/10/11 8/22/14 8,333 663 - 8,996
Federal Agencies 313370JS8 FHLB 26,095,000 1.38 1.34 12/8/10 9112/14 29,901 (769) - 29,132
Federal Agencies 31398A3Q3 FNMA AMORT TO CALL 27,435,000 1.50 1.31 11/4/10 9123/14 34,294 (18,432) - 15,862
Federal Agencies 313371 CN4 FHLB AMORT TO CALL 45,525,000 1,35 1.31 11/4/10 10/21/14 51,216 (1,580) 49,636
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Federal Agencies 3128X3L76 FHLMC BONDS 21,910,000 5.00 1.71 12/23/10 11/13/14 91,292 (58,835) - 32,457
Federal Agencies 3128X3L76 FHLMC BONDS 1,000,000 5.00 1.71 12/23/10 11/13/14 4,167 (2,685) - 1,481
Federal Agencies 31331J4S9 FFCB 27,000,000 1.40 1.41 12/16/10 12/8/14 31,500 288 - 31,788

Federal Agencies 31331J4S9 FFCB 19,000,000 1.40 1.46 12/8/10 12/8/14 22,167 919 23,086

Federal Agencies 313371 PC4 FHLB 25,000,000 0.88 1.26 11/22/10 12/12/14 18,229 8,006 - 26,236
Federal Agencies 313371W51 FHLB 50,000,000 1.25 1.39 12/6/10 12/12/14 52,083 5,811 - 57,895

Federal Agencies 313371W51 FHLB 75,000,000 1.25 1.46 12/8/10 12/12/14 78,125 12,887 - 91,012

Federa'l Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 25,400,000 2.75 1.30 11/23/10 12/12/14 58,208 (30,336) - 27,872

Federal Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 2,915,000 2.75 1.31 11/23/10 12/12/14 6,680 (3,449) 3,231

Federal Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 25,000,000 2.75 1.38 12/8/10 12/12/14 57,292 (28,186) - 29,106

Federal Agencies 3133XVNU1 FHLB 50,000,000 2.75 1.37 12/8/10 12/12/14 114,583 (56,583) - 58,000

Federal Agencies 313371W93 FHLB 75,000,000 1.34 1.34 12/15/10 12/15/14 83,750 - - 83,750
Federal Agencies 31331J6Q1 FFCB 27,175,000 1.72 1.74 12/29/10 12/29/14 38,951 381 - 39,331

Federal Agencies 31331J6Q1 FFCB 70,000,000 1.72 1.72 12/29/10 12/29/14 100,333 238 - 100,571
Federal Agencies 31331JE33 FFCB BD CALL 50,000,000 1.75 1.76 9/16/10 3/16/15 72,917 472 - 73,389
Federal Agencies 3136FMA38 FNMA 49,080,000 2.50 2.53 6/25/10 6/25/15 102,250 1,042 - 103,292 ~

Federal Agencies 3136FMX90 FNMA CALL STEP - 1.75 1.75 7/27/10 7/27/15 31,597 - - 31,597

Federal Agencies 3136FMX90 FNMA CALL STEP - .1.75 1.75 7/27/1 Q 7127/15 31,597 - - 31,597
Federal Agencies 3136FM6G4 FNMA 25,000,000 2.13· 2.13 8/10/10 8/10/15 44,271 - - 44,271
Federal Agencies 3137EACM9 FHLMC BONDS 50,000,000 1.75 2.17 12/15/10 9/10/15 72,917 17,023 - 89,940

Federal Agencies 313370JB5 FHLB 75,000,000 1.75 2.17 12/15/10 9/11/15 109,375 25,305 - 134,680
Federal Agencies 31315PGTO FARMER MAC 45,000,000 2.13 2.17 9/15/10 9/15/15 79,688 1,444 - 81,131
Federal Agencies 31398A4M1 FNMA' . 25,000,000 1.63 2.22 12/15/10 10/26/15 33,854 11,913 - 45,767

Federal Agencies 31398A4M1 FNMA 42,000,000 1.63 2.19 12/23/10 10/26/15 56,875 18,860 - 75,735

Federal Agencies 31398A4M1 FNMA 50,000,000 1.63 2.19 12/23/10 10/26115 67,708 22,768 - 90,476

Federal Agencies 31331J2R3 FFCB 32,400,000 1.62 1.80 11/16/10 11/16/15 43,740 4,813 - 48,553
Federal Agencies 31331J2S1 FFCB 25,000,000 1.50 2.20 12/15/10 11/16/15 31,250 14,025 - 45,275
Federal Agencies 313371PL4 FHLB CALL NT 15,570,000 1.55 1.6.3 6/10/11 11/18/15 20,111 1,042 - 21,153
Federal Agencies 313371ZY5 FHLB 25,000,000 1.88 1.89 12/3/10 12/11/15 39,063 304 - 39,367
Federal Agencies 313371ZY5 FHLB 50,000,000 1.88 1.93 12/14/10 12/11/15 78,125 2,185 - 80,310
Federal Agencies 3136FM3AO FNMA CALL 2.40 2.34 6/9/11 1/28/16 36,306 23,002 (51,232) 8,076
Federal Agencies 3135GOBH5 FNMA CALL NT 25,000,000 2.60 2.25 6/10/11 4/11/16 54,167 (40,523) - 13,644
Federal Agencies 313373ZN5 FHLB 35,000,000 2.03 2.03 6/6/11 6/6116 59,208 - - 59,208
Federal Agencies 3135GOBK8 FNMA CALL NT 10,000,000 2.25 2.08 6/10/11 6/6/16 18,750 (6,697) - 12,053
Federal Agencies 3134G2LWO FHLMC CALL 27,345,000 2.00 1.99 7/26/11 6/29/16 7,596 (242) - 7,354
Federal Agencies 31315PA25 FAMCA NT 15,000,000 2.00 2.09 7/27/11 7/27/16 3,333 179 - 3,512

Federal A encies 3134G2SP8 FHLMC CALL 50,000,000 2.00 1.99 7/28/11 7/28/16 8,333 164 - 8,170
'irt:ii Subtota:lsw~: {S=:>', ~~c~!:i:I!~!i!lili:i!i!~I,~ ::('>ti,~::;i~~::,~J,~:c~-_~:' ~._" :'!/,:,~:,,~ '.,"', _'I ;:;:::~,i::'i ' ''::",:.>'1,01;/', ",,$.2,512,620,000 '::";;i·;~~;;i:h"~1i,ji-Uj";i)' , c·-:- • ':~::Ji~I, ":11' , . "":",il" 1,;$3,381,445", $" (47J,9401 $; 'i, (51,232F ".!,,r2,852,273

TLGP 38146FAF8 GOLDMAN SACHS TLGP $ - 1.63 1.44 4/16/09 7/15/11 $ 31,597 $ (3,491) $ - $ 28,106

TLGP 61757UAF7 MORGAN STANLEY FDIC GTD TLG 25,000,000 2.00 1.94 3/16/09 9/22/11 41,667 (1,272) - 40,395

TLGP 36967HAD9 GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP 50,000,000 3.00 1.61 7/30/09 12/9/11 125,000 (57,631) - 67,369

TLGP 4042EPM5 HSBC TLGP 50,000,000 3.13 1.34 9/16/09 12/16/11 130,208 (74,368) 55,840
TLGP 36967HAN7 GENL ELEC CAP CORP FDIC TLGP 35,000,000 2.25 2.07 3/24/09 3/12/12 65,625 (5,295) 60,330
TLGP 61757UANO MORGAN STANLEY FDIC GTD TLGIi' 25,000,000 0.45 0.22 3/19/09 3/13/12 9,677 (1,147) - 8,530
TLGP 61757UAP5 MORGAN STANLEY TLGP 20,000,000 2.25 ~ 1.32 11/4/09 3/13/12 37,500 (15,565) 21,935

TLc;3P 61757UAP5 MORGAN STANLEY TLGP 50,000,000 2.25 1.31 11/6/09 3/13/12 93,750 (39,166) 54,584
TLGP 905266MO UNION BANK TLGP FLOAT 25,000,000 0.45 0.26 3/23/09 3/16/12 9,585 (960) - 8,625
TLGP 064244M4 BANK OF THE WEST TLGP 5,000,000 2.15 1.96 4/2/09 3/27/12 8,958 (766) - 8,192

TLGP 064244M4 BANK OF THE WEST TLGP 20,000,000 2.15 1.96 4/2/09 3/27/12 35,833 (3,072) 32,762
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Monthly Investment Earnings
Pooled Fund

TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
TLGP
iiiiil"Sulltotals i;'

90390QAA9 USSA CAPITAL CO 16,000,000 2.24 1.96 4/28/09 3/30/12 29,867
17313UAE9 CITIGROUP TLGP 25,000,000 2.13 1.97 4/2109 4/30/12 44,271
06050BAG6 BANK AMERICA CORP TLGP 25,000,000 2.10 1.97 4/2/09 4/30/12 43,750
481247AKO J P MORGAN CHASE TLGP 25,000,000 2.20 2.05 3/24/09 6/15/12 45,833
38146FAA9 GOLDMAN SACHS TLGP 50,000,000 3.25 1.23 3/22/10 6/15/12 135,417
481247AKO J P MORGAN TLGP 50,000,000 2.20 1.16 4/21/10 6/15/12 91,667
06050BAJO BANK AMERICA CORP TLGP 50,000,000 2.38 1.93 4/14/09 6/22/12 98,958
36967HBB2 GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP BULLET 25,000,000 2.00 1.41 3/22/10 9/28/12 41,667
36967HBB2 GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP BULLET 75,000,000 2.00 1.44 4/20/10 9/28/12 125,000
36967HAV9 GENERAL ELECTRIC TLGP 25,000,000 2.13 1.79 11/6/09 12121/12

';"'Fi,- "::::>!iii'!J:j'r:'" - ~G -~!i::ii!'lli:!iir!iHi!lliit~;~~}! ',)'>~: ,:I~;i:j'~l',:<,,;:.; '~'-il'~'i.J:'.I_'!'?'-,'!: ,i,;:~,!c~;;~;Jl:ii!:'ii!ii!i:i"i:::~~il:l$':'::' 67_,1'~OOO~OOOt:~i:"::1::':!"~::'~;'-' ,,-,\":!/I::: "L';;:~~"':,,··,

26,218
41,030
41,185
42,704
51,268
48,381
80,731
29,347
89,890
37,377

~"i':,,·,,· ~~,~,'-, $~.,,:,: ~74,801,

Public Time Deposits
Public Time Deposits
Public Time Deposits
Public Time Deoosits
lii:,Subtotals :,':, ,

FIRST NATIONAL BANK PTD
FIRST NATIONAL BANK PTD
FIRST NATIONAL BANK PTD
BANK OF SAN FRANCISCO CD

$ - 0.70
5,000,000 0.40
5,000,000 0.70

100,000 0.75
:e10,100,000i

0.70 7/31/10
0.40 7/30/11
0.70 8/4/10
0.75 5/18/11

7/30/11 $
8/2/11
8/4/11

5/18/12

$ - $ - $ 2,819
111

3,014
65

6J109-

"I 1 '",':',Ii",$ ,:,'",150,000,000 . . -:'''' - ::d,,$ >'47,014' :$'

Negotiable CDs
Negotiable CDs
Neaotiable CDs
:":",Subtotals"I',"·,-

78009JY90 RBC CAP MKTS NCO $
25152XMF4 DEUTSCHE BANK NCO FRN QTR
0605C02G6 BANK OF AMERICA NCO

50,000,000 0.23 0.23 12/9/10 9/6/11 $ 9,903 $
100,000,000 0.31 0.31 12/28/10 9/28/11 26,694

0.75 0.75 ,9/2/10 9/4/12 10,417

- $

-$

- $ 9,903
26,694
10,417

'~" 47,014,·

Commercial Paoer
:~'Subt()talsJ'~'

22532CWK6 CREDIT AGRICOLE DISC CP $ 50,000,0000.00 0.49
"""",,,,,1$ "",',,' '50;000~000 ~~., ' I'," ',," .-"'"

3/23/11 9/19/11 21,097
:"'21,097 '

Money Market Funds
·Subtotalso1ii"~

PFM PRIME FUND $ - ~ 0.10 0.10 7/23/10 7/21/11 $ 124 $ - $ - $ 124
$ , . - ~~ F' ." "',"1',-,,"' ~~,c,""$. c,' 'v":'" 124 ""'!'$ ~ - ,'~~ $ ~ ~ "",,~-~' $ ", ';,"";' " ",,', 124

<at~ilij.I9ta!l;Ec:.:L2:'::'2~·'··"C};:Z':·".·':::;:2~r:",c::::~:,.JT.2:':22:=" ..'::jT;':ZJi~ll?9.ItQtt··.·· .···.··.···.;C2:Dc;Ii·l"'C··ci·~··~·=:Z;:r::z;t::r·.-.:.-.·~··F~.;··~.7SIi~ig4B,lJ~-=I$~S@~71tS$:=Hl§1.2~~$'

, Yield to maturity IS calculated at purchase

July31,2011 City and County of San Francisco 10



Investment Transactions

For month ended July 31,2011

~,;~,:i!:!:'- I " I I I,~ ·"i">', .'•.•.........",,')',»> :"'..,:,t,c/TransaCtion
.I!m.! ',·SettleOate" Date~,·~<';:·.:cL_':.Y,,;'lnterestAmount

- $ 27,399,690
14,934,750
50,022,500

5,000,000
25,167,708
50,000;000
50,000,000
25,000,000
25,000,000
42,078,750
20,170;000
50,406,250

2,282,712
5,002,917

207
207

8,847
90

35,764
35,764
25,035

375,000
375,000
375,000
575,000
125,000
162,500
325,000
218,750
218,750
242,040
328,125

2,917

78,750

167,708

406,250

207
8,847

90
35,764
35,764
25,035

375,000
375,000
375,000
575,000

30,387
162,500
325,000
218,750
218,750

65,889
108,771

$ 100.05 $
99.57

100.05
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.25
100.41
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00

99.98
100.05
100.00
100.00
100.88
109.28
100.91
99.95
99.95

100;00
100.00
100.25
105.53

1.99
2.09
1.99
0.40
0.75
1.50
1.50
1.75
1.75
0.75
2.34
1.44
0.10
0.70
0.12
0.12
0.70
0.75
0.26
0.27
0.23
1.50
1.50
1.11
1.07
0.65
1.32
1.32 '
1.75
1.75
2.34
0.85

2.00
2.00
2.00
0.40
0.75
1.50
1.50
1.75
1.75
0.75
2.40
1.63
0.10
0.70
0.12
0.12
0.70
0.75
0.26
0.26
0.26
1.50
1.50
1.50
5.75
1.00
1.30
1.30
1.75
1.75
2.40
2.63

$ 27,345,000
15,000,000
50,000,000

5,000,000
25,000,000
50,000,000
50,000,000
25,000,000
25,000,000
42,000,000
20,170,000
50,000,000

2,282,712 '
5,000,000

207
2,282,505
5,000,000

100,000
50,000,000
50,000,000
35,000,000
50,000,000

, 50,000,000
50,000,000
20,000,000

, 25,000,000
25,000,000
50,000,000
25,000,000
25,000,000
20,170,000
25,000,000

3134G1U69
3134G1U69
3134G1U69
3134G1KL7
3134G1KL7
912828LB4
3134A4JT2
912828P07
31398AV90
31398AV90
3136FMX9Q.
3136FMX90
3136FM3AO
912828LC2

3134G2LWO
31315PA25
3134G2SP8

0605C02G6
3134G1KL7
3134G1KL7
3136FMX90
3136FMX90
313373JTO
3136FM3AO
38146FAF8

FHLMC CALL
FAMCANT
FHLMC CALL
FIRST NATIONAL BANK PTD
BANK OF AMERICA NCO
FHLMC BONDS CALL
FHLMC BONDS CALL
FNMA CALL STEP
FNMA CALL STEP
FHLB STEP NT CALL
FNMACALL _
GOLDMAN SACHS TLGP
PFM PRIME FUND
FIRST NATIONAL BANK PTD
PFMPRIME FUND
PFM PRIME FUND
FIRST NATIONAL BANK PTD
BANK OF SAN FRANCISCO CD
FHLMC FRN OTR FF+19
FHLMC FRN OTR FF+19
FHLMC FRN OTR FF+19
FHLMC BONDS CALL
FHLMC BONDS CALL
US TSYNT
FHLMC BONDS
US TSY NT
FNMACALL
FNMACALL
FNMA CALL STEP
FNMA CALL STEP
FNMACALL
USTSY NT

6/29/2016 Federal Agencies
7/27/2016 Federal Agencies
7/28/2016 Federal Agencies

8/212011 Public Time Deposits
9/4/2012 Negotiable CDs

7/12/2013 Federal Agencies
7/12/2013 Federal Agencies
7/27/2015 Federal Agencies
7/27/2015 Federal Agencies

, 4/28/2014 FederalAgencies
1/28/2016 Federal Agencies
7/15/2011 TLGP
7/21/2011 Money Market Funds
7/30/2011 Public Time Deposits
7/21/2011 Money MarketFunds
7/21/2011 Money Market Funds
7/30/2011 Public Time Deposits
5/18/2012 Public Time Deposits
111012013 Federal Agencies
1/10/2013 Federal Agencies
1/10/2013 Federal Agencies
7/12/2013 Federal Agencies
7/12/2013 Federal Agencies
7/15/2012 U.S. Treasuries
111512012 Federal Agencies
1/15/2014 U.S. Treasuries
7/16/2013 Federal Agencies
7/16/2013 Federal Agencies
7/27/2015 Federal Agencies
7/27/2015 Federal Agencies
1/28/2016 Federal Agencies
7/31/2014 U.S. Treasuries

7/26/2011
7/27/2011
7/28/2011
7/30/2011
7/21/2011
7/12/2011
7/12/2011
7/27/2011
7/27/201.1
7/28/2011
7/28/2011
7/15/2011
7/21/2011
7/30/2011

7/112011
7/1/2011
7/1/2011
71112011

7110/2011
7/10/2011
7/10/2011
7112/2011
7/12/2011
7/15/2011
7/15/2011
7/15/2011
7/16/2011
7/16/2011
7/27/2011
7/27/2011
7/28/2011
7/31/2011

Purchase
Purchase
Purchase
Purchase

Sale'
Call
Call
Call
Call
Call
Call

Maturity
Maturity
Maturity

Reinvestment
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
,Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
Interest
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August 9, 2011
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.!any Lee I Vim-Ollifl1ll1l1
Laooa (Jri'<%Jes I DirB:lnr
OJlryl &iItmat I Diror
MalaJkn HeilidB I Diat1Dr
IhmObll [JiraclDr
JOOII\amo:I I Direclrx"

DebmAJdvlsm I kWu fJlB:utMl DirtUldml

TO: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors

THROUGH: Ang~fa Calvino
Clerk of the San Francisc oard of Supervisors

FROM: Debra A Johnson O{
Acting Executive ~\s8or hief Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Bicycle Sharing Project in San Fram:;isco

The following memo provides an overview of San Francisco's efforts to launch a
bicyCle sharing project, describing the San' Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency's (SFMTA) involvement in a regional bicycle sharing pilot project led by
the Bay Area Air QLlaiity Management District (Air District). This memo provides
information about bike sharing in San Francisco, locations for stations, the
project schedule, and general information about bike sharing systems, bikes,
stations, and users.

Introduction to the Regional Bike Sharing System
A regional bike sharing pilot program led by the Air District in partnership with
the SFMTA will regionally deploy 1,000 bicycles in spring 2012 at up to 100
stations along the PeninSUla transportation corridor, with 500 bicycles (and
approximately SO stations) .in San Francisco. As Attachment 1 shows, the
SFMTA is working with a regional team to. implement this pilot along the Caltrain
corridor in San Francisco, Mountain View, PalO Alto, Redwood City and San
Jose. A combination of local, re.gional and federal grants are funding the project
with major funding coming from a $4.3 million Metropolitan Transportatioh
CommissIon Innovative Bay Area Climate Initiativ~s Program gra,nt In San
Francisco, the SFMTA is working in cooperation With our City and County'
partners, including the Planning Department, Department of Public Works, the
Recreation and Park Department and the Port of San Francisco. The SFMTA
has a bike sharing website available here: http://www.sfmta.com/bikesharing

Location of Bike Sharing in San Francisco
As the San Francisco Bicycle Share Pilot Service Area map in Attachment
2 presents, the pilot service area in San Francisco will be centered in the city's
employment- and transit-rich Downtown/SOMA area between the Financial
District, Market Street and the Transbay and Caltrain terminals. This area is
notably flat, has the densest bikeway network cove'rage and enjoys the highest

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
One Soulh Van Ness Avenue, ~evenlh FI. San Francisco, CA 94103 I Tel: 415.701.4500 I Fax: 415,701.4430 I www.sfmla.cOl1l
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levels of cycling, yet those who commllte by transit from cities to the east and
south encounter difficulties brInging a bicycle with them on BART or Caltrain.
Much of the city's densely urbanized northeastern quadrant is similarly well
suited to bicycle sh~ring.

Project Schedule
The SFMTA Board of Directors approved the Intergovernmental Agreement
between the project partners in June 2011. Next, the project schedule aims to
circulate a request for proposals in summer 2011, award the contract in the fall,
and launch the service in spring of 2012, with th~ pilot to run for 12 months and
followed by a finaL evaluation. Upon completion of the evaluation and an
eventual determination by the partners that the endeavor is both worthy of
pursuing and economically sustainable (whether through operating income,
sponsorships, continued grant funding, or some other mechanism), the goal of
the project is for regional operations to continue and expand following the pilot
period, The involVed parties will determine final, post-pilot ownershilJ of the
program and initial components before the. end of the first year.

What is Bike Sharing? .
The System .
Bicycle sharing is a term used to describe amembership-based system of short
term bicycle rental. Members can Check a bicycle out from a network of
automated stations, ride to their destination and return the bicycle to.8 different
statfon. . .

The Stations
The leading bike share stations are solar powered with battery backup,so no
external power or excavation is reqUired for their installation. The stations are
modular, meaning they can have 11 to 60+ docks for bicycles. Modules consist
of .two- or four-bike docks (depending on the system) and are connected to
achieve the desired number of docks. A truck transports the station modules. to
the site using a truck with a lift gate or a small boom and then the stations are
erected on location.

The Bikes
The leading hike share bikes are built specifically for bike sharing purposes and
to withstand the rigors of constant use in an urban environment. They are a one~

size-fits all commuter style utHity bike with "a rearraCk, a front basket, integrated
Iights,drum brakes and up to eight speeds in the internally geared rear wlleel.

Because the bicycles can be returned to 'stations elsewhere than where they
were checked out, and some stations will ineVitably be used more for departures
and others as destinations, the distribution of bicycles throughout the service
area needs to be monitored and reguJarlyrebalanced. Accordingly, the system
operator circulates between the stations daily with a truck and rebalances as

'.
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needed - pulling bikes where there. are not sufficient empty docks or adding
bikes where more are needed.

The Users
This Project will promote bicycles as a standalone mode and as 8 tlrst- and 18St
mile transportation alternative for commuters and residents taking all forms of
transit. thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions
and improving local air quality. Bike. sharing is typically made available on a
membership basis. Anyone over 18 years of age with a credit card who signs a
waiver and pays a pre-determined fee can join. Membership,duration can be
annual, monthly, wee.kly. or even daily. The pricing structure, which is also
flexible, would be established once a local vendor is selected. but the goal
would be to encouragesho,rter duration trips by offering members a lower rate
during the first 30 minutes, while successive increments of time cost
increasingly more money. This helps encourage quick turnover of the bikes and
maximizes their use while at the same time reduces direct competition with
traditional bike rental companies.

Attachments
"
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER

Ben Rosenfield
Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

MEMORANDUM

TO: Edward Reiskin, Director, Department of Public Works

DATE: August 11, 2011

SUBJECT: Street and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards: Annual Report FY
2010-11

The Controller's Office and the Department ofPublic Works (DPW) are required by Charter to
develop and implement performance standards for street and sidewalk maintenance. Typically,
each fiscal year (FY) the Controller's Office issues a six-month and annual report of the City's
performance relative to the standards. Given that the Controller's Office concentrated its
attention and resources in FY 2010-11 on completing the Street and Sidewalk Perception Study,
and inspection results for FY 2010-11 do not greatly differ from those of past fiscal years, the
Controller's Office is issuing this brief memorandum summarizing FY 2010-11 results in lieu of
a six-month report or annual report. Please find attached a table summarizing the street and
sidewalk inspection results for FY 2010-11. In brief, the findings are:

• Street cleanliness scores were significantly worse in FY 2010-11 than in FY 2009-10, but
better than iri FY 2008-09;

• < Sidewalk cleanliness scores were marginally worse in FY 2010-11 than in FY 2009-10,
but better than in FY 2008-09;

• Illegal dumping scores were marginally better, whereas scores on the presence of feces,
needles, and broken glass were significantly worse; and

• Scores related to all other standards, including graffiti, trash receptacles, and landscaping,
showed marginal improvement.

Note that past six-month and annual reports have been based on larger numbers of inspections,
which therefore provided a higher level of confidence in the results. In addition, past reports
have combined the scores of inspections conducted by the Controller's Office with those
conducted by DPW or its contractor. In FY 2010-11, all inspections were completed by DPW's
contractor. In addition, inspections were only completed during the first two quarters of the fiscal
year. The inspection program was abbreviated this fiscal year while the Controller's Office and
DPW concentrated resources on completing the Street and Sidewalk Perception Study, and in
anticipation that the perception study results might lead to changes in the str.eet and sidewalk
inspection standards and methodology. Finally, in the first half ofFY 2010-11, DPW lost
approximately 90 full-time Jobs Now employees that were conducting manual cleaning of streets
and sidewalks, which likely contributed to the deterioration of street and sidewalk cleanliness
scores. "

415-554-7500 City Hall' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place' Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694
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The Street and Sidewalk Perception Study, released in May 2011, found that survey respondents
generally perceived San Francisco's streets and sidewalks to be acceptably clean, even in cases
where the streets and sidewalks failed inspections based on the City's maintenance standards.
The Street and Sidewalk Perception Study can be found on the following website:
http://co.sfgov.org/webreports/details.aspx?id=1278

Should you have any questions regarding the inspection results, please contact Andrew Murray
(andrew.murray@sfgov.org, 415-554-6126).

Sincerely,

Ben Rosenfield
Controller

cc: Honorable Edwin Lee, Mayor
Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors
Mohammed Nuru, Deputy Director, Department of Public Works
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Average Inspection Scores from FY2006-07 to Q2 FY 2010-11

Criteria n=44 n=393 n=428 n=383 n=132

1.0 Street Cleanliness FY2006. FY 2007- FY 2008-
FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11

Trend
07 08 09

1.1 Litter (1 = acceptably clean to 3 = very dirty) nJa 2.07 2.37 1.97 2.11 Negative

.'

2.0 Sidewalk Cleanliness
2.1 Litter (1 = acceptably clean to 3 = very dirty) 1.76 1.83 2.07 1.89 1.93 Negative

2.2 Grime, leaks, spills (% of sidewalk
97.4% 96.6% 96.7% 96.8% 96.8% Neutral

free)
2.3 Graffiti (# on sidewalk) 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 Positive

2.4 Percentage of inspections with no
61.4% 39.7% 60.0% 84.3% 87.9% I)ositive

illegal dumping
2.5 Percentage of inspections with no

feces, needles, broken glass and 34.1% 16.5% 29.2% 55.4% 37.1% Negative

condoms
•... ' .

3.0 Graffiti - Average number of incidents per block

3.1 DPW 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.1 Positive

3.2 Non-DPW public 4.1 6.5 11.3 8.9 8.7 Posll.iVt'-

3.3 Private 4.2 14.6 15.3 15.4 14.7 Pos.itive
... ,

4.0 Trash Receptacles - Percent tbat meet the standard

4.1 Fullness 89.4% 94.2% 95.3% 98.9% 100.0% Positive

4.2 Cleanliness of trash receptacles 89.5% 93.6% 95.7% 97.7% 100.0% Positive

4.3 Cleanliness around trash receptacles 81.9% 82.1% 85.2% 95.9% 99.9% Positive

4.4 Painting 90.0% 99.5% 98.8% 99.2% 100.0% Positive

4.5 Structural integrity and function 91.9% 97.0% 96.5% 99.6% 100.0% Positive

4.6 Doors 9Q.9% 99.5% 99.4% 99.5% 99.7% Positive

5.0 Trees and Landscaping - Percent tbat meet the standard

5.1 Cleanliness 54.9% 71.5% 78.8% 90.9% 95.6% Positive

5.2 Appearance 94.6% 77.4% 82.8% 98.9% 99.9% Positive

5.3 Weediness 68.3% 91.8% 96.3% 93.7% 99.8% Positive

5.4 Clearance 92.7% 96.0% 98.4% 98.0% 100.0% Positive
.

Positive I-vear trend
I

Negative I-year trend
I

Neutral I-year trend
(Getting ('leaner) (Getting Dittier) (No Change)



SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR 1HE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Attorney for Petitioners

FRIENDS OF APPLETON-WOLFARD LIBRARIES,

COALITION FOR A BETTER NORTH BEACH LIBRARY AND PLAYGROUND .

To: City and County of San Francisco, Board of Supervisors ofthe City and

County of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Library Commission, San

Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Recreation And Park

Corrlmission: .

. Oh~:, Jo~'

.h~*\\O(Pll}
C', BOS-11,COB I

~38tp, ~44~
t1~~ ..

No.:

"1' •

PAUL V. CARROLL/121369

AttorneyAt Law
1103 17th Avenue.
Redwood City, California 94063 ' .

(650) 839-8644

=-------,-----------~/

FRIENDSOFAPPLETON-WOLFARD

LIBRARIES, COALITION FOR A BETTER

NORTH BEACH LIBRARY AND

PLAYGROUND,

Petitioners,

Respondents.

, v.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

FRANCISCO, BOARD OF

SUPERVISORS OF 1HE CITY AND

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, SAN

FRANCISCq PUBLIC LIBRARY

.. COMJ\1ISSION, SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION, SAN

FRANCISCO RECREATION AND

PARK COl\1MISSION and DoesI

through X inclusive;
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Notice is hereby given that an action will be commenced againstyou by the fIling ofa

Petition for Writ ofMandate on or about July 27, 2011, in the above-entitled Court relating'

to the approval of the North Beach Public Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground Master

Plan Project and/or certifIcation of its envirownental impact report.

Dated: July '1~2011!f/t/~
AAUL v.' CARROLL

. Attorney for Petitioners

Notice of Commencement of CEQA Action - 2



PROOF QF SERVICE

.I am a citizen of the United States and a resident ofthe County of San Mateo. I am

.over the age ofeighteen years and not a party to the within entitled action; my business

address is: 110317th Avenue, Redwood City, CA 94063.

.
,.

On July~2011, I served one true copy ofPETITIONERS' NOTICE OF

CO:M:MENCEMENT OF CEQA ACTION by placing a true copy thereofenclosed in a

sealed envelope, and postage thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail at Redwood

City, California address~d as foll~ws:

San Francisco Recf.eation and Park Com.

501 Stanyan Street

'. San Francisco, CA 94117

I, Paul V. Carroll: declare, under penalty ofperjury, that the foregoiilg is true and .

correct. Executed on July :t--~ 20 iI, at Redwood City, California.

.f!t!D?/

Sari Francisco Public Library

Secretary, Library Commission'

100 Larkin Street

San Francisco, CA 94102-4989

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary

T]J.ePlanJ:?ing Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

SanFrancisco,CA 94103

Attorney General, Resources Div.

455 Golden Gate Ave., Ste. qooo
San Francisco, CA 94102

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco

1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

CitY Hall, Room 244 '

San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
,

'

Attorney for Petitioners

FRIENDS OF APPLETON-WOLFARD LIBRARIES,

COALITION FOR A BETTER NORTH BEACH LIBRARY AND PLAYGROUND

To: ' City and County of San Francisco, Board of Supervisors of the City and

County of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Library Commission, San

, Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Recreation And Park

Commission:'
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PAUL V. CARROLLI121369 ,

Attorney At Law
11 03 17th Avenue

Redwood City, California 94063

(650) 839-8644 '

FRlENDS OF APPLETON~WOLFARD

LffiRARIES, COALITION FOR A BETTER

NORTII BEACH LIBRARY AND

PLAYGROUND,

Petitioners,

v.
\

'CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

FRANCISCO, BOARD OF

SUPERVlSORS OF urn CITY AND

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, SAN

FRANCISCO PUBLIC LIBRARY,

'CO:rvtM;ISSION, SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION, SAN

FRANCISCO RECREATION AND

PARK COMMISSION and Does I

through X inclusive;

Respondents,
I

---------------

Uvt5 '. ....J 0'1

c '~ B0S-/I' c tJB ,
4:1~ I &.tq ft

h~4? \lO&\~

Cf~

No.:

UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE

PETITIONERS' NOTICE OF

ELECTION TO PREPARE THE '

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD [pub.

Res. Code, § 21167.6] ::..,.-" ,~
. = :P0-
I ::: rf>;n

'~' c- :;0:;0
,~ ·..... Orn

,~ "'-''"1''\0

2-~' ~~~
'_, ,--07'-0<

, -:D" (=) f'1 rn
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Notice Regarding Preparation of Administrative Record- 1 .
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In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21167.6, subdivision (b)(2),

Petitioners hereby elect to prepare the record ofproceedings relating to respondents'

approvals of the North Beach Public Library and Joe D.iMaggio Playground Master Plan

.Project. and certification ofits environmental impact report.

Dated: July 26, 2011
PAUL V.CARROLL

Attorney for Petitioners

. Notice Regarding Preparation ofAdministrative Record- 2 .



PROOF OF SERVICE

San Francisco Recreation and Park Com.

501 Stanyan Street

San Francisco, CA 94117

I, Paul V. Carroll, declare, under penalty ofperjury, that the foregoing is true and

correct. Executed on July 26,2011, at Redwood City, California.
,

. ,

I am a citizen ofthe United States and a resident of the County of San Mateo. I am

over the age ofeighteen years and not a party to the within entitled action; my business

address is: 1103 17th Avenue, Redwood City, CA 94063.

On July 26, 201 t, I served one true copy ofPETITIONERS' NOTICE OF ELECTION

TO PREPARE THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD by placing a true copy thereof

. enclosed in a: sealed envelope, and postage thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail

at Redwood City,Califomia addressed asfollows: .
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Attorney General, Resources Div.

455 Golden Gate Ave., Ste. 11000

San Francisco,CA 94102

Board of Supervisors .

. City and County of San Francisco

·'1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

San Francisco Public. Library

Secretary, Library Commission

100 Larkin Street

. San Francisco, CA 94102-4989

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary

The Plannillg Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400-.

San Francisco, CA 94103

Notice Regarding Preparation ofAdministrative Record- 3



1. Petitioners Coalition for a Better North Beach Library. and Friends ofAppleton:.

Woifard Libraries challenge Respondent City and County of San Francisco through the '

actions, detenninations and decisions of its Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,

Attorney for Petitioners

FRIENDS OF APPLETON-WOLFARD LIBRARIES,

COALITION FOR A BETTER NORTH BEACH LIBRARY AND PLAYGROUND

SUPERIOR COURT OF mE STATE OF C,ALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Or\3 <.S01 '

Fde--4f \\ 0 (P' t~

(: " is OS --It leo 13

~ ~f U*14HTINf
UP~Cf' . f

No.:

UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE.

PETITION FOR WRIT OF

MANDATE,. CEQA (pRC, §§21168,

21168.5); REVERSE VALIDAnON

.COJ\1PLAlNT

Respondents.

INTRODUCTION

v.

Petitioners, .

FRIENDS OF APPLETON-WOLFARD

LIBRARIES, COALITION FOR A BETTER

NORTHBEACHLIBRA.RY AND
PLAYGROUND,

PAUL v. CARROLL/121369

Attorney At Law
1103 17th Avenue
Redwood City, California 94063
(650) 839-8644 .

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

. FRANCISCO, BOARD OF .

SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, SAN

FRANCISCO PUBLIC LIBRARY

CONllv.1ISSION, SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION, SAN

FRANCISCO RECREATION AND
PARK CONTh1ISSION and Does I

through X inClusive;

______________---:1
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Public ~ibrary Commission, and Recreation and Park Commission, for violations ofthe

San Francisco Charter, the San Francisco General Plan and the California Environmental

. Quality Act (CEQA) in certifying an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the North

Beach Public Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground Master Plan Project (project) and in·

approving the Project.

2.' From its inception, the Project engendered widespread opposition. Among other

things, it will demolish the North Beach Library, an undisputed historical resource under

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and itwill build a new library on land

that was condemned by the City for use as open space, namely the 701 Lombard Street

Triangle (Triangle).

. 3. Members of the public, including architects, preservation experts, and preservation

organizations criticized the project and its environmental impact report (EIR) on numerous

grourids. Under CEQA, an ErR. must consider a range of feasible alternat~ves. But the ErR.

considered only one potentially feasible altem8:tive besides the required no project

alternative. This is not a reasonable range. "What is more, it rejected from consideration a

. .

feasible alternative championed by the public that would preserve the historic library and

would attain most ofthe project sponsor' s.objectives.

4. The EIRviolated CEQA on several additional grounds, because it failed to disclose

that the new library would be built on land purchased by the City for open space. As a

result, the ErR. failed to properly describe the Project, attributed to the Project

environmental advantages that it does not have, and failed to analyze a sigpificant

environmental impact, namely the elimination of Dpen space.

5. Besides violating CEQA, approval ofthe project violated the City Charter. Under

that law, property purchased as open space using the City's Open Space Fund can only be

used for open space and recreation, and cannot be used for a non-recreational facility, such

as a library, except QY a vote ofthe electors. The Triangle was condemned specifically for

.Petition for Writ ofMandate - 2
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open space and purchased by the City for ppen space using open space funds. However,

the use of the Triangle for a new library has never been submitted to 'and approved by the

electors.

6. The Project also violates the Open Space Element of the San Francisco General
. ,

Plan. That element prohibits construction ofnon-recreational facilities, such as libraries,

on open space. Yet the Project would build a library on the Triangle, land designated for'

open space.,

.7. Unfortunately, the City ignored the public's call for a feasible alternative that

preserved both the historic library and the Triangle open space. In approving the Project

and certifYing its final EIR (FElR), the City violated CEQA, the City Charter and the

General Plan. Petitioners therefore respectfully request this Court to issue a writ of'

mandate setti11g aside the City's actions.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

8. Petitioner Friends of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries is an unincorporated association

comprised of residents and historic preservation advocates, professionals and

organizations, who protect, educate. and inform public processes in regard to the mid

century modernist Appleton-Wolfard Libraries in San Francisco.

·9. Petitioner Coalition for a Better North Beach Library and Playground is an

unincorporated association comprised ofresidents, neighborhood organizations aild civic ,

· groups who are committed to preserving open space at the Triangle (Columbus Avenue and

· Lombard Streets), public view corridors, the historicNorth Beach Library, a large multi-

· purpose play field and Joe DiMaggio's softball field-,which comprise aneof San

Francisco's great civic spaces.

10. The personal interests ofPetitioners and the p~rsons associatedwith them willbe

severely injured if the Project as approved by the City is allowed to proceed as planned.

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 3
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Petitioners are within the class of persons beneficially interested in and aggrieved by the

City's approval as all~ged below. Petitione~s include individuals ~ho expressed their

concerns and objections to the approval ofthe Project at hearings on the Project and in

written correspondence.

. 11. The City and County of San Francisco, by and through its Board of Supervisors,

Planning Commission, Public Library Commission, and Recreation and Park Commission,

(collectively "Respondent" or "City"), is named as the Respondent public agency in this

action because under the City's Administrative Code, section 31.04, subdivision (a), these

sub-units of the City acted as asingle "local agency," "public agency" and "lead agency"

that certified the EIRand approved the Project.

12. Respondent is a Charter City organized under the laws ofthe State of California.

13. Respondent's Board of Supervisors (Board) is the governing body ofthe City.

14. San Francisco Planning Commission is a commission authorized by the City

Charter.

15. San Francisco Public LIbrary Commission is a commissionauthorized by the City

Charter.

16. San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission is a commission authorized by the

City Charter.

17. Respondents are collectively referred to as "City."

18. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, or otherwise, of

DOES I through X are unknown to Petitioners, who therefore sue said Respondents by

such fictitious names. Petitioners will seek leave to amendthis petition when they have

been ascertained.·

19. Jurisdiction of this court is invoked pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure

sections 1085 and 1094.5, and Public Resources Code sections 21168 and 21168.5.

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 4
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20. Petitioners hav~ performed all conditions precedent to the filing ofthis Petition by

raising issues known to them before th~ City during the review process, of the Project.

Petitioners requested that the City not certify the ErRand approve the Project, and have

performed all'cOnditiop.s precedent to the other causes of action.

21. At all times mentioned he~ein, the City has been able to deny the approval and

operation of the Project at issue~ Despite such abiiity, and despite Petitioners' demandfor

dynial, the City has failed' and continues to fail to perform its duty to deny the approval and.

operation ofthe Project.

22. lfthe City is not ordered to withdraw its approval ofthe Project, the environmental
~

values subject to and ~ffected by the Project will suffer irreparable, and permanent damage.

23. Ifthe City is not ordered to withdraw its approval of the Project, or if its decision is .

not stayed pursuant to CCP section 1094.5, subdivision (g), the environmental values

subject to and affected by the Project will suffer irreparable, and permanent damage.

PROCEDJ,JRAL AND FACTUAL 'BACKGROUND

24. The Project sponsors are the San Francisco Public Library and San Francisco

,Recreation and Park Department.

25. On February 10, 2004, the Board of Supervisors authorized the acquisition of the

Triangle by eminent domain "for the development and maintenance of open space under

the Neighborhood Park Bond and Open Space Programs."

26., On July 6,2007, the Superior Court ofthe-State of California for the County of San

Francisco issued its finalorder of condemnation, by which the Court ordered, adjudged,
, ,

and decreed that the Triangle "is hereby taken for and condemned to plaintiff City for use

as open space." ,

27. On April 29, 2009, the San Francisco Planning Departnient issued its Notice of.

Preparation of an ElR. for the Project.

Petition for Writ ofMandate -: 5
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28. The Project area encompasses the 70 1 Lombard Street Triangle, a portion of

Ma~on Street between Lombard and Columbus Avenue, and 2000 Mason Street, the block .

bounded by Lombard, Powell, Greenwich Streets and Columbus Avenue.

29. Among other things, the Project proposes to demolish the existing North Beach I

Branch Library loca~ed at 2000 Mason Street, construct a new library onthe 701 Lombard

Street Triangle parcel, vacate the one-block portion ofMason Street and make open space.

improvements to it, reorganize recreational facilities at the Joe DiMaggio Playground, and

related actions.

30. On August 25,2010, the San Francisco Planning Department published a draft

environmental impact report (DEIR) for comment until October 12,2010. On October 7,

2010, the Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the Project and DEIR.

31. On April 7, 2011, the·Planning Department published its Comments and Responses

to comments on the DEIR.

32. On April 21, 2011, the Planning Commission certified the FEIR, consisting of the

DEIRand Comments ~d Responses, and approved the Project. In so doing, the Planning

Commission found that the Project would have an unmitigated and unavoidable significant

imPact, because it would demolish the North Beach library, a historic resource under

CEQA. It also found that the Project would have an unmitigated and unavoidable

cumulative impact, because the demolished library could not contribute to a potential

.. Multiple Property Listing of San Francisco branch libraries designed by the architectural

firm ofAppleton & Wolfard.

33. Accordingly, the Planning Commission issued a statement of overriding

.
.

considerations finding that the Project's benefits outweighed its unavoidable adverse

environmental effects. It also took a nUJilber ofrelated actions.

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 6
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34.· On April 25, 2011, the Public Library Commission appro.ved those portions ofthe

Project within its jurisdiction, including the demolition ofthe North Beach library and

construction ofa new library in the Project area.

35. On April 25, 2011, the Recreation and Parks·Commission approved those portions.

of the Project withiJ? its jurisdiction, including the DiMaggio Playground MasterPlan and

authorization to the San Francisco Public Library to demolish the eXisting North Beach

Library and construct a new library in the Projectarea

36. On April 25, 2011, the Recreation and Parks Commission also incorporated the 710
. . .

Lombard Triangle and that portion of the Mason Street to be vacated into the Joe

DiMaggio Playground.

37. On April 25,·2011, the Public Library Commission and Recreation and Park

Commission held ajoint hearing, adopted findings, issued a statementofoverriding

considerations, and approved the Project.

38. On May 10,2011, Petitioners appealed the Planning Commission's decision to

certify the FEIR to the San Francisco City Board of Supervisors. On May 31, 2011, the

. Planning Department issued an "Appeal Response" to the Petitioners' appeal.

39. On June 7, 2011, the Board ofSllpervisorsheld a public hearing.anddenied

Petitioners' appeal ofthe Planning Commission's certification ofthe FErR.

·40. Following the close ofthe public hearingand denial ofPetitioners, appeal on June

7,2011, the City, through its Bmird of Supervisors, then approved the Project by adopting

th~ following:

• .Motion affirming the certification by the Planning qomrnission ofthe FEJR for the

Project;

• Ordinance amending the San Francisco Zoning Map by amending the ioning

designation for the 701 Lombard Street Triangle;

Petitionfor Writ ofMandate - 7
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• Ordinance ordering the vacation ofthe one block ofMason Street between

Lombard Street and Columbus Avenue for the purposes ofthe Project; and

• Motions to continue,to June 28,2011, the public hearing and consideration of a

resolution authorizing the use ofthe 701 Lombard Triangle for purposes consistent

with the Proj ect.

41. On June 28;2011, the City, through its Board ofSupervisors, held a public hearing

and adopted the resolution authorizing the use of the 701 Lombard Triangle for purposes

consistent with the Project.

42. On July 1,2001, the Sail Francisco County Clerk posted the City's CEQA Notice

of Determination for the Project listing the foregoing approvals.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

(Violation of City Charter)

43. Under the City Charter, property purchased as open space using open space funds

can only be used as open space and recreation. Such property cannot be used fora non

recreational facility, such as a library, except by a vote of the electors. (City Charter, §§

4.113, subd. 2; 16.107, subd. (a).)

44. The Project proposes to build a new library on the 701 Lombard Street Triangle.

The Triangle was obtained by the City through eminent domain and purchased for open

space using funds from the City's Open Space Fund.

45. The use ofthe Triangle for a library has never been submitted toand approved by

the electors..

46. Accordingly? the City's 'approval ofthe Project and construction of a library on the

Triangle violates the City Charter. (City Charter, §§ 4.113, subd. 2; 16.107, subd. (a).)

The City's approval ofthe project therefore must be set aside.

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 8



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION (Violations of CEQA)

First Claim for Relief

47. An EIR must contain an accurate description ofthe project (CEQA Guidelines, §

15071, subd. (a), (~).) The courts have repeatedly emphasized the importance of an

accurate and stable project description. (E.g., County ofInyo v. City ofLos Angeles (1977)
,

71 Cal.App.3d 185; San Joaquin RaptoriWildlife Rescue Center v. County ofStanislaus

(1994) 27 CaLAppAth 713.)

48. TheProj~ctproposes tobuild a new library on the 701 Lombard S~eet Triangle.

The Triangle was purchased as open space using funds fromthe City's Open SpaceFund.
. .

49. The DEIR does not disclose that the Triangle was purchased for open space, and

that the. Project would destroy the open space it was intended to provide. The FEIR denied

that the Triangle constituted open space that would be eliminated by the Project.

50. The EIR's failure to properly describe the Project prevented meaningful public

participation and informed decision-making.

. 51. In certifying the FEIR, the City did not proceed in the manner required by law,

because neither the DEIR not the FEIR properly 'described the Project.. The City's approval

of the Project and certification of the FEIR therefore constituted a prejudicial abuse of

discretion. (pub. Res. Code, §§ 21168, 21168~5.)

Second Claim for Relief

52. An EIR must identify possible significant environmental impacts of a proposed

project. (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126, subd. (a); 15126.2, s·ubd. (a); Pub. Res. Code, §

.' 2100, s~bd. (b)(1).)

53. To comply with CEQA, 'an agency's significance determination must be supported

by credible analysis and substantial evidence. (pub. Res. Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5; CEQA

Guidelines, §§ 15091, subd. (b); 15126.2, subd. (a); e.g., Laurel Heights Improvement

, Petition for Writ ofMandate - 9
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Assn. v. R,egentsojUniversity a/California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,407-408; Kings County

Farm Bureau v. City a/Hanford (1990) 221 Ca1.App.3d 692, 725, 728.)

54._ The Project proposes to build a new library on the 701 Lombard Street Triangle.

The Triangle was purchased as open space Using funds from the Open" Space Revenue"

Fund.

55. The EIRfailed to analyze the destruction of the Triangle as open space. Instead, it

analyzed it as the insignificant removal ofa parking lot.

56. The EIR thus failed to identify and consider a significant environmental impact. In"

addition, its conclusion that that destruction of the Triangle was insignificant is not based

on substantial"evidence. These errQrs prevented meaningful public participation and

informed decision-making. .

57. The City's approval of the Project and certification of its EIR therefore constituted

a prejudicial abuse ofdiscretion. -The City did not proceed in the manner required by law

and its decision was not based on substantial evidence. (pub. Res. Code," §§ 21168,

21168.5.)

Third Claim for Relief

58. An ErR mq-st include a description of the environmental setting or baseline, that is,

the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity ofthe project, as they exist at the time

the notice"ofpreparation is published or when environmental analysis is commenced.

(CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (a).)

59. A project's "environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical

conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant." (CEQA

Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (a).)

60. The environmental setting should include among other things a discussion of "any

inconsistencies betvveen the proposed project and applicable general plans...." (CEQA

Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (d).)

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 10



64. The DEIR's failure to identify the Triangle as open space, and its failure to discuss

. .

thedestrudion of open space for non-recreational filcilities, including libraries. (San '

Francisco General Plan, Open Space Element, Policies 2.2; 2.4.)

meaningful public participation and informed decision-making.
the conflict betWeen the destruction ofthe Triangle.and the General Plan prevented

law. (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21168,21168.5.)

65. The City's approval ofthe Project and certification of its FEIR constituted a

prejudicial abuse ofdiscretion, because the City did not proceed in the manner requIred by

.
.

61. The DEIR described'the Triangle as a parking lot. But it never revealed that it'was

condemned for and purchased as open space with open space funds, andw~ intended for

. use as a public park The FEIR defended this omission. It reasoned that the description of

the baseline required no more than a description ofthe Triangle as a parking lot. '

62. While the Triangle is currently used as a parking lot, it also has aspecial status as

open space. To describe it merely as a parking lot obscures the significant impact that will

result from its destruction. This result is c'ontrary to the baseline requirement, which is

"critical to the assessment ofenvironmental impacts." (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd.

(c).) It is also inconsistent with the dictum thatCEQA "be interpreted in such manner as to

. afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope ofthe

statutory language." (Laurel Heights Improvement, supra, 47 C.al.3d at p. 390.)

63. In addition, theDEIR does not discuss the fact that the destruction ofthe Triangle

conflicts with the Open Space Element ofthe San Francisco General Plan, which prohibits
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25 Fourth Claim for Relief

26 66. Under CEQA, The EIR is required to consider arange of reasonable alternatives to

27 the proposed project. (pub. Res'. Code, § 21001, subd. (g); CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6,

28subd. (a).)
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67. A reasonable alternative is one that is feasible, less damaging, and meets most of

the basic objectives ofthe landowner. (CEQA Guide~ines, § 15126.6, subds. (c), (f).) An

alternative is feasible even if it would impede to some degree the attainment ofthe project

objectives, ot would be more costly. (CEQAGuidelines, § 15126.6, subd (b).) The,

consideration of alternatives must be sufficiently detailed to provide decisionmakers and

the public with information to allow them to intelligently take account of environmental

consequences. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd (f).) ,

6,8. The City violated these laws and guidelines in approving the EIR. Besides the no

project alternative, which is required in every case, the EIR considered three others, the '

preservation'and rehabilitation alternative, the preservation and southerly expansion

alternative,and the three-story library on the Triangle.

69. The EIR concedes that the three-story library on the Triangle is as damaging as the

Project, and that the preservation and rehabilitation alternative would not meet most ofthe

projectsponsor's objectives.

70. 1berefore,besides the no project alternative, the EIR considers only one potentially

feasible alternative, namely the preservation and southerly expansion alternative. This is

not a range ofreasonable alternatives as CEQA requires.

\.
.
'

71. An EIR that fails to consider a range ofaltematives violatesCEQA, because it

prevents meaningful public participation and informed d~cision making. (JaurelHeights

, Improvement Assn. v. Regents o/University a/California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,403-404;

CEQA Guidelines, §,15126.6, subd (f).)

72. Accordingly, the City prejudicially abused its discretion in approving the Project

and certifying its FEIR. (pub. Res. Code, §§ 21168,21168.5.)

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 12
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Fifth Claim-for Relief

73. Under CEQA, an EIR's rejection of an alternative as infeasible must be based on

substantial evidence. (pub. Res. Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5; e.g., Round,Valley Alliance v.

- County ofInyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1458-1459.)

74. In addition, the discussion rejecting an alternative as infeasible must be sufficiently

detailed to, permit meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (E.g.,

Center for BiologicalDiversity v. County ofSanBer~ardino (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866,

884.)

. 75. The EIRrejected from serious consideration the so-called preservation and

northerly expansion alternative and several. variations on it, includinga below-ground

expansion. It reasoned thatthe alternative -Would not meet most ofthe basic project 

objectives.

76. Npmerous members of the public expressed their support for the preservation and

northerly expansion alternative and its variations, including a below-ground expansion.

They offeied substantial evidence that it was environmentally superior, that it"would attain

most of the project sponsor's objectives, and that it therefore was feasible.

77. The EIR's rejection of the preservation and northerly'expansion alternative and its

variations was not based on substantial evidence. In addition, the EIR's discussion ofthe 

rejected alternative and variations did not permit meaningful public participation and

informed decision-making.

78. Accordingly, the City prejudicially abused its discretion in approving the Project

and certifying itsFEIR. (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5.)

Sixth Claim for Relief

79. Under CEQA, an alternative should be formulated in relation to the pt:Oject as a

whole, not to its various parts. Accordingly, the lead agency is not required to consider

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 13
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alternatives to the project's various parts. (Big Rock Mesas Property Ownersv. Board of

Supervisors (1977) 73 Ca1.App.3d 218,227.)

80. The EIR did not consider alternatives to the whole of~he ProjeCt, namely the

.Master Plan., Instead, the EIR focused the alternatives on one part ofthe Project, the

proposed demolition ofthe North Beach Library.

.81. The ErR's failure to consider alternatives to the whole of the Project prevented'

meaningful public participation and informed decision-making.

.82. The City's approval of the Projectand certificatipn of its FEIR constituted a

prejudicial abuse of discretion, because theCity did notproceed in the manner required by

law. (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21168,21168.5.)

THIRD CAUSE'OF ACTION.
(Violation of the General Plan)

.'83. Under Government Code section 65300, a project must be consistent with the

City's General Plan. (Govt. Code, §§ 65300, 65700, 65803;e.g., Families Unafraid to

Uphold Ruraletc~ County v. Board ofSupervisors (1998) 62 Ca1.App.4th 1332, 1336.)

84. Policy 2.2 ofthe Open Space Element of the City's General Plan states: "Proposals

for non-recreational uses in public parkS 'an.d playgrounds may arise in the future. Some

may be for public facilities such as parking garages, streets and buildings, and for private

or semi-pUblic facilities. Development of this kind in parks and playgrounds should, .

without exception, be prohibited." (General Plan, Open Space Element, Policy 2.2.)

Policy 2.4 in tum defines a library as a non-recreational use.. (General Plan, Open Space

Element, Policy 2.4.)

85. The Project violates Policy 2.2 and is not consistent with the GeneralPlan, because

it builds the new library on the Triangle, land designated as open space.

Petition for Writ of Mandate - 14
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86. Such a violation ofthe so-called "consistency doctrine" constitutes a prejudicial

abuse ofdiscretion. (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural etc. County v. Board of
, . ,

Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1342-1343.)

WHEREFORE,Petitioners prays forjudgment as follows:

1. For Writ ofMandate ordering the City to set aside approval of the Project and

certification of its ErR. based on violations of CEQA, the City Charter, and the General
,

Plan; and for ajudicial determination that the City's decision to build a non-recreational

facility on the Triangle is invalid and exceeds its authority under the City Charter and 'any

other law.

2. For a permanent injunction enjoining the City from engaging in any activity

stemming from the approval.ofllie Project and certification ofthe FEIR until those

activities have been lawfully approved under California statutes and regulations.

3. Alternatively, for a stay of the City's decisions approving the Project pending

judgment pUrsuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5, subdivision (g).

4. For reasonable attorney's fees under CaliforniaCode of Civil Procedure Section

1021.5.

5. For costs of suit..

6. For such other and further relief as the Court deems proper. /'~

Dated: lilly 26, 2011 -+J?+-_vi_~-----==---.:.._v__1_
PA~.CARROLL
Attorney for Petitioners

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 15
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VERIFICATION

.I, Paul Carroll, declare as follows: I am an attorney admitted to practice before the

courts of the State of California and have my office in Redwopd City, County of San

Mateo, California. him the attorney for Petitioners Friends ofAppleton-Wolfard Libraries

and· Coalition fora Better North Beach Library and Playground and am authorized to file

this Petition. Petitioners are unable to make the verification because they are absent from

.San Mateo County. For that reason I make this Verification on Petitioners' behalf.

I have read the ~oregoingpetition and know the contents thereof The same is true of

my own knowledge, except as to those matters stated on information and belief, whicht am·

informed and believe are true, and on that.basis allege them to be true.

I declare under penalty ofperjuiy that the foregoing is ·true and correct and that this

verification was executed on July 26,2011, inR(507iY1a.

VPaul Carroll

Petition for Writ ofMandate - 16



PROOF OF SERVICE

. .

REVERSE VALIDATION COMPLAINT by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a .

sealed envelope, and postage thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail. at Redwood

City, California addressed as follows:

I am a citizen ofthe United States and a resident ofthe County of San Mateo. I am

over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the within entitled action; my business ..

'address is: 1103 17th Avenue, Redwood City, CA 94063.

, On July 26,2011, I served one true copy of PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE,

San Francisco Public Library
Secretary, Library Commission
100 Larkin Street
San Francisco, CA 94102-4989

Linda Avery
. Commission Secretary

The Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA94103

Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca94102-4689

San Francisco Recreation and Park Com.
501 Stanyan Street
San Francisco, CA 94117

I, Paul V. Carroll, declare, under penalty ofperjury, that the foregoing istrue and"

correct. Executed on July 26, 20 iI, at R€ffiY od a.
./

Attorney General, Resources Div.
455 Golden Gate Ave., Ste. 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102·
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9/6/11 C-pages

From Clerk of the Board, the following departments have submitted their reports

regarding Sole Source Contracts for FY 2010-2011:

Dept. of Human Resources

S.F. Art~ Commission



Fw: Sole Source Contracts and Annual Reports - Response Required
Brent Lewis to: Board of Supervisors 07/26/2011 10:34 AM
Cc: Angela Calvillo

._----------_._-_.--_._---------~--------------'---'--~
Brent Lewis Fw: Sole Source Contracts and Annual Reports - Response Required

-----_._._--~~---------

The Department of Human Resources did not enter into any sole source contracts during the past fiscal
year - FY 2010-11.

Thanks,
Brent Lewis
Director of Finance and IT
Department of Human Resources
City and County of San Francisco
415-557-4944

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

Board of SupervisOJs/BOS/SFGOV
Anita.Sanchez@sfgov.microsoftonline.com, Barbara Garcia/DPH/SFGOV@SFGOV,
b.rosenfield@sfgov.org, ed.reiskin@sfdpw.org, Elizabeth MurrayIWMPAC/SFGOV@SFGOV,
Emily Murase/DOSW/SF<;30V@SFGOV, jbuchanan@famsf.org, jxu@asianart.org, Jeff
AdachilPUBDEF/SFGOV@SFGOV, Joanne Hayes-White/SFFD/SFGOV@SFGOV, John
Rahaim/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Joyce Hicks/OCC/SFGOV@SFGOV, Iherrera@sfpl.info"
Marcia.Bell@sfgov.microsoftonline.com. Maria Su/DCYF/SFGOV@SFGOV, Michael
Hennessey/SFSD/SFGOV@SFGOV, Micki CallahanIDHRISFGOV@SFGOV,
Theresa.Sparks@sfgov.microsoftonline.com, Trent Rhorer/DHS/CCSF@CCSF, Wendy
Stili/ADPROB/SFGOV@SFGOV,JDBeltran/ARTSCOM/SFGOV@SFGOV,
Debra.Johnson@sfmta.com
07/20/2011 07:14 AM
Fw: Sole Source Contracts and Annual Reports - Response Required

As of this date, the Clerk of the Board has not received your department's response regarding Sole
Source Contracts as requested in the email below: Responses were due by July 15.

Note: If you do not have any sole source contracts to report, a response is required to that effect (as
requested in the attached memo). . .

Please respond by July 22. The Clerk of the Board must submit a report to th'e Board of Supervisors
indicating responses received (or not) from departments. The report will be submitted on 'July 25,

Thank you.

Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
(415) 554-5163 fax
Board .0f.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page==104
----- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 07/03/2011 09:04 AM -----



•
EDWIN M ..LEE

MAYOR

JD BELTRAN

INTERIM DIRECTOR OF

CULTURAL AFFAIRS

SAN FRA N CIS C 0 ART S COM MIS SION

.MEMORANDUM

PROGRAMS

CIVIC ART COLLECTION

CIVIC DESIGN REVIEW

COMMUNITY ARTS

& EDUCATION

CULTURAL EQ1JlTY GRANTS

PUBLlC ART

STREET ARTISTS LICENSES

ARTS COMMlSSION GALLERY

401 VAN NESS AVENUE

415.554.6080

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Honorable Board of Supervisors

c/o Clerk of the Board

JD Beltran, Interim Director of Cultural Affairs,

Arts Commission

August 17,2011

FY 2010-11 Annual Report and Sole Source Co

WWW.SFARTSCOMMISSION.ORG

ARTSCOMMISSION@SFGOV.ORG

CITY AND COUNTY OF

SAN FRANCISCO

In pursuance to Charter Section 4.103 and Sunshine Ordinance Section

67.24(e), please see the attached Annual Report and the Sole Source Contract

List for the Arts Commission for the fiscal year 2010-11.

Attachments 3 pages.
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ARTS COMMISSION
FY 10-11 ANNUAL REPORT
Year Endina: June 30 2011
EXPENDITURES

FY10-tl FY10-ll·· Encumbrance Balance Comment
Description Budget Actual

Subfund: 1G AGF AAA General Fund - N6n-Proiect
Index Code: 285004 Administration

001 Salaries 321,103 321,103 - -
013 Mandatory Fringe Benefits 115,785 115,785 - -
021 Non Personal Services 71,000 71,000 - -
081 Services of Other Depts 200,580 170,359 30,221 - Interdepartmental W.O to be carried over.

Administration Total 708,468 678,247 30,221 -

Subfund: 1G AGF AAP General Fund - Annual Proiect
1 Index Code: 28CAE050/PAR045 Cultural Centers

001 Salaries 141,402 155,932 - (14,530) Deficit met with savings below.
013 Mandatory Fringe Benefits 59,522 57,171 - 2,351 Surplus used for deficit above.

021 Non Personal services 27,639 11,690 - 15,949 Surplus used for deficit above.
038 City Grant Programs 2,248,806 2,247,321 5,255 (3,770) Deficit met with savings above.

081 Services of Other Depts 152,118 130,845 21,273 -
086 Expenditure Recovery (441,229) (441,229) - -

Cultural Centers Total 2,188,258 2,161,730 26,528 -

2 Index Code: 28CAE051/PARTOl Art Enhancement·
001 Salaries - - - -
013 Mandatory Fringe Benefits "- - - -
021 Non Personal services 59,249 53,991 25,226 (19,968) Deficit met with savings below.

038 City Grant Programs 461,876 335,888 106,020 19,968 Surplus used for deficit above.

06P Services of Other Depts 55,886 34,344 21,542 -
081 ... Art Enhancement Total 577,011 424,223 152,788 -

3 Index Code: 28CAE041/PAR041 GFTA PIC Program

038 City Grant Programs 30,000 30,000 - -
CAE PIC Total 30,000 30,000· - -

4 Index Code: 28CAE3221FAR322 Cultural Centers Facilities maintenance
081 Services of Other Depts 95,000 95,000 - -

Facilities Maintenance Total 95,000 95,000 - -

5 Index Code: 28COL211/FAR211 Collection Maintenance
621 Non Personal services 3"Z,000 37,000 - -
06F Facilities Maintenance 15,750 15,750 .. - -

Collection Maintenance Total 52,750 52,750 - -

6 Index Code: 28GAL050/PAR046 Citv Hall Exhibition
038 City Grant Programs 25,000 25,000 <-

Total 25,000 25,000 - -

7 Index Code: 28POP004/PAR004 Symphony Orchestra
027 Personal Services 1.981,515 1,981,515 -

Total 1,981,515 1,981,515 - -

Subfund: 1G AGF ACP GerieralFund - Continuina Proiect
1 Index Code: 28CEG197A1PAR197 Cultural Eguitv Grant

001 Salaries 201,452 386,597 - (185,145) Deficit met with savings below.
013 Mandatory Fringe Benefits 88,043 161,534 - (73,491 ) Deficit met with saVings below.

021 Non Personal services 83,a83 408,374 113,452.00 (437,943) Deficit met with savings below.

038 City Grant Programs 2,926,467 1,629,710 883,243 413,514 Surplus used for deficit above.

040 Materials &Supplies 663 11,928 8,175 (19,440) Deficit met with savings below.

069 Project Carryforward . 444,173 - 444,173 Last year carryover used above.

081 Ser.vices of Other Depts 34,141 - 578 33,563 Surplus used for deficit .above.
CEG Total 3,778,822 2,598,143 1,005,448 175,231 Balance rollover to FY12.



ARTS COMMISSION
FY 10-11 ANNUAL REPORT
Year Endina: June 30 2011
EXPENDITURES

PaQe - 2-
FY10-11 FY10-11 Encumbrance Balance Comment

Description BudQet Actual

-
Subfund: 1G AGF WOF Work Order Fund -

1 Index Code: 28CAE5321PAR532 WritersCorps Project
001 Salaries 118,388 118,388 -
013 Mandatory Fringe Benefits 41,501 49,454 (7,953) Deficit met with savings below.
021 Non Personal services 110,111 102,158 7,953 Surplus used for deficit above.
086 Expenditure Recovery-Library (270,000) (270,000) -

WritersCorps Total - - - -
-

2 Index Code: 28COL562/PAR562 Airport Civic Collection -
001 Salaries 9,255 6,525 - 2,730 Surplus used for deficit below.
013 Mandatory Fringe Benefits 3,243 2,254 - 989 Surplus used for deficit below.
021 Non Personal services 18,527 22,246 (3,719) Deficit met with savings above.
086 Expenditure Recovery (31,025) (31,025) - -

Collection Total - - - -

ARTS COMMISSION
FY 10-1:1 ANNUAL REPORT
Year Endina: June 30 2011
REVENUE

FY10-11 FY10-11 Encumbrance Balance Comment
Description Budaet Actual

Subfund: 1G AGF AAA General Fund - Non-Project
Index Code: 285004 Administration

601 Civic Design Fee 39,659 39,659 - -
Total 39,659 39,659 - -

Subfund: 1G AGF AAP General Fund· Annual Proiect
Index Code: 28CAE050/PAR045 Cultural Centers

122 Hotel Room Tax 1,516,000 1,516,000 - -

9501G GFTA Qrant 55,000 55,000 - - .

Total 1,571,000 1,571,000 - -

Subfund: 1G AGF ACP General Fund - Continuina Proiect
Index Code: 28CEG197A1PAR197 Cultural Equity Grant

122 Hotel Room Tax 1,716,000 1,716,000 - -
Total 1,716,000 1,716,000 - -



Arts Commission

Fiscal Year: 2010-2011 Page - 3-

List ofSole-Source Contract
..

Name of Vendor Service Provided Amount $ Terms Justification

In accordance with the City Charter Sec. t 6.1 06 the City and County of San

Francisco has to matain a symphony orchestra. The SF Symphony performs year

Perfonn year round selected round SFAC sponsored Concerts. These Summer concerts for 2010·11 take place at

SFAC sponsored concerts at the the San Francisco Davies Symphony Hall in the fiscal year from July, 2010 through

Davies Symphony Hall and free From July, 2010 December 31, 2011 and a free concert at the City Park. This service has been

concerts at the City Park in through provided by the San Francisco Symphony for the last 58 consecutive years. The SF

1. San Francisco Svmphony accordance w~h the City Charter. 1,981,515 December 31, 2011. Symphony is the sole orchestra in the City.

Atthowe is the only expertise service provider within 100 miles of the C~ that has

substantial experience of expertise in the transport, storage and installation of

Provide expertise service in From July, 2010 monumental sculpture and has a general contracting license. The City Attorney

installation, transportation and through requires GC License for instailation of large sculpture. The OCA also approved the

2. Atthowe .Fine Arts Services storage of City Sculptures. 196,420 December 31 , 2011. sole source waiver request·on march 17, 2011.



SAN FRANCISCO . ... .. RECEiVED "~
.PLANNINGDEPARTMEfI\\7;PfD~~tf~~vJSORs

Document is available .' j "". ':'~l~\.,U
, " 2011 AUG /7 PH.

July 20, 2011 . at the Clerk s Office Staff ~smtact: Johnny JaraJilk 5
Room 244, City Hall ~-._-~_..

1650 Mission St
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103"2479

Fax:
,415.558.6409

The Pla.nnii:l.g Depaitrnent is pleased to announce the publicationof 25 Years Downtown Plan
ReceIJ:t!o!1.:__" __

-----MOii-fionng Reporrr9B5="ZOU9:lflis report analyzes de¥elopment and econOilliC trends sin"-ce---,-,th-e-----'4.:::1=5.558.6378
adoption of theDo~townPlan in 1985 and includes an assesSment of the Plan's implementing
actions."

The first section of the report, "Downtown Plan: 25 Years," ~valuates to what extent the Plan's pri
mary obje"ctives were acliieved. The second section, ~'EcondmicChange and Regional Grpwt1i Since
1985," explores the impact of larger economic forces on D<;>wntown San Fr~ciscoand how these
affected the ability of the Plan to achieve its objectives.

Key findings discussed in the report include:

• Since 1985; over 26 million comtnercial square feet was built in th~ downtoWn area.
Mqst new development occurred in the' DowntoWn Commercial (C-3) zoned districts and
In.areaS called·for in the Plan.

• . DowntoWn San Francisco remains a prime center for office based professional activi
tiesJ but employment growth did not occur,as expected.' A substantial am01mtofnew
job growth took place outside the downtown area,in sectors not foreseen by the Plan.

• Over 21,000 new units have been constructed in the doWntown area since.1985. The
Plan's overall housing production goals were met, with the rriajor.ity of new housing con
structed in the downtown and .neighboring areas.

• Up to 29,000 Units ofexisting housing w~re retained, including the preservation of af
fordable units in SRO hotels. The Plan's efforts to protect existing housing are among its
greatest achievements.

• The preservation of individual builp.ings and hist~ricdistricts was another significant
. achievement of the D0'!Vntown Plan. Ill; historic preservation requirements have con
tributed to the retention' of hUIidreds of individual buildings, as well as the character of
historic districts.

Copies available for review at the San Francisco Main PubliC Library, Science and Government
"Documents Department, the SFState Library and City College. The report can also be do-wnload-
edfrom:' "

. 'http://-www.sf-planning.org!ftp/files/Citywide/25-Years Downtown-Plan-Morritoring-Report-1985-2009.pdf,

Limited copies of the report are also for sale ($10 each) at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mi,ssion Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. An additional $3 will be charged for
postage and handling. .

Please contact Johnny Jaramillo at 415.558.6259, or e-mail j~hnny.jaramillo@sfgov"org,if you have
any questions.

t:\Citywide\Data ProductslDowntoWTi @ 25 Reportl25Years_DTAnno.uncement generat.docx

Memo

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



CITY AND COUNTYOF SAN FRANCISCO
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OFFICE OF THEDISTRICT ATTORNEY

GEORGE GASCON
District Attorney

DAVID A. PFEIFER
CHIEF AsSISTANT DISTRICT ATTORNEY

DIRECT DIAL: (415) 553-1743

E-MAIL: david.pfeifer@sfgov.org

August 16, 2011

In the Matter of the 2010-2011 Civil Grand JuryRe:

Dear Judge Feinstein

I 'write to provide lhe District Attorney's Office r~sponse to Finding 3 of the Civil Grand Jury's
report entitled "San Francisco's Ethics Commission: The Sleeping Watchdog." Finding 3 states:
"Waiting for the District Attorney or CityAttorney to infonn the Ethics Commission that they
are'not going to pursue a case causes unnecessary delay." We disagree with the portion of
Finding 3 that pertains to the District Attorney's Office for the following reasons. San Francisco
City Charter Section C3.699 provides that within ten working days of receipt of a complaint
from the Ethics Commission, the District Attorney shall inform the Ethics Commission whether
we have initiated an investigation or intend to pursue an investigation of the matter. The District
Attorney's Office has strived to always meet the Charter's 10-day timeframe, even in very
complex matters. We are pleased to report that our records show that, since January 2009, in .
over 90% of the cases we have indeed met that timeframe and responded to the Ethics
Commission within ten working days of receipt of the complaints. In rare occasions, such as
when the District Attorney has needed additional information to determine whether a criminal
investigation is' warranted, the District Attorney'sresponse has come after ten working days.
Going forward, the DistrictAttorney will respond to each complaint within ten wor19ng days of
receipt.

. The Honorable Katherine Feinstein
Presiding Judge, Superior Court
City and County of San Francisco
400 McAllister Street, Department 206
San Francisco,CA 94102

The Grand Jury's Recommendation 3 states "After the 14-day window, Ethics Commission
investigations should start promptly." This recommendation is not directed at theDistrict
Attorney's Office, and accordingly it does not appear applicable for us to comment about the
implementationof the recommendation.

Very truly yours,

GEORGE GASCON
DISTRICT ATTORNEY

CLlIil/f-
David A. Pfeifer
Chief Assistant District Attorney

850 BRYANT STREET, THIRD FLOOR· SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103 .

RECEPTION: (415) 553-1752 • FACSIMILE: (4.15) 553-9054
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cc: Manish Goyal- Mayor's Office
Andrea Ausberry - Assistant Committee Clerk, Board of Supervisors
JeihnSt. Croix - Director ofEthics Committee
Linda Ross- City Attorney's Office



WILLIAM P. SIFFERMANN

CHIEF PROBATION OFFICER

City and County of San Francisco

Juvenile Probation Department

August 18, 2011

E:>o S, -1\ ' !?~' JfJD

c()£ ~C~

375 WOODSIDE AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA94127
(415) 753·7556

Mayor Edwin M. Lee
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Members of the Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Commissioners Of the Juvenile Probation Commission

Youth Guidance Center

375 Woodside Avenue
San Fra:ncisco, CA 94127

Dear Mr. Mayor, Honorable Board Meinbers and Commissioners:

On Tuesday, August 16, 20l1,just before 8:00 pm, items in a kitchen storeroom caught fIre at the San

Francisco Juvenile Probation Department (JPD) located at 375 Woodside Avenue. The few employees on

site Were evacuated from the Administration Building. At no time were the youth in the Juvenile Justice

Center (JJC) in danger, and a full scale evacuation was not necessary. You willbe pleased to know, as was

I, that no injuries resulted frOlD. the incident.

.The fire however caused signifIcant damage to the kitchen, rendering the entire area inoperable. Damages

are estimated by Risk Management to be between $250,000 and $300,000: The Youth Guidance Center

campus is insured and JPD staff is working with Risk Management to oversee the repair work.

)

.

In addition, we are working with the Department ofPub1i6 Health, the San Francisco Unified School

District and other agencies to ensure that the youth in our care have sufficient and nutritious meals three (3)

times per day. We cannot continue to rely oil their support solely, as the logistics and strain on their

resources and ours is unsustainable. JPD requests your approval to move forward with emergency

contracting for these purposes. We anticipate returning to an operable state in a manner ofweeks.

I have assembled an internal response team that updates me regularly on the status of the repair and

response efforts. Please do not hesitate to contact me ifyou have any questions or need clarification.

As always, your support is greatly appreciated.

Willia P. Si ermann
Chief robation Officer
Juvenile Probation Department
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SF Board of Supervisors Letter of Inquiry
Steinhart, Barry to: Board.of.Supervisors
Cc: Ross.Mirkarimi

Thi.s message has been forwarded ..

08/19/201102:10 PM·

View: (Mail Threads)

Re: Inquiry #20110719~004

Thank you for your letter of inquiry regarding the recent tragic accident at Octavia and Oak Streets in
San Francisco. Senator Leno's Office is happy to research a numberof items mentioned in the letter, .
including potential state legislation that can prevent similar tragedies from occurring in the future. We
appreciate your attention to this important issue.

Barry Steinhart
Senior Legislq.tive Assistant
Senator Mark Lena
State Capitol, Room 5100
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-651-4003
barry.steinhart@sen.ca.gov
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SANGER & OLSON

576 SACRAMENTO STREET
SEVENTH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 9~111-3023
TEL 415.693.S3oo. FAX 415.693.9322

August 8, 2011

BY FACSIMILE (554-5163) AND HAND DELIVERY

President Daviq Chiu and
Members ofthe San Francisco
Board ofSupervisors
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603
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Re: FILE NO. 110835
APPLICATION NO.2008.01554S
1171 SANSOm STREET, AKA 1111 SANSOME STREET
BLOCK 113, LOT 40

SUPPLEMENT TOAPPEAL OF EXEMPTION FROM
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW BY'GENERAL RULE EXCLUSION
GRANTED FOR TENTATIVE MAPIPARCEL MAP

Dear President Chiu and Members of the' Board:

. This letter supplements our previous letter appealing the referenced tentative map to
clarify that we are also ,appealing the grant of an exemption from review under the California .
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") by the San Francisco Planning Department (the
"Department") pursuant to its issuance of a Certificate ofDetermination of Exemption from
Environmental Review dated August 16,2010, without any notice.

Due to the fact that neither this office nor its clients, the adjacent property owners, had
any knowledge of the grant of this exemption at the time 'of filing our appeal, we did not
specifically note that we were appealing the determination of exemption in accordance with
Public Resources Code section 21151 (c). Despite requests made many years ago for notice
regarding any activity on this property and future environmental reviewrelated to several prior
proposed construction projects, no such notice was provided by the Department and therefore
there was no opportunity to comment or know of the exemption. We only became aware of its
existence upon obtaining the Board of Supervisor's file after the filing of our appeal of the map.

Therefore, this letter supplements our appeal by appealing the grant of exemption as well.
The grant ofthe exemption violates CEQA for several reasons. First, the exemption violates the
anti-piecemealing principle, a fundamental precept under CEQA, by dividing one or more
projects (at least two projects under the proposed subdivision) into lesser projects without

8/Ht11 J2:1IJ PM
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President Chiu
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considering the environmental impacts ofthe whole of the action as required by CEQA. Indeed
the exemption claims on its face that because this particular subdivision does not propose
constmction, such future construction need not be considered. This is a ridiculous admission
given the long history of proposed constructionprojects on this site for which the proposed
'subdivision would pave the way, indeed pave the way for more than one constmction project.
Second, the exemption violates that rule and ignores the potential for construction on this fragile
site ofa fonner quarry by accepting on its face the applicant's claimed intent to donate one ofthe
parcels having the greatest potential geological problems and the steepest slope, to a non-profit
entity presumably for preservation. However, nothing assures such a donation nor even the
existence of an eligible entity willing to preserve the site without further constmction. Third, the
steep slope of the site itselfconstitutes an unusual circumstance which the very reason why a
standard categorical exemption could not be granted, forcing the Department to rely instead on
the general mle exclusion. The history of slides and rockfalls on this site, its geologic instability
created by quarrying many decades ago, and its character"of undeveloped open space shared with
many adjacent lots along Sansome and Green Streets, further contribute to unusual
circumstances. The parcel is a part of a historical open space, which has been in existence for
over 100 years, and contains harboring extensive vegetation planted over the last 30-40 years in
'order to prevent further slides and rockfalls. Significant slides occurred on the site and on
nearby parcels during heavy rains in the 1980's, a threat which remains today so much so that
neighboring landowners have been advised to avoid any excessive water flow on their sites.
Lastly, environmental review should be based on the maximum potential development which·
could occur on the site as a result of the proposed subdivision So that environmental review fully

. takes into account all potential impacts of the proposed subdivision.

Thank you for your consideration ofthese~ o'
. /

{'
.TMS:

cc. by facsimile or email
Angela Cavallo, Clerk of the Board
All members of the Board of Supervisors

. City Attorney Dennis Herrera
Deputy City Attorney John Mallamut
David Davies and Jack Weeden
Bruce Storrs, City Surveyor
Bill Wycko,.Department ofPlanning•.Office ofEnvironmental Review



Political Activity by City Officers and Employees
Department Heads, LaShaun Williams,.

Tara Collins to: Jean.Caramatti,Sharon Page_Ritchie, Ihathhorn,
Victor Pacheco, Ann Aherne, Eric Nelson, Anita

Cc: Department Head Assistant

SOS~\ \
.COBtUz-lj~

08/17/2011.04:35 PM ~a,-Gle..

Tara Collins Political Activity by City Officers and Employees

Please find attached the updated Political Activity Memorandum, which describes the rules governing
political activities by City employees and officers. The memo can also be found on the City Attorney's
website, under the Legal Opinions tab at
http://sfcityattorney.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=876

Best,
Tara Collins
Confidential Assistant to the City Attorney

OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA
San Francisco City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4682

(415) 554-4748 Direct
(415) 554-4700 Reception
(415) 554-4715 Facsimile

-'-'...l),-~:
:~

Political Activity 2011.PDF



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J, HERRERA
City Attorney

MEMORANDUM

JONGIVNER
Deputy City Attorney

DIRECT DIAL: (415) 554-4694

E-MAIL: jon.givner@sfgov.org

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

ALL ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS
ALL CITY BOARD AND COMMISSION MEMBERS
ALL CITY DEPARTMENT HEADS ,

Jesse Smith, Chief Assistant City Attorney ~ ,
Jon Givner,Deputy City Attorney, HeadofE~Elections Team

August 17; 2011

Political Activity By City Officers and Employees

oS-

"

As we typically do every year in advance of the November election, the City Attorney's
Office is providing this memorandum to outline the basic legal rules restricting political
activities by City commissions, departments, officers and employees (collectively sometimes
referred to below simply as "City officers and employees."). Pkase note that this memorandum
updates and replaces previous memoranda that we have issued on this topic. A further overview
of these and other laws governing the conduct of public officials is available in our Good
Government Guide, 2010-11 edition, on the Resources page of our website at
www.sfcityattorney.org.

J'his memorandum is a general guide to the rules regardingpoliti~al activity and is not a
substitute for legal advice. Please contact the City Attorney's Office with any questions related
to participation in political activiHes. In providing advice on these matterS for the November
2011 election, we will follow the procedures set f9rth in the City Attorney's memorandum dated
August 27, 2010, available at .
http://www.sfcityattorney.orglModules/ShowDocument.aspx?d6cumentid=669.

SUMMARY

In this memorandum we address the most common legal issues 'that usually arise before
elections. The discussion below provides answers to frequently asked questions in five areas:

1. Use of City Resources: No one-,-including City officers and employees and City
volunteers and contractors-may use City resources to advocate for or against candidates or
ballot measures. City resources include, without limitation, City employees'work time, City
computers, City email systems and City property. Also, City commissions and'departments may
not endorse or take a position measures or candidates. But they may use City resources to
analyze the effects of proposed ballot measures on City operations, as long as the analysis is
objective and avoids campaign slogans and other suggestive language typically associated-with
campaign literature.

2. Off Duty Political Activity: As a general rule, City officers and employees may
support or oppose candidates and ballot measures in their per~onal capacities, while off duty and
outside of City-owned or controlled property. City officers and employees may reference their
City titles in campaign materials as long as it is clear that they are using the titles only for
identificiltion purposes. But City officers and employees may not solicit political contributions
from other City officers and employees, even while off duty.

CiTY HALL· 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLI;TT PLACE, ROOM 234 . SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102
RECEPTION: (415) 554-4700 FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4745

n:\ethics\as2011 \ 9890520\0071 959o.doc
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Political Activity By City Officers and Employees

3. Mass Mailings Using City Funds: With limited exceptions, no City department or
commission may prepare or send more than 200 pieces ofsirnilar mail containing the name or
image of a City electeq officer.

4. Cafil.paign Contributions To Elected Officials From City Contractors: City
elected officials may not solicit or accept campaign contributions from-any person or entity
seeking to enter a contract of grant worth $50,000 or more with the City, if the contractor grant
is subjectto the elected officials' approval or the approval of one of their appointees to the board
of a state agency. This restriction applies during.contract negotiations and for six months after

'. the ,date of contract or grant approval. The restriction also extends to contributions from the
party seeking the contract or grant and that party's directors, executives and owners, as well as
any subcontractors listed in the contract or bid.

5. Campaign Contributions Solicited Or Accepted By Appointed Officials:
Appointed City officials, including department heads and members of boards and commissions,
may not s9licitpolitical contributions over $250 from anyone appearing before them in pending
proceedings. Such proceedings include condition~ use. permits, rezoning of property parcels, ,
zoning variances, tentative subdivision and parcel maps, building and development permits, and
some contract approvals. Also, appointed officials who are running for office are disqualified
·from participating in proceedings where the parties or participants have directly contributed over
$250 to the officials within the 12 months before the.proceeding.

DISCUSSION

I. Misuse of City Resources

, State law prohibits City officers, employees and anyone else from using City resources to
support or oppose a ballot measure or the election or defeat of a candidate at the federal, state, or
local level. Local law also prohibits City officers and employees from engaging in political
activity during work time or on City-owned or controlled premises.

• What is a misuse of City resources?

Any use of City resources or City personnel for political activity is prohibited. This ban
prohibits any use of City e-mail, telephones, copiers, fax machines, computers, office supplies or
any other City resources for political purposes. City personnel's time and attention may not be
diverted from their City duties for political purposes. Activities that would fall within the scope
of this ban include addressing envelopes for campaign mailers; circulating ballot petitions;
making campaign. telephone calls; attending campaign events; or engaging in similar types of ..
campaign activity on City time or on City property that the City does not makes available to the
general public to use for political purposes.

Example: On his lunch hour, a City employee uses his City
computer to send invitations to a fundraiser for a candidate. The
employee has misused City resources by using his City computer .

, for political activity. The fact that he was on his lunch hour or
used his personal email account does not excuse this improper use
of City resources.
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Example: A City department' maintains a web page on the
sfgov.org domain with information about the department and links
to outside websites with additional information. Because the web

. page is a City resource, the department may not include a link to a
campaign website advocating a position on a ballot measure or
candidate.

• Maya board or commission take a position on a ballot measure?

The prohibition on use of City resources for political activity also means that City
officers and employees may not use their official positions to influence elections. As a result,
appointed boards and commissions may not vote to endorse a measure or a candidate. The
c()urts have allowed an exception to this rule for legislative bodies like the Board of Supervisors.
The Board ofSupervisors, acting as a body, may take a position on behalf of the City on a ballot
measure, and the Mayor may take a public position on a measure. But no City officials,
including the Mayor and members of the Board, may distribute campaign literature at City
events or include campaign literature ill official mailings to employees or members of the 'public.

Example: Members of a City commission feel strongly aboutthe
merits ora measure appearing on the ballot that relates to matters'
within their jurisdiction. The commissionmay not vote on a '
resolution to support or oppose the ballot measure. The
commission may ask staff for information about the impact of the

, ballot measure on the City, and individual commissioners may
support or oppose the measure on their own time using their own
resources.

• May City officers and employees analyze a ballot measure's effects?

City officers and employees may lawfully use City resources (where budgeted for such a
purpose and otherwise authorized) to investigate and evaluate objectively the potential impact of
a ballot measure on City operations. The analysis must be made available to the public.

Example: A City department wants to inform its commission
. about the potential impacts on the department if a ballotmeasure
passes. lithe department has money budgeted forthe purpose, the
department may research the potential impact ofthe measure and'
present objective information to the commission. The analysis
must also be made available to the public.

• May City officers and employees respond to inquiries about a measure?

City officers and employees may respond to public requests for information, including
requests to participate in public discussions about ballot measures, if the officers' or employees'
statements are limited to an objective and impartial presentation of relevant facts to aid the
voters in reacliing an informed judgment regarding the effects of the measure on the City. All
statements must be accurate and fair. But City officers and employees should not participate in
any campaign event on City time, even to provide an impartial informational presentation, if the
purpose of the event is to support or oppose ballot measures or candidates.
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Example: A community organization asks a department head to

attend the organization's meeting to provide information about a

pending ballot measure. As long as the depa,rtment head provides

impartial and objective information, she can attend the meeting on

City time. But if a candidate asks the department head to provide

the same information at a campaign fundraisei, the department

-head carinot attend on City time.

• Maya City department publicize its analysis of a ballot measure?

If a department analyzes a ballot measure,.the department should make its analysis public

and distribute or publicize it consistent with the department's regular practice. But the

department should not use special methods-such as methods associated with political

.campaigns-to distribute its analysis. '

City officers and employees who are considering providing the public with an

informational presentation regarding a ballot measure should consult in advance with the City

Attorney's Office. .

Example: If a department regularly issues a newsletter to

interested City residents, it may include an objective and impartial

analysis of a pending ballot measure, but the department should

not create a special, one-time-only newsletter to distribute its
analysis. . .

• What is an objective and impartial presentation?

Courts evaluate materials prepared or distributedby a public entity in terms of whether

they make a balanced presentation of facts designed to enhance the ability of the voters

intelligently to exercise their right to vote, or whether the communications resemble campaign

materials for or against a ballot measure. In its analysis of the effect of a proposed measure, a

department should present factual information, avoid one-sided rhetoric or campaign slogans,

anduot urge a vote in one way or another.

Example: A City department wants to prepare a PowerPoint

presentation about a ballot measure explaining the department's

view that the measure could have a significantuegative impact on

the department'S' operations. Any such presentation must be

-limited to an accurate, fair, and objective presentation of the

relevant facts. It should not urge aYes or No vote, and it should

not use campaign slogans or rhetoric.

• When do these rules apply?

These rules prohibit using City resources when a matter is pending before the voters, but

not when the matter is pending before the Board of Supervisors. City measures may be placed

on the ballot in three different ways: (1) by the Board of Supervisors acting as a body through

majority vote of all of its members at a public meeting, (2) by the Mayor or four or more

individual Bo,!-rd members submitting the measure directly, or (3) by the voters submitting an

initiative petition with the sufficient number of valid signatures.
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~ When the Board of Supervisors as a body is considering placing a measure on
the ballot, City officers and employees may use City resources to influence
the Board's decision on whether to place the measure before the voters. After
the Board has taken its final vote to place the measure on the ballot, no
additional City resources may be used to advocate for or against the measure.

~ When the Mayor or four or more individual members of the Board have
submitted a measure, the Charter requires the Board to hold a public hearing
on the measure. City officers and employees may use City resources at this
hearing to explain the effects, advantages or disadvantages of the measure,
.and to urge the Mayor or individual Board members to withdraw the measure
from the ballot, but not to urge voters to vote for or against the measure.
Other than at this hearing, no City resources ~ay be used to advocate for or
against the measure once the Mayor or four Supervisors have proposed it.

~ A voter may begin circulating a proposed ballot measure for signatures after
having obtained a title and summary from the Department of Elections and
City Attorney's Office. Once the initiative petition is circulating for
signatures, no City resources may be used to advocate for or against it.

11. Off-Duty Political Activities By City Officers and Employees

City officers and employees have a First Amendment right to engage in political
activities while off duty and outside of City-owned or controlled property. As a general rule,
City officers and employees may take public positions, as private citizens, on electoral races or
ballot measures. Federal law restricts the political activities of local employees whose principal
employment involves a federally-funded activity. The City also restricts the off-duty political
activities of certain officers and employees, including the Ethics and Election Commissions and
their employees, and the City Attorney. Finally, local law imposes some off-duty restrictions on
all City officers and employees. .

• May City officers and employees use their official titles in campaign
communications?

As long as they are not otherwise using City resources to do so, City officers and
employees may use their official titles in campaign communications. But it must be clear from
the tenor and nature of the communication that the City officers and employees are making the
communication in their personal capacity and are using the titles for identification purposes only.

• May City officers and employees solicit campaign contributions from other City
officers and employees?

No. City officers and employees may not directly or indirectly solicit campaign
contributions from other City officers or employees or from persons on City employment lists.
A City officer or employee can request campaign contributions from other City officers or
employees only if the request is parLof a solicitation made to a significant segment of the public
that may include officers or employees of the City. If the City officer or employee is aware that
a distribution list includes other City officers or employees, the officer or employee should make
reasonable efforts to remove those individuals froin that distribution list. In no event can the
requestor use City resources in making any solicitation.
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Example: After work, a City employee sends an email to her

coworkers-from her personal email account to the coworkers'

personal email accounts-soliciting contributions to a candidate

for local office. Even though the employee used no City resources,

the solicitation is not lawful because she solicited political

contributions from other City employees.

Example: The same City employee sends an invitation to a
'.fundraiser to a list of all graduates from the local college she

attended. A number of City employees, who also happened to

attend that college, receive invitations. Although the officer sent

the solicitation to some City employees, the solicitation is lawful

because it. was made to a significant segment of the public that

included some City employees.

• May City officers and employees engage in political activities on City premises?

City officers and employees may not participate in political activities of any kind while

on City-owned or controlled property, other than property that the City makes available to the

general public'to use for political purposes (such asa public plaza or sidewalk).

Example: A City employee seeks endorsements for the

employee's candidacy for a political party's central committee in

the hallway of her City department's office. This activity violates

the ban on political activity on City premises because it is being

done inside City property that is not available to the general public

for political purposes.

• May City officers and employees engage in political activities while in uniform?

No. City officers and employees may not participate in political activities of any kind

. while in uniform. City officers or employees are in uniform any time they are wearing all or any

part of a uniform that they are required or authorized to wear when engaged in official duties. .

III. Mass Mailings at Public Expense

In addition to the general prohibition against using public resources or personnel to

engage in political activity, the City cannot use public money to print or send non-political

newsletters or mass mailings that feature or make reference to an elected official. A non

political newsletter or mass mailing is prohibited if all ofthe following four requirements are

met:

• Sent or delivered. The item is sent or delivered by any means to the recipient at a

residence, place of employment or business, or post office box.

• Features an elected official. The item either features a City elected officer, or

includes the name, office, photograph, or other reference to a City elected officer.

• Paid for with public funds. Any public money is used to pay for distribution, or

more than $50 of public money is used to pay for design, production and printing.
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• M9re than 200 items in a single month. More than 200 substantially similar items
are sent in a single calendar month.

Certain types of mailings are exempt from the mass mailing prohibition. For example,
the prohibition does not apply to emails, text messages or postings on websites. It also does not
apply to press releases, meeting agendas and intra-office copununic~ations. Please check with the
City Attorney's Offic.e in advance if you have any questions about the mass mailing rule.

IV. Campaign Contributions to Elected Officials and Candidates

Local law prohibits City elected officials from soliciting or accepting contributions from
any person or ,entity seeking to enter into a contract or grant worth $50,000 or more with the
City, if the contract or grant requires their approv,al or th,e approval of their appointees to the
board of a state agency. This restriction applies to the party seeking the contract or grant, the
party's board of directors, chairperson, chief executive officer, chief financial officer, chief
operating officer, any person with an ownership interest greater than twepty percent, and any
political committees controlled or sponsored by the party', as well as any subcontractors listed in
the contract or bid. The law both prohibits the donor froin giving contributions and prohibits the
elected official from soliciting or accepting them.

• Maya City con~ractorgive a campaign contribution to a public official who
approves the contract?

A person or entity that contracts with the City may not make a campaign contribution to
an elected official if the contract would require approval by that official, a board on which the
official serves, ora board of a state agency on which an appointee of the official sits. The people
and entities lis1ed in the preceding paragraph may not make a campaign contribution to the
elected official at any time from the commencement of negotiations for the contract until either:
(l) negotiations are terminated and no contract is awarded; or (2) six months have elapsed since

.. the award of the contract. .

• . May an elected City official solicit or accept a campaign contribution from a
City contractor? .

An elected official may not solicit or accept a campaign contribution from a business or
entity seeking a contract with the City, including all of the associated people and entities listed
above in the first paragraph of this Section N, if that elected official, a board on which the
official serves, or a board of a state agency on which an appointee of the official sits must
approve the contract. This prohibition applies to the official at any time from the formal
submission of the contract tothat official until either: (1) negotiations are terminated and no
contract is awarded; or (2) six months have elapsed since the award of the contract.

V. Campaign Contributions Solicited or 'Accepted By Appointed Officials

Section 84308 of the C~ifornia Government Code prohibits appointed officials from
soliciting contributions of more than $250-40r any candidate or campaign-from any party or
participant ina proceeding pending before the appointed official's agency or from anyone with a
pending contract subject to the appointedofficial's approval. It also disqualifies appointed
officials who are running for office from participating in decisions that involve persons who have
contributed $250 or more directly to them within the past 12 months.
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• May appointed officials solicit contributions from persons in a proceeding
pending before them?

Appointed offiCials may not solicit, accept or direct campaign contributions of more than
$250 from any party to or participant in certain proceedings pefore the official's agency. This
prohibition applies during the proceeding and for three mohths after the final deCision is rendered .'
in the proceeding.

.This rule applies whether the contributions are sought for the official or for someone else,
and whether the contributions come directly from the party or participant, or are made by an
agent acting on behalf of the party or participant. The prohibition applies to contributions for
candidates or ballot measures in federal, state, oIlocal elections. '

An official does not violate this rule if the official makes a request for contributions in a
mass'mailing sent to members of the public, to a public gathering, in a newspaper, on radio or
television, or in any other mass medium, provided the solicitation is not targeted to persons who
appear before the board or commission. An official does not engage in a solicitation solely
because the official's name is printed with other names on stationery or letterhead used to ask for
contributions. . .

• Who is an "appointed official" prohibited from soliciting or accepting
contributions?

An appointed official is an appointed member of board or commission, or an appointed·
department head. Although the Board of Supervisors is an elected body, the prohibitions of
Section 84308 apply to membersbf the Board of Supervisors when they sit as members of an
appointed body.' '

• What proceedings are covered by t~is prohibition?

Section 84308 applies to '~use entitlement proceedings," which are actions to grant, deny,
revoke, restrict or modify certain contracts or business, professional, trade or land use licenses,
permits, or other entitlemen~s to use property or engage in business. Examples of the types of
decisions covered by the law include decisions on professional license revocations, conditional
use.permits, rezoning of property parcels, zoning variances, tentative subdivision and parcel
maps, cable television franchises, building and developmeIit permits and private development
plans. This law also applies to all contracts other than labor or personal employment contracts
and competitively bid contracts where the City is required to select the highest or lowest
qualified bidder. '

The law does not cover proceedings where general policy decisions or rules are made or
where the interests affected are many and diverse, such as general building or development
standards and other rules of general application.

• Who is a "party," "participant," or "agent"?' .

A "party" is a person, including a business entity, who files an application for, or is the
subject of a use entitlement proceeding. A "participant" is any person who is not a party to a
proceeding but who: (1) actively supports or opposes a particular decision (e.g., lobbies the
officers or employees of the agency, testifies in person before the agency, or otherwise acts to
influence the decision of theofficers of the agency); and (2) has a financial interest in the
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decision. An "agent" is an individual or entity that represents a party or participant in a
proceeding.

• When is an appointed official disqualified from proceedings involving a
contributor?

An appointed official who is also a candidate for elective office may not participate in
any use entitlement proceeding involving a party or participant (or the party's or participant's
agent) from whom the official received contributions totaling more than $250 in the 12 months
before the proceeding. Disqualification is required only if the official received a contribution to

. the official's own campaign. Soliciting contributions before a proceeding begins does not, by
itself, require disqualification, if the official has not directly received contributions as a result of
the solicitation.

An appointed official may avoid disqualification if the official returns the contribution (or
the portion exceeding $250) within 30 days of learning of the contribution and the pendency of a
proceeding involving the contributor.

Wheth"er the appointed official is disqualified as a result of the contribution, the official
always must disclose on the record all campaign contributions totaling more than $250 received
in the preceding 12 months from parties to or participants in the proceeding.·

.VI. Penalties

State and local enforcement agencies and the courts may impose considerable penalties
for violating the laws discussed in this memorandum. Individuals who violate these rules could
face criminal fines or imprisonment, orders to repay the City for the misused funds, or civil and
administrative penalties of up to $5,000 per violation. Misappropriation of City funds for
political activities also may be official misconduct under the City"s Charter that justifies
removing a public officer (other than the Mayor) from office and restricting that person's ability
to hold a City office in the future, and it may also be cause to discipline or fire a public .
employee. .

The conduct of City officers and employees al~o could result in fines or liability for the
City. For example, the California Fair Political Practices Commission has fined local
government agencies as much as $10,000 for failing to report the Use of public funds to prepare
and distribute pamphlets on pending ballot measures.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Again, for more information about these rules, see the City Attorney's Good Government
Guide, which you may find on the Resources page of the City Attorney's website
(www.sfcityattorney.org). If you have any questions, please contact the City Attorney's Office.
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Controller Reports Issued: Port Commission: Concession Audit of Boudin Properties, Inc.

The Port of San Francisco (Port) coordinates with the Controller's Office, CityServices Auditor
(CSA), to periodically conduct concession audits of Port tenants. CSA has engaged Moss
Adams LLP to perform concession audits of Port tenants to determine whether the tenants
reported their revenues and paid rent in accordance with lease agreements.

CSA presents the report for the concess'ion audit of Boudin Properties, Inc., (Boudin) prepared
by Moss Adams LLP, covering January 1,2008, through December 31,2010. Boudin correctly
reported gross revenues of $45,791,882 and correctly paid rent of $1,343,211 to the Port.

To review the full report, please visit our website at:
http://co.sfgov.org/webreports/details.aspx?id=1328

This is a send-only email address.

For questions reg~rding this report, please contact Tonia Lediju at tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or
415-554-5393, or the Controller's Office, Audits unit, at415-554-7469.
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CONTROLLER'S OFFICE

CITY SERVICES AUDiTOR

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the

City Charter that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter,

the City Services Auditor has broad authority for:

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's pUblic services and

benchr:narking the city to other public agencies and jurisdictions.

• Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions

to assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services.

• Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and

abuse of city resources.

• Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city

government.

The audits unit conducts financial audits, attestation engagements,and performance audits. Financial

aUdits address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide reasonable

assuranceabouf whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in

conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review,

or perform procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with

requirements of specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, or grants; and the reliabIlity of

performance measures. Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and

processes, providing recommendations to improve department operations.

We conduct our audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the U.S.

Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require:

• Independence of audit staff and the audit organization.

• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work.

• Competent staff, including continuing professional education.

• Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing

staridards.

CSA Audit Team: Helen Storrs, Audit Manager

Winnie Woo, Associate Auditor

Audit Consultants: Moss Adams LLP
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August 22, 2011

San Francisco Port Commission
Pier 1, The Embarcadero
San Francisco, CA 94111

President and Members:

The Port of San Francisco (Port) coordinates with the Controller's Office, City Services Auditor
(CSA), to periodically COl1cjuct concession audits of fiort tenants. CSA has engaged Mos's
Adams LLP to perform concession audits of Port tenants to determine whether the tenants
reported their revenues and paid rent in accordance with lease agreements.

CSA presents the report for the concession audit of Boudin Properties, Inc. (Boudin) prepared'
by Moss Adams LLP.

Reporting Period: Janljary 1, 2008, through December 31, 2010

Rent Paid: $1,343,211

.. Results:

Boudin correctly reported gross revenues of $45,791,882 and correctly paid rent to the Port.

The responses from the Port and Boudin are attached to this report.

cc: Mayor
Board of Supervisors
Civil Grand Jury
Budget Analyst
Public Library

415-554-7500 City Hall· 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316· San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466



Page intentionally left blank.



Performance Audit Report

Boudin Properties Inc.

MOSS-ADAMS LIP

Ccrtjfic~d Pubtlc J\(countants I 8u:::>ineS5 COn:~~LlU.'3nts

ACUlnw. Agility. Al1;s'wers.



,r"

WWW.MOSSADAMS.COM
_..-'

",'~' .' ,."

MOSS-ADAMSLLP
Certified PUbllcAccountanlsl Busmess Consultants

" /.';
, '//

': .. '~ ':~:'>

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT

July 29, 2011

San Francisco Port CQmmission
Port of San Francisco
Pier One
San Francisco., CA 94111

President and Members:

Moss Adams LLP presents its report concerning the performance audit of Boudin Properties Inc. as follows:

Background'

Boudin Properties Inc. ("the Tenant") has a lease with the Port Commission of the City and County of San

Francisco to operate a number of restaurants and other business activities at Seawall Lot No. 301, San Francisco,

California. The forty year lease, for which rent is due to the Port Department ("the Port"), commenced on

December 15, 2003. For the period of our performance audit, January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2010, the

lease required a monthly minimum rent and'percentage rent. The percentage rent is calculated as a percent of

all gross revenues from food, beverage, and retail operations, as well as gross revenues from off-premises

bakery sales which exceed a monthly breakpoint of $166,667. Those revenues are used to calculate the

percentage rent at 2.50% for the period January 1, 2008 through June 30,2009, and 3.25% from July 1, 2009

through December 31, 2010. The percentage rent owed each month in excess of the monthly minimum is due as

additional rent to the Port '

Reporting period(s):

Lease:

January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2010

,L-13550

Scope and Objectives

The purpose of this performance audit was to obtain reasonable assurance that the Tenant complied with the

reporting, payment and other rent-related provisions of its lease with the Port. Based upon the provisions of

Ci,ty and County of San Francisco contract number PSC# 4073-05/06 dated January 4, 2011, between Moss

Adams LLP and the City and County of San Francisco, and per Appendix A therein, the objectives of our

, performance audit were to: verify that gross revenues for the audit period were reported to the Port in

accordance with the lease provisions, and that such amounts agree with the underlying accounting records;

identify and report the amount and cause of any significant error (over or under) in reporting, together with the

impact on rent payable to the Port; and identify and report any recommendations to improve record keeping 

and reporting processes of the,Tenant relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions.

.", ...
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Methodology

To meet the objectives' of our performance audit, we performed the following procedures: reviewed the
applicable terms of the lease and the adequacy of the Tenant's procedures for collecting, recording, summarizing
and reporting its gross receipts and calculating its payments to the Port; selected and tested samples of d13.ily and
monthly revenueSj recal~ulated monthly rent due; and verified the timeliness of reporting revenues and rent
and submitting rent payments to the Port;

Audit Results

Based on theresults of our performance audit for the period from January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2010,
the Tenant reported gross revenues of $45,791,882, and paid rent in the amount of $1,343,211, to the Port in.
accoqiance with its lease provisions. Those amounts agreed to the underlying accounting records. We did not
identify significant errors in reporting which would impact the rent payable to the Port

The table below shows the reported gross revenues and rent paid to the Port.

Lease Period: 2008
January 1, 2009- June 30, 2009 -

2009 2010 TOTAL
June 30, 2009 December 31, 2009

A B C 0 E F
(B+C) (A+D+E)

Calculation ofRent Due

Gross food & beverage revenue
reported by tenant 12,353,234 $ 5,664,017 7,501,973 13,165,990 14,610,826 40,130,050

Gross retail revenue reported by tenant 1,644,656 725,462 923,046 1,648,508 1,700,977 4,994,141

Gross off-premises bakery revenUe in excess
of monthly breakpoint reported by tenant' 290,382 20,968 154,499 175,467. 201,842 667,691

Gross revenues subject to percentage
rent calculation and reported by tenant 14,288,272 6,410,447 8,579,518 14,989,965 16,513,645 45,791,882

Percentage stipulated by lease 2.50% 2.5~% 3;25% 3.25%

Calculated percentage rent 357,207 160,261 . 278,834 439,095 536,694 1,332,996

Adjustment for months where calculated
percentage rent feU below

monthly minimum 6,705 6,705 3,510 10,215

Total calculated rent due 357,207 166,966 278,834 445,800 .$ 540,204 1,343,211

Comparison ofRent Due to Rent Paid

Rent paid per tenant payments records 357,207 166,966 278,834 445,800 540,204 1,343,211

Difference

• The off-premises bakery revenues are reduced by a monthly breakpoint of$166,667 and are shown net

Recommendations

We did not identify any recommendations for the Tenant to improve its record keeping and reporting processes
relative to its ability to comply with tease provisions.

****
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We conducted this performance audit in accordance with the provisions of our contract, as outlined in the scope
and objectives section above, and in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Our
performance audit report is limited to those areas specified in the scope and objectives section of this report.

Sincerely,

San Francisco, California



-PORT~'
SAN FRANCiSCO

July 29, 2011

Tonia Lediju, Director ofAudits
City Hall, R.oom 477
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Boudin Properties, Inc

Dear Ms. Lediju:

Thank you for the opportunity ,to review the petformance audit report prepared by Moss
Adams LLP for Port Lease No. L-13550 with Boudin Properties, Inc.

Since no significant findings and no management recommendations were contained in the
report"no response from the port is necessary.

As requested by your office, we are Writing to confirm acceptance of this performance
audit report.

Sincerely,

~~~
c.-J~l~Woo

\ '. "

Fiscal Officer

Cc: Mary Case, Moss Adams LLP
Susan Reynolds, Director of Real Estate
Elaine Forbes, Director of Finance and Administration

"
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August 10,2011

San Francisco PortCommission
Port of San Francisco
Pier One
San Francisco, CA 94111

Re: Audit of Port Lease No L-13550 Boudin Properties Inc.

To Whom It May Concern:

Boudin Properties Inc. has reviewed t.he audit report,and concurs with the results for the audit
of our records ror the period from January 2008 through December 2010 relative to reported
revenues and rents paid to the Port of San Francisco.

Boudin Properties would like to take this opportunity to thank all of the Moss Adams staff for
the professional manner in which they conducted this audit.

~JLh
Jonathan C. Gologorsky
Chief Financial Officer

I\oudin Bakery. 22'1 Main Srreer' Suile] no· San Frandsco, CA 94105-1906

'1': 415.913.1849' F: 415.913.1818 • www:boudinbakery.com



Public Comment Period Extended: Proposed Parking Fee at West Crissy Field, Presidio Page 1 of2

Having trouble viewing this email? Click here.

Golden Gate National Park Service . f'~~,
u.s. Department of the InterIOr t ..~J

. National Recreation Area \.,~
'~""-"

Open for Public Comment
(Comment period extended to September 23, 2011)

Proposed Parking Fee at West Bluff Area Crissy Field

Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) is requesting public
,comments on a proposed parking fee in the West Crissy Field area; in
Presidio Area A - the portion of the Presidio managed by the National

. Park Service (NPS). The NPS proposes to implement fee parking at the
West Bluff and Battery East parking lots at the same time as the
Presidio Trust (Trust) fee parking is implemented in their adjacent
lots at West Crissy Field, in Area B - the area of the Presidio managed
by the Trust .

.Public comments must be received by September 23
and may be submitted in any of tbe following ways: '.

online at the Planning, Environment and Public Comment website

In writing at the upcoming public meeting

August 30, 4:30'-6:30 pm
Crissy Center at 1199 East Beach

(near Mason and Lyon Streets)
Click highlighted text for map and directions

Send written comments to:
Superintendent .

AnN: Fee Parking Proposal
.Golden Gate National Recreation Area
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Public Comment Period Extended: £roposedParking Fee at West Crissy Field, Presidio

Building 201 Fort Mason
San Francisco, CA 94123

Visit the project website for more information

Page 2 0[2

This correspondence can be made available in alternative formats. Please email
goga_planning@nps.gov,call (415) 561-4734 or the TIY phone number, (415) 556
2766 to submit a request or to obtain more information on.:accessibility
.assistance.

Forward email

This email was sent to brian_aviles@nps.gov by gQ9aplanning@nps.gov I
Update Proffle/Email Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ I Privacy Policy.

Golden Gate National Recreation Area I Building201- Fort Mason I San Francisco I CA I 94123

https:llui.constantcontact.com/visualeditor/visual_editor-preview.j sp?agent.uid=11072935... 8/24/2011
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

IN REPLY REFER TO:

A3823 (GOGA'-PRC)

AUG" 12 2011

Dear Park Friend:

Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) is initiating public scoping on a proposed parking
fee in a section of West Crissy Field, in Presidio Area A - the. portion of the Presidio managed by
the National Park Service (NPS). The NPS is proposing to implement fee parking at the West Bluff

.and Battery East parking lots at the same time as the Presidio Trust (Trust) fee parking is
implemented in their adjacent lots at West Crissy Field in Area B. The proposed parking fees would
be identical to the Trust's "in order to discourage users and employees of the adjacent facilities and
businesses from displacing park visitors from NPS parking lots. The Trust's Area B parking rates
are $1 per hour and $6 per day. "

It is expected that when the Trust implements their fee parking program in parking areas directly
adjacent to NPS parking lots atWest Crissy Field, there will be a shift in use to adjacent NPS visitor
parking lots that have no parking fee.

Charging fees for parking was included in the NPS 1994 General Management Plan Amendment
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FElS) for the Presidio as a strategy to manage parking,
encourage alternative transportation, and to offset the costs ofproviding transit.

The Trust has begun instituting fee parking throughout much of the Presidio in their management
area and plans to expand to areas adjacent to NPS managed parking lots. This is consistent with the'
Trust's Congressional mandate to be financially self-sufficient by 2013. It is also consistent with .
the 2002 Presidio Trust Manage~entPlan in which the Trust commits to the implementation 'of a
comprehensive Transportation Demat'ld Management program that encouragesvisitors to use transit
and reduce the use of private automobiles. Information about Trust parking regulations can be
found at: http://wwW.presidio.gov/directions/parking.htm.

The NPS West Bluff parking lot, located in Area A, is the primary parking area for park visitors to
West Crissy Field, a popular visitor destination that includes the grassy historic airfield, the West
Bluff picnic area and amphitheatre, the VIarming Hut, beach and the Bay Trail, and is also close to "
Fort Point. Battery East parking is the next closest NPS visitor parking lot in this area.

Other Options Considered

• No action: NPS could continue to manage the Area A West Bluff and Battery East Parking
lots without a fee when fee parking is implemented in the Trust's adj acent West Crissy lots.
It is anticipated that this would result in a high level use of this parking for employees and
non-park users of the facilities in the West Crissy buildings who would choose the free
parking areas before parking in the paid parking lots..



• Time limits without a parking fee:· Using signs and enforcement to implement time limits
(such as I-hour parking or 2-hour parking) has been considered, however, land uses in Area
B. experience turnover similar to that of park users. This would make time limits an
ineffective deterrent to discourage use by non-park visitors.

The Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act (FLREA) establishes fee collection on federal
lands. The proposed parking fees would be collected as an expanded amenity fee under FLREA.
National Parks collectirigfees keep 80% of revenues that are retained by the park for projects that
have a direct visitor benefit and improve the visitors' experience. Examples ofprojects funded with
revenue from fees currently collected within GGNRA under FLREAinclude: the Muir Woods
Visitor Shuttle, Redwood Creek Restoration at Muir Beach, repairing, maintaining and enhancing
facilities used by visitors (restrooms, visitor centers); corp.pletingAccessibility projects; developing,
installing, repairing interpretive exhibits; providing visitor services and signs; restoring habitat
related to visitor oriented_activities such as wildlife observation or photography; and providing
visitor reservation services. -

Specific options for use of the West Criss)' parking fee revenue include:

• accessibility improvements
• improvements to trails, picnic areas and restrooms
• other visitor serving improvements
• improved transportation services, such as:

o supplementing PresidiGo (the Presidio Trust's free shuttle)
o fuhding "charter" shuttles for transportation to Presidio community program

participants; including underserved communities and schools
o initiating a new northern waterfront shuttle

The remaining 20% offee revenue will go to an agency-Wide fund used for projects in non-fee
collection parks or for agency-wide projects.

. Park staff will be available to discuss this project and accept comments at two meetings:

• August 17, 4:30-6:30 pm, at the Bay Model Visitor Center, Sausa1ito- as part of a regularly
scheduled Open House

• August 30, 4:30-6:30 pm, at the temporary Crissy Center at East Beach (near Mason and
Lyon Streets) ,

You can provide co~entsusing any of the following methods:

• In person at one of these open house meetings
• Online at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/goga select: Crissy Field Fee Parking Proposal at

West Bluff/Battery East, Presidio

2



• By mail to:
Superintendent - Fee Parking Proposal
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201 Fort Mason
San Francisco, CA 94123

The public comment period on this proposal ends on September 9, 2011. We thank you for your
participation.

Sincerely,

~Jt4/
Frank Dean
General Superintende~t

3
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Crissy Field Fee Parking Proposal- West BlufflBattery East

Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) is initiating public outreach on a proposed
parking fee at West Crissy Field, in Presidio Area A - the portion of the Presidio managed by the
National Park Service. The National Park Service (NPS) proposes to implement a parking fee on
its lots adjacent to the portion of the Presidio managed by the Presidio Trust (Trust) - West
Crissy Field when the Trust implements itsfee parking program in this area.

Background
Charging fees for parking was included in the NPS 1994 General Management Plan Amendment
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (pElS) for the Presidio as a strategy to manage
parking, encoUrage alternative transportation and to offset the costs ofproviding transit.

The Trust is instituting fee parking throughout much of the Presidio in their management area
(Area B), which is immediately adjacent to the NPS- managed area (Area A). This is consistent
withr'lhe Trust's Congressional mandate to be fmancially self-sufficient by 2013, and with the
2002' Presidio Trust Management Plan, in which the Trust commits to the implementation of a
comprehensive Transportation Demand Management program that incentivizes visitors to use
transit and reduce the use ofprivate automobiles.

The Presidio Trust is ready to implement their Area B-wide fee parking prograIIl in parking areas·
directly adjacent to NPS parking lots at West Crissy Field. This is expected to result ill a shift in
use to adjacent NPS Area A, Crlssy Field park visitor parking lots, which would have no parking
fee.

The NPS West Bluff parking lot, located in Area A, is the primary parking area for park visitors
to West Crissy Field, a popular visitor destination that includes the grassy historic airfield, the
West Bluff picnic area and amphitheatre, the Warming Hut, beach and the Bay Trail, and is also
close ~o Fort Point. Battery East parking is the next closest NPS visitor parking lot in this area.

The 200lNPS transformation of Crissy Field into a popular waterfront park destination and the
recent successful rehabilitation and leasing of historic buildings by the Trust i:q Area B at West
Crissy Field have led to an increased demand for parking in this area.

Trust tenants in this area include:
• Planet Granite - an indoor climbing and yoga fitness gym
• La Petit Baleen - a swim school for children
• House of Air - an indoor trampoline park
• University of San Francisco - satellite campus called "USF at the Presidio"
• Roaring Mouse Bikes -a bike store

The time and length of visits to these new facilities and businesses are very similar to that of
visitors to the adjacent open space and the NPS Warming Hut at Crissy Field. Free visitor
parking spaces in the adjacent NPS lots are expected to become more heavily used by Area B



tenants, employees, and visitors competing with other park visitors when parking fees are
implemented in the adjacent parking lots managed by the Trust. This could significantly limit
available parking for park visitors to the West Bluff and Warming Hut areas of Crissy Field.

Proposal
The NPS is proposing to implement fee parking at the West Bluff parking lot and the Battery
East parking lot in Area A at the same time as' Presidio Trust fee parking is implemented in
adjacent lots at West Crissy Field in Area B.

The NPS's proposed parking fees would be identical to the Trust's in order to discourage parking
in NPS parking lots by users and employees of the adjacent facilities and businesses, to ensure
there is a conveniently located and adequate parking supply for park visitors. The Trust's Area
B parking rates are $I/hour and $6/day.

Other Options Considered
• No action: NPS could continue to manage the Area A West Bluff and Battery East

Parking lots without a fee when fee parking is implemented in the Trust's adjacent West
Crissy lots. It is anticipated that thIs would result in a high level use of this parking for
employees and non-park users of the facilities in the West Criss)! buildings who would
choose the free parking areas before parking inthe paid parking lots.

• Time limits without a parking fee: Using signs' and enforcement to implement time
limits (such as I-hour parking or 2-hour parking) has been considered, however, land uses
in Area B experience turnover similar to that of park users. This would make time limits
an ineffective deterrent to discourage use by nori-park visitors.

Proposed use of Parking Revenue
If implemented, fee parking revenue from Area A and Area B at West Crissy Field would be
used to provide funding towards projects with a direct visitor benefit. These could include:

• accessibility improvements
• improvements to trails, picnic areas and restrooms ,
• other visitor serving improvements
• improved transportation services, such as:

o supplementing PresidiGo (the Presidio Trust's free shuttle)
o funding "charter" shuttles for transportation to Presidio community program

participants, including underserved communities and schools
o initiating a new northern waterfront shuttle.

Information about the Trustparking regulations can be found at:

ht1:p://www.presidio.gov/directions/parking.htln

Pay and Display parking machines are being installed in public'lots throughout the Presidio.
Visitors are required to purchase short-term parking permits from these machines. The cost for
short-term, hourly parking permits is $I/hour and capped at $6/day. Regulations are typically in
effect Monday to Friday, 8 am to 6 pm, and are enforced by the U.S. Park Police. Regulations
differ slightly from lot to lot. At West Bluff and Battery East, parking regulations would likely
be in effect 7/days a week. '



I~'

How to learn more and provide comments
Park staffwill be available to discuss this project and accept comments attwo meetings:

• Open House August 17 - 4:30-6:30 pm
Bay Model Visitor Center
2100 Bridgeway, Sausalito '

• Open House August 30 - 4:30-6:30 pm
. At the temporary Crissy Field Center at East Beach (near Mason and Lyon Streets)

You can provide comments using any of the following methods:
In person at one of the public meetings listed above
Online at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/CF_FeeParking
Or by mail to: .

Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201 Fort Mason
San Francisco, CA 94123

The public comment period on this proposal ends on September 9,2011.

Aerial image of the West Bluffparking area at Crissy Field
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San Francisco, California 94102
Attn: Secretary to Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, California 94103
Attn: Linda Avery,

Planning Department
t650 Mi.ssion Street, 4th Floor
San Frari.cjs~o;California 94103
Attn::}OM Rahaim, Director

Ben Go1vin' .
Equity Community Builders
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Office ofthe Attorney General '
P.O. Box 944255
Sac~ento, CA 94244~2550

Patricia Scott"Executive Director
Booker T. Washington Community Center
800 PresidioA venue
San Francisco, CA 94115

Denis F. Shanagher, Esq.
'Alice Barkley, Esq.. "
: Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps, LLP

" Rincon Center n,121 :Spear'Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA941OS.,.1582/,-', '
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Hon. Kamala Harris, Attorney General
State of California
Office ofthe Attorney General
,1300 I Street, 11th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Project - 800 Presidio Avenue, San Francisco, California
Environmental Impact Report -Notice ofDeterinination filed July 7,2011
Notice ofIntentto 'Commence Proceedings Under CEQA

TO RESPONDENTS AND REAL PARTlES IN INTEREST NAMED ABOVE:

Please take notice, pursuant to Public' Resources Code Section 21167.5, that on or before
August 5, 2011, Petitioner Neighbors for Fair Planning intend to commence an action for Writ of
'Mandateto -review, oyertum, set aside, void and annul the Environmental Impact Report and "
gsso.c;iateq deci~ions, permits and authorizations granted to the above-noted development project.
This action is based on Respondents' failure to comply with the California Environmental Quality



Notice of Commencement
August 4,2011
Page 2,:: ).-'

'" .

Act(public Resources Code Section 2100 et seq.), in approving the project and certifying an

Envirobmenta1 Impact Report for said project.

My client is willing to forego this lawsuit ifthe City and County will promptly contactme to set

forth its plan for rescinding the'above-identified certification and approval, or to propose

alternative, potential terms of settlement acceptable to my client.

This letter and my clients'.prior participation in the City and County's administrative processes

leading up to the Project's approval and the above-identified resolution satisfy my clients'

obligations under section 1021.5 of California's Code of Civil Procedure, as amplified by the

California Supreme Court in Graham v. Daimler Chrysler (2004)34 CalAth 553,578.

Law Offices of Stephen M..Williams

§~~51St-.l M. V,rH.:'L.IAMS
,J..__••_ ".' _.__ ~ ...... __ .• _~

By

Stephen M. Williams
Attorneys for Petitioners



Re: Transmittal of Planning Case Number 2011.0656TZ ,

BF No. 11-0448: Amending Planning Code Sections 602.10, 607.1,608,

adding Section 608.16, and Amending Sectional Map SSD of the Zoning

Map to Establishthe CitY Center Special Sign District. ".

Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

,August 16, 20~1,

Supervisor Farrell and

Ms. Angela Calvillo, CI~rk

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 244

i Dr. CarltonB. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

201 I AUG 24 PH 3: 09
J '{__,-'-..:~....:'_.__' _....... .;

1650 Mission St.
SUite 400
'San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6371

" Dear Supervisor Farrell and Ms. Calvillo, '

On August 11, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission' (hereinafte:t: "Commission")

conducted a ,duly, noticed public hearing at, a regularly scheduled meeting to cons}der the

proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors File Number 11-0448.·

At the August 11th hearing" the' Corruru:ssion 'voted 6-0 to recommend approval' with

modifications of the proposed Ordlnance which would create the City Center Special Sign District

, in order to facilitate' appropr.iate new signage for the ,existing shopping center site including the

proposed new formula retail use and other commercial tenants. ' At that hearing, the Commission

requested that the proposal be amended to reduce' the maximum height of the proposed new

freestanding sign on Masonic Avenue from 3,5 feet to 20 feet in height. 'In addition, the

Coi:mnission ±ecoriunended that the ,fow new blade signs proposed, for Geary :Boulevard be

de,si~ed in a manner that makes them dearly distinct from ill1d subordinate to the existing blade

sign.

Supervisor, plea~e advise the City Attomeyat yow earliest convecience if you wishto incorporate

the changes recommended by the Commission. The attaChed resolution pI.0videsmore detail

about the Commission's action. If you haveany questions or require further informa~ionplease do

not hesitate to contact me.

:~CM~~4:--
AnMarie ROdie~s ~ ,

Manager of Legislative Affairs

Cc: City 'Attorney Elaine Warren

'www.sfplannitig.org
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLA~NING DEPARTMENT

Executive Summary ,
Planning Code Text Change and Map Am~ndment

, HEARING "DATE: JULY 28, 2011'

1650 Mission St
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103:2479

Reception;
415.558.6378

Project Name:

Case Number:
Initi(l.ted by:
.Staff ContaCt:,

Reviewed by:

Recommendation:

City Center Special Sign District .'

2011.0656TZ [Board Fil~ No~ 11~04;48]

Supervisor Farrell / Introduced June 7, 2011

Sophie H~yward, Legislative Affairs

sophie;hayward@sfgoy.org, 415-558-6372

AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affairs

anmarie.r6dgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395

Recommend Approval'with Modifications

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415;558.6377

'Pl-ANNING'CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance' would ainend Planning Code Sections 602.10 (Definitions),. 607.1

(Neighbor};1.ood' Corrunercial Districts), 608 (Special Sign Districts), and add Section 608;16 '("City Center

Special Sign'District"), and amend Sectional Map SSD of, the Zoning Map to establish the II'City Center

Special Sign District" encompassing the real property bounded by Masonic Avenue, Geary Boti.levard, ':'

Lyon Street, and O'Farrell Street (Assessor's Block 1094, Lot 001), to allow additional projecting signs,

, freestanding identifying arid directional signs, and to modify existing controls on business wall signs.
,

'

An associated project that requests Conditional Use Authoriz~ti.on (Case No. 2010.0623Q is also

sch,eduled to be. before the Plaruling Corrunission for this same hearing. The related Conditional Use'

authorization seeks to authorize a formulctretail use in spacesformerly occUpied PY, -formula uses~d a

large-scale retail use. The associat~dprojed would, if approved, permit a Target retail store to ocetipy

the first and second levels of the existing shopping center. The proposed Ordinance for. a Sectional Map

Amendment and I'lanni,ng Code Text Changes has'been introduced in order to facilitate appropr:tate new

signage for the existing shopping c~nter site including the proposed new formula retail use and other

commercial tenants.

, SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The'proposed Or~ancewould impact Assessor's Block 1094, Lot 001, which is located at the southeast

corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic- Avenue within an NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood

Commercial) District and 40-X/80-D Height and Bulk-Districts. The property is developed as a three.:.story

shopping center (the Oty Center Shopping Plaza) that occupies the entire blo4, bounded by Geary ,

Boulevard to the north, Masonic Avenue to the west, O~FarrellStreetto the south, and Lyon Street to the
,

. ~

east. The main shopping center structure fronts on the northern half of the lot facing' Geary Boulevard

while terraced surface parking lot1) cover the southem half of the lot facing' O'Farrell Street. The

shopping center:rneasures approximately 202,530 square feet with thre~ levels of retail space and 601 off

street parking spaces divided between the three retail levels and one rooftop parking lot.

. wvvw.sfplanning.org ,



Executive, Summary
Hearing Date: July 28, 2011

CASE NO. 2011.0656TZ
City Center Special Sign District,. '

The shopping center was constru~ted in 1951 and was used as a Sear~ Department Store until the early
1990s. After Sears. vacated the center, the retail space was subdivided and reoccupied by' several large
ret~lers, includirlg Mervyns, Toys'R Us, the Good Guys, and Office Depot. The Good Guys vacated its
spaceon the sec~nd level of the shopping center in 2005, and Mervyns vacated its first and second le~el~ .
in December of 2008. Toys R Vs has also vacated its space, which is currently occupied by Best Buy. Both
retail spaces previously occupied by Mervyns and the Good Guys are still vacant.

The Way It Is Now:
, .

The subject block is located within an NC-3 Zoning District, where current sign regulations are tmlored to
the small~stores of neighborhood shopping streets. There are no special sign controls unique, to the
subject block. The current sign regulations do not permit signage that is intended for a large~scale, multi
tenant retail center with multiple street frontages and multiple parking entries. The existing s{gn controls
for the subject ptope~ty are outlined in Planning Code Section 607.1: Neighborhood Copunercial

, Districts, and are summarized below. , EXisting controls that would be substantialiy amended by the
proposed Ordinance include:

• Section '607.l(Q(3)(B):· Wall Signs Within the NC-3. ThisSection restriets wall signs within'the
NC-3Districts tb no more than three square feet per foot of street frontage occupied by the use, or
'150 square feet for each street frontage, whichever is less~ The height afany wall sign may not
exceed 24 feet., There is no maximum number of wall signs permitted per lot; rather, the total '
area of wall signspermitted is·based on the number of businesses on the lot and their respective'
street frontage. Ineffect~ the existing controls allow for one wall sign with a maximum
dimension of 150 square feet for. the proposed Target Store on each oUour elevations (the Geary
Street eleVation, the Masonic Avenue elevation, the Lyon Street elevation, and the O'Farrell Str~et
elevation). The other ten businesses located within the shopping center are permitted wall signs
that are varied in size, based on their amount of street frontage. .

• Section 607.1(f)(3)(C): Projecting Signs Within the NC-3. This Section limits projecting -signs to "
one per business. The area of the projecting sign may not exceed 32 square feet in area or 24 feet
in height; nor may projecting signs. project more than 6 feet, 6 inches. Given that the existing
shopping center mcludes eleven stores (including one v~cant space and the proposed -Target
Store), eleven projecting signs wo~ld be allowed'at this site under ~xistingcontrols. Please note
that the permitted projecting signs are in addition to the permitted wall signs.

• Section 607.1(f)(3)(E): Freestanding Signs and Sign Towers Within the NC-3; This Section
allows for'.one freestanding sign-per lot, prov~ded the sign is erecteej. ,in-lieu of a projecting sign.
The freestanding sign may not exceed 30 square feet, and its maximum height may be 24 feet. As
the existiilg shopping center is contained withirl one lot, the existing controls would only allow
one freestanding sign. The existing contr~ls would permit a freestanding sign or a projecting
sign - but not both.

. Existing controls that would not be substantially ame~dedby the proposed Ordinance include:

• Section 607.1(f)(3)(D): Sign COllY on Awnings Within the NC-3·. This Section/allows sign copy
on awnings, however the sign copy may bepravided only in-lieu of projecting signs.

-SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2



) Executive Summary
Hearing Date: July 28,2011

CASE NO. 2011.0656TZ
CityCehter Special Sign qistrict

• Section 607(c): Identifying Signs. This Section specifically limits· shopping centers ~thin.NC
Districts to one identifying sign that shall not exceed.30 square feet in area ~d 15 fe~t in height.

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed Ordinan~e would create a new Sp~cial Sign District (SSD) for' th~ subject property by ..
adding Planning'Code' Section 608.16; City' Center Special Sign Distric~. Th~ Zoning Map SSD would be
updated to include the newly create "SSD.

Note to the Reviewer: . The companion project for 'the Target Corporation, as' proposed in the
application for ConditiortalUse Authorization in Case No.' 2010.0623C, inCludes a sign program that
would be facilitated with the proposed Ordinance. ,Graphics for the Target sign program are attached
as Exhibit C to this report. Th~se e~bits identify the' specific locations and 'dimensions for the' ..
proposed project's proposed new signage and help to provide a better understanding of the type of
signage that this propos~d9rdin~~ewould allow.

The City'Cen£~~SDwould a,llow three b~oadcateg~riesof signs on'the site: Wall Signs, frojectingSigns,
and Freestanding Signs and Towers. Specific quantities, locations, and dimensions of signs that would be
allowed. if the proposed Ordinance is approved are outlined as follows:

Wall Signs: Se~tion608.16(£)(1)

• Secti~n 608.16(£){l)(~) .PedestrianEntrances from Parking Lot: One wall sign wcmld be
permitted for large retail tena.hU; (who occupy-more than 8,000 square feet of'space within 'the
shopping center) above each pedestrian entrance to the business from the parking lot. ,These wall
signs may have up to 200 square feet of area. For smaller tenants, one wall sign with up to 75
square fe'et ofarea would be permitted above each pedestrian entrance from the parking lot. .No
wall sign above a park4tg lot entry would' exceed 28 feet in height. To view a graphic
representation of this proposal, pleas~ see Page 2 o'ftheSim Program Exhibit attached as
Exhibit C.

• Section 608.16(£)(1)(B) Pedestrian Entrances from Public Rights-of-Way: Wall signs above
pedestrian entries from public sidewalks would be permitted, provided that each sign does not
exceed 3 square feet per foot of street frontage occupied by the use~ or 150 feet per streetfr~ntage,

whichever is less., No wall sign above a pedestrian entrywould exceed 24 feet in height. Please .
note that the associated project, Case :N.o. 2010.0623Cdoes not currently propose signage for,

. pedestnan entranCeS from public rights-of-way. Th~ proposed Ordinance would' enable signs
to be added 'at a future date.. ' '.

• Section 608.1~(£)(1)(C)(i)WallSigns on Masonic And Geary Street Facades:' In addition to the
:wall signs outlined above, three additional wall signs would be permitted along Masonic Avenue
and three additional signs would be permitt,ed along Geary Street. The maximum area for each
wall sign would be 115 square feet, and the height would not exceed 48 feet above grade. To
view a graphic representation of this proposal, please see Pages 10 and 11 of the Sign'Program.
Exhibit attached as Exhibit c.' . . .

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING PEPARTMENT
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: July 28, 2011

CASE NO. 2011.0656TZ
City Center Special Sign District

, ., Section 608.16(f)(l)(D)(ii) Wall Signs on Building Comer at' Geary and Lyon: Wall signs wo~ld
also beperrnitted on the build,ing at the comer of Geary and Lyon Streets, with a maximum total
area of 500 square feet~ provided that the signs do not exceed 80 feet in height on the building
wall. To view a graphic represerttation of this proposal, please see Page 12 of the Sign
Program Exhibit attached as Exhibit C. '

• Section 608.16(£)(l)(D)(iii) Wall Signs in Existing Sign Alcoves: Two additional ,wall signs
'would be pe:rrcitted, one in each of the existing sign alcoves below the roofline on the east arid

" west building elevations. These waLl signs may not extend, beyond the height of the walls to
which they are attached, shall haV:e-v~ maxiinum' area of 170 square feet, and may only be

,identifying signs for 'the shopping center. To view a graphic representation of this proposal,
please see Pages·13 and 14 of the Sign Program E~bitattached as Exhibit C.

Projecting'Signs:, Section 608.16(£)(3). This new Section would allow a total of six projecting signs withih
the SSD, regardless of the number of businesses on the site. The new Section woUld allow the content of
the projecting signs to include identification, of the shopping center, identification of ~the businesses
withll the shopping center, and seasonal messages.. Projecting signs would be allowed to extend up to 8
feet beyond the property line and up to 10 feet in height beyond the wall to which the signs are attached.

• Section 608.16(f)(3)(C): Five projecting signs would be permitted on Geary Street, each with two
face~. The largest of the five permitted signs maY-have an area of up to 540 square feet with a
,copy area of up to 240 square feet per face, while the remaining four may have an area of up to
470 square feet and, a' copy area of 240 square feet per face. To view a graphic representation of
this' proposal, please. see Page 16 of the Sign Program Exhibit attached as Exhibit C.

• Section 608.16(£)(3)(D): ,One projecting sign would be permitted OIi.'the shopping center building
frontage 'that faces the parking lot at the intersection of Masonic Avenue ,and O'Farrell Street.

The sign may have an area of up to 752 square feet, and a maxi:rnum copy area of 240 square feet
per face. To view a graphic representation of this proposal, please see, Page ·16 of the Sign
Program EXhibit attached as Exhibit C.

Freestanding Signs' arid ,Towers: Section 608.16(£)(4) . This new Section would allow up to eight new
freestanding signs and an expansion of the existing central sign tower on the site, for a total of nine
freestanding signS'on th~site.' '

• Section 608~16(£)(4)(A):,bnelarge freestanding sign would be perrrtitted 'near the intersection of
Masonic Avenue and O'Farrell Street to replace the existing freestanding sign at that location.
The proposed Ordinance would allow a freestanding sign with the following Characteristics: 1)
up to a maximum of 35 feet in height with two faces, 2) up' to a total area of 260 square feet of
'area per face, and 3) up to 140 square feet of copy perface. This freestanding sign would be.

, allowed to identify both ·the shopping center and its tenants. To view a graphic representation
of this proposal, please see Page 27 of the Sign Program Exhibit attached as Exhibit c.

• 'Section' 608.16'(£)(4)('8): Up to seven freestcmding directional signs, each with two faces, would be
permitted at each parking lotentry~ These directional sigI'!-s may be a maximum of15 feet in
height, witha maxi:rnum area of 50 square feet per face and 20 s'quare feet of copy area. To view a
graphic representation of this" please see Page 31 of, the Sign Program Exhibit attached as '
Exhibit C.

SAN, fRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4



Resolution No. 18428
Hearing Date: August 11, 2011

CASE NO. 2011.06S6TZ
City Center Special Sign District

The proposed Ordinance will encourage neighborhood-serving retail useS or opportunities for
employment in or ownership of such 'busineSses UtJ improving the viability of the commercial
spaces within the shopping center UtJfacilitating an appropriate sign program for the site.'

B) The existing housing and neighborhood character will be ,cohse~ed and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

The prop,osed Ordinance would create a Special Sign District in order to facilitate appropriate
new signage for the existing shopping center site including 'the proposed new formula retail use
and other commercial tenants. .With the recommended modifications, the Special Sign District

. ,would permit signs that respond to the character of the surroundi~g neighborhood in' order to
conserveand protect the character of the district, including its cuItun:l1 and economic diversittj.

C) The City's supply of affordable hous~g~ be preserved and enhanced: ,

',( The proposed Ordinance will have no adverse effect on the.City's supply ofaffordable housing.

D) The, commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or :overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking: '

The 'proposed Ordinance Will not result. in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
overburdimin~ the streets or neighborhood parking.

E) A diverse economic base will qe maintained by protecting our industrial,and service
sectors from displacement due, to commercial 'office development., And futUre
opportunities for res;ident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

The proposed Ordinance would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors, or future
opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors.

F) The City yWl achieve the greatest possible preparedhess to proted against injury and '
,loss 6f life in an earthquake. '

Preparedness against injury and' loss of life in an earthquake is' unaffected Py the proposed
amendments. Any, new construction or alteration associated with the Special Sign District would
be executed incompliance with all applicablecon$truction and safety measureS.

G) That landmark andhist~ricbuildings will be preserved:

iandmarks and historic buildings would be unaffected by the propo~ed amendments.

, H) Parks ~d open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be pr<:Jtected from
development:

SAN fRANC1SCG
'PJ.ANNINCl;' Plii"ARTMlENT 5



Resolution "No. 18428
Hearing Date: August 11, 2011

CASE NO. 2011.0656TZ
City Center Special Sign District

The "City's parks and op~ ~paceand their access to sunlight and vistas would be unaffected by the
proposed amendments. It is not anticipated that permits would be such that sunlight access to
public or. private property would be adversely impacted.

I hereby certify that th~ Planning.Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on August ·11, 2011.

Linda Av.ery
Commission Secretary

AYES: .Commissioners Antonini, Fang, MigUeL Moore, Olague, and Sugaya

NAYS:· None

. ABSENT: Commissioner Borden

ADOPTED: August11,2011

SAtj FRA1'IC1$SO
P.l.4l\Ul!ING D~ARTMIi:NT
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SAN FRANCISCO .
·PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning .Commission
Resolution No. 18428

HEAR!NG DATE: AUG~ST 11, 2011 (

.ISS!) Mission St.
Suite 400
Sail Francisco,
CA 941 03-2479

ReceplioJl:
415.55aJi37li

Fax:
415.558.641l9 :

Project Name:

Case Number:

Initiated by:
Staff Contact:

Reviewed by:

Recommendation:

City Center Special Sign District .

2011.0656TZ [Board File No. 11-0448]

Supervisor Farrell! Introduced Jurte7, 2011

.Sophie BayWard, Legislative Affairs

sophie.hayward@sfgov.or~415-558-6372 .

. AnMarie Rodg~s,Managertegislative Affairs

anmarie.rodgers@sfgov;org, 415-558-6395 .

Recommend Approval with Modifications

PIanning
Inform3tlon: .
41~.558.6377

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT WITH MODIHCATIONS A

PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDING .PLANNINC CODE SECTIONS 602~10 (DEFINITIONS), .

607.1 (SIGNS IN NEIGHBORHOOD CQMMERCIAL DISTRICTS), 608 (SPECIAL SIGN

DISTRICTS), ADDING SECTION 608.16. (THE .CITY CENTER SPECIAL SIGN DISTRICr), AND

AMENDING SECTIONAL MAP SSD OF THE ZONING MAP 'TO ESTABLiSH THE CITY cENTER

.SPECIAL SIGN DISTRICT ENCOMPASSING THE REAL PROPERTY ON ASSESSOR'S BLOCK

1094, LOT 001, BOUNDED BY MASONIC AVENUE, GEARY BOULEVARD,·LYON STREET, AND

O'FARRELL ·STREET TO ALLOW ADDITIONAL.. PROJECTING -SIGNS, FREESTANDING

IDENTIFYING AND DIREC'TIONAL .SIGNS, AND TO MODIFY EXISTING CONTROLS ON

BUSINESS WALL SIGNS.

PREAMBLE

Whereas, on June 7, 2011, Supervisor Farrell introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of

Supervisors (hereinafter "BQard") File Number 11-0448 that would amend Planning Code Sedions 602,10

(Definitions), 607.1 (Neighborhood Commercial Districts), 608 (Special Sign Districts),. and add Section

60.8.16 ("City Center SpeclalSign District"), and amend Se~tional Map SSD of the Zoning Map to .

e~tablish the "City Center Special Sign District" encompassing the real property bounded by Masonic

,Avenue, Geary Boulevard, Lyon Street, 'and O'Farrell Street(Assessor's Block 1094, Lot 001), to allow

additional projecting signs, freestanding identifying and directional signs, and to' modify eXisting

controls on b~sinesswall signs. The proposedOrdinance for a Sectional Map Amendme,nt and Planning

Code Text Changes has been .introduced in order. to facilitate appropriate neW signage fOr the existing .

shOpping c~te~ site including the proposed new formula retail use and other commerci~ tenants; and

Whereas, em August 11,~01l, the San Francisco Planning .Commission (hereinafter "Commission")

conducted a duly noticed. public hearing at a regtilarly Eicheduled meeting to consider the proposed

Ordinance;' and . 1\,

wwv/.sfplanning.org·



Resolution No. 18428
. Hearing Date: August 11, 2011

CASE NO. 2011.0656TZ
City Center Special Si~n District

Whereas, on August 10, 2011, the proposed zoning changes were de!ermined to be exempt from'
environmentalreview under Section 15061(b)(3)) of the CEQA Guidelines; and;

Wherea~, the Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materialS and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant,

. .
Department staff, and other interested parties; and

Whereas, the all pertinent documents may be found in the tiles of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

Whereas, the C?minisSion has revi~w.edtheproposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the CommisSion hereby reco:aim:endS that the Board of Supervisors recomm.ends approval
'. of the proposed Ordinance with modifications and adopts the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.
Specifically, the Cornm.i.Ssion recommends the folloWing moqilications:

The CommisSion recomm~nds two ~bstantivemodifications regarding the proposed freestanding sigris
that would be permitted within the SSD:

• That the large freestanding sign on Masonic Avenue near O'Farrell (described in Section
608.16(fH4)(A)). be reduced in height froni.· the proposed maximum of 35 feet in height to a
maximUm of 20 feet inheight, and that the sign's maximum widthnot exceed its current width.

• That the four new projecting blade signs proposed for the Geary Street elevation (described in
Section 608.16(f)(3)(c)) be visually distinct from and subordinate to the existing blade sign on the
structure. '

In additio~, the Commission recommends a minormodification to the text ofS.~ction 60S.16(f)(lHCHi).
The subsection includes a reference to Masonic Street, which should be referred to as Masonic Avenue.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materialS identified in :the preamble above, and having heard all- testimony and .
arguments, this Cominission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The existing shopping center is ah unusual suburban-style .structure within an urban setting that
.includes both coIr)IIlercial sites and residential areas in the immediate·vicinity;

. ..". .

2.' That commeJ:'cial uses on'the subject and facing blocks include office supply stores, el~ctronics stores,
restaurants, bars, dental offices, hair salons, and other professional offices, but that the majority'of
buildings. in the surrouncl.ffig area are residential structures, and that buildings facing the subject
block range from two- to fbur-stories tall with several taller buildin~:s interspersed; .

3.. Current sign regul~tions for the NC-3 District do not provide sufficient ...risibility for businesses
located within th~ City Center, glven its particular 'configuration of site development, and thatthe

2



Resolution No. 18428 "
Hearing Date: August 11,2011

CASE NO.2011.0656TZ
,City ,Center Special SignDistrict

, existing signage is insuffici~t to adequately dire'ct custo~ers to existing b~sinesses from the various '. .' .

parking lots and pedestrian entrances;

4. That a new'Special Sign District woUld improve ,the existing signage and would facilitate a utlified
tenant sign program for the subject site as well as respond to the parliculm; configuration and
topography of the subject lot; " '

'.J - ,,' , '

5.. That with the Commission's recommended amendments to the proposed Ordinance, the Special Sign
District would facilitate a sign program that would better respond to the surrounding context of
'low-scale residential buildings while still improving the signage on-site to facilitate access to both the
large and small commetcialtenants;, ,

,6, General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance' is consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan:

, ,
I. COMMERCE & INDUSTRY ELEMENT
TIIE COrvrMERCE AND INDUSTRY 'ELEMENT OF TIIE GENERAL PLAN SETS FORTH,
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES THAT ADDRESS TIIE' BROAD RANGE' OF ECONOMJ:C
ACTIVITIES, FACILITIES, AND SUPPPORT SYSTEMS\THAT CONSTITUESAN FRANCIsCO'S
E11PLOYMENT AND SERviCEBASE.' ,

OBJECTIVE 2:
MAlNTAIN AND, ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONO:M:rC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR TIIE CITY. "

Policy 2.1: , '
Seek to retaih existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the
City.

, '

The proposed Ordinance will facilitate a Special Sign District that .would allow, a unified tenant sign
program for the subject site that wou'ld provide improved wm; ftn:ding, direction~l, and identifijing signage
for businesses located within the shopping center in order to zmprove .its economic 'QiabilitJj.

OBJECTIVE 6 ' ,
'MAlNTAIN AND STRENGTIIEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS,

POLICY 6.3
,Preserve and prcm1.ote the mixed commercial~residential character'ill neighborhood commercial
districts. Strike a balance between the preservation of existing affordable housing and nee~ed

expansion of conu:nercial activity.

The existing shopping center is well sf;rved by MUNI and is easily accessible to City residents', The
, proposed new Special Sign District would improve access to the site by providing clearer way finding to

. .. .

:sl\t~ FRAN01SCIl
PJ.AHi.,uNiQ P~PAmM,liiNT
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. '

existing and new businesses located within the shopping center, whz1e. responding, .through the, careful

arrangement ofsigns, to the surrounding residential and commercial uses.

II. URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT CONCERNS THE PHYSICAL CHARACTER AND ORDER

OF THE CITY, AND THE RELATIONSHIPBETWEEN PEOPLE AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT~

OBJECTIVE 1 .

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GNES TO THE CITY AND ITS

NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

~o1icyl.9

Increase the clarity of routes for travelers.

General Plan Text under Policy 1.9: The clutter,of wires, signs and disordered development

shoUld be reduced. Conflict between unnecessary private signs and street directional signs

shouldbe avoided.

While this Section of the Urban Design Element is generally di9cussing the importance ofdistinguishing a

"citywide pattern" through better street design and treatments, it does discuss the importance ofreducing

clutter and'conflict be'tween private signage and street signage. These policies support the

recommendation to lower the parking lotfreesta~ding directiona'l signage.

III. . TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

POLICY 19,2 '" . .

Promote increased traffic safety, with special attention to hazards that could cause personal injun).

General Plan Text under Policy 19.2: In some cases redesign of the road~ayand of irltersectio:tts

to reduce conflicts between vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians is required; in others all that is

, ne~essary is to improve clarity of signs and, of touting so 'that there is less driver uncertainty and

hesitation.

The existing shopping center has six separate' surface parking lots with separate entrances from Geary

Boulevard, Masonic Avenue and O'Farrell Street which are built at different grades. In addition, the

shopping center has multiple entrances and levels with commercial spaces on the upper and lower stories,

and access tostore~from streets as well C/$from each of the six surface parking lots. The separate parking

lots cannot be feasibly connected and require that drivers have directional information so they enter and

, park in the associated lot As proposed, with the modifications recommended, the 'cltIj Center Special Sign

District would permit signs that assist drivers in locating the proper entrance.

7. The proposed replacement project is consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies set forth

in Section 101.1 in that

A) The existing neighborhood~serving 'retail uses will be preserved arid enhanced and

. future opportunities for residen~ employment in and ownership of such businesses will

. be enhanced:

SAN FIlAlil:1SGO
P.l..!U'«i\!IN(iI; O'i1:f'AfITMElIT
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.• Section 608.16(f)(4)(q: Two identifying signs for the shoppmg center may be added to the
existing central sign tower, provided that th~ area of copy be limited to 240 square feet per sign,
and that their height not exceed that of the existing tower. To view a graphic representatioll; of
this proposal, please see Page 39 of the Sign Program Exhibit attached as Exhibit C. .

. .Window signs an9. internal ~ay finding signs w~'uld also be permitted within the·SSD.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed, Ordjnance is before the Comn:tission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption 'with modifi.cationsto the Board of Supervisors.

RECOMMENDATION

+he. Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval with modifications of the
proposed Ordinance and adopt the attached DraftResolution to that effect. .

The Department recommends two substantive modifications· regarding the proposed freestanding. signs
that would be permitted within the SSD:

• . The Department recommends that the large :freestanding si~ on Masonic Avenue near O'Farrell
(descriqed in Section 608.16(f)(4)(A») be reduced in height from the proposed maXimum of 35
feet in height to a maximum of 20 feet in height. ~e Department recommends that the sign's
maximum width not exceed itS current width.

• . The Departn:i.ent"recommends that·the freestanding directional signs pennitted at each p.arking
,lot entry (described in Section 608.16(f)(4)(B» be. reduced in height from the proposed 15 feet to a
maXimum height of 7 feet in height.

In addition, the Department recommends a minor modification to the text of Section 608.16(f)(1)(C)(i).
The subsection includes a reference to Masonic Street, which should be referred to as Masonic Avenue. .'. - ,-" .

BASIS· FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department recognizes that the existing shopping center is an unusual suburban-style structure
withiri. an urban setting that includes both commercial ~ite's and residential areas in the irnmediat~

vicinity: Commercial and institUtional uses nearby include Trader Joe's on Masonic Avenue, the Kaiser
Pennanente Medical Center, University of San Francisco, and, further afield, the Laurel Heights Shopping
Center. The Divis~deroStreet ~ommercial corridor is hvo blocks east of the Project Site. Commercial uses
on the subject and facing bloCks include office supply stores, electronics stores, restaurants, bars, dental
offices, hair salons, and 'other professional offices. That said,· the majority of the surrounding area is
comprised of residential dwellings and. residentially' zoned districts. Buildings facing the subject block
range from two- to fouNtories tallwith several taller buildings interspersed.

Current sign regulations for the NC-3 District do not provide sufficient visibility for businesses located
within.the City Center, given its particular'cortfiguration of site development.. The City Center has six
separate surface parking lots with separate entrances from Geary Boulevard, Masonic Avenue and'
O'Farrell Street, which are built at different grades. While there is a pedestrian entrance on Geary
Boulevard, the existing configuration is largely,oriented away from this major street. TIle separate

SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANNING PEPARTIVIENT 5
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. .

, 'parking lots carmot be feasibly connected and require that drivers have directionallnformation so they,
enter and park in the associated lot In additioI\ the City Center has multiple entrances and levels, with
commercial units on the upper and lower stories and access to stores from streets as well as from each of '
the six surface parking lots., Adequate signage for on-site busirtessesis essential to the ecortomic stability
of the City Center. As propo'sed, the City Center Sp'ecial Sign District would permit signS that are
consistent with a Unified tenant signprograril. that would improve the viability of the existing complex.
The current signage is insufficient to adequately direct customers to existing busin:esses from the various
parking'lots and pedestrian entran~es. ' , .

The Department believes that the proposed sign program could be modified in order to better respond to
the surrounding context of 'low-scale residential buildings while still improving the signage on-site to
facilitate- access to both, the large ,pnd small co:rri.merci~l tenants. Lowering the maximum permitted
height of the proposed freestanding sign on Masonic Avenue from 35 feet to 20 feet would serve to
identify the shopping center and its tenants without overwhelming the surroundingresideritial area.
Lowering the maximum height of the freestanding directional signs at the entrance to parking lots from

_15 feet to 7 feet would better respond to the slow, low-volume residential O'FarrellStreet at this location
;mthout overwhelming pedestrians.

In sum, the Depattment supports the proposed Ordinance to create a new Special Sign District inarder to
improve the signage and to facilitate a unified tenant sign program for the subject site. Modifications to
the proposal as described above would better integr~te the proposal with the character -of the
surrounding neighborhood.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to amend Planning Code Sections 602.10 (Definitions), 607.1 (Neighborhood Commercial
Districts), 608 (Special Sign Districts), and add Section 608.16 ("City Center Special Sign District"), and
amend Sectional Map SSD of the Z0nI:tg Map to establish' the. "City- Center Special Sign District" is
currently undergoing CEQA Review. Under Section 15061(b)(3)) of the CEQA Guidelines, a ORE- is
expected to be issued on Wednesday, July 27. Plannirlg staff will bring the required CEQA document to
the Commission hearing. ,

PU,BLlC COMMENT

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has received one emailed comment in regard to the
. . ' . .

proposed Ordin~ce. The comment was neither in support nor against the proposed Special Sign
District; rather, it was in opposition to the Project's name, "City Center Special Sign District," and

. "

clai~ed that the Project name is not accurately dE(scriptive .of the Project location. '

RECOMMENDATIQN:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMI::NT

Recommendation of Approval with Modifications
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1725 23" Street, Suite 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816
(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053
calshpo@parks.ca.gov

August 24, 2011

City and County of San Francisco
Board of Supervisors
Office of the Clerk of the Board
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4689

RE: National Register of Historic Places Nomination for Sinton House

Dear Board of Supervisors:

Pursuant to Federal Regulations 36 CFR Part 60.6(c) I am notifying you that the St~te Historical
Resources Commission (SHRC) at its next meeting intends to consider and take action on the
nomination of the above-named property to the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register). Details on that meeting are on the enclosed notice. The National Register is the
federal government's official list of historic buildings and other cultural resources worthy of
preservation. Listing in the National Register provides recognition and assists in preserving
California's cultural heritage. If the item is removed from the scheduled agenda, you will be
notified by mail.

Local government comments regarding the National Register eligibility of this property are
welcomed. Letters should be sent to California State Parks, Attn: Office of Historic Preservation,
Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, State Historic Preservation Officer, 1725 23rd Street, Suite 100,
Sacramento, California 95816-7100. So that the SHRC will have adequate time to consider them,
it is requested, but not required, that written comments be received by the Office of Historic
Preservation fifteen (15) days before the SHRC meeting. Interested parties are encouraged to
attend the SHRC meeting and present oral testimony.

As of January 1, 1993, all National Register properties are automatically included in the California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register) and afforded consideration in accordance
with state and local environmental review procedures.

The federal requirements covering the National Register program are to be found in the National
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and in Federal Regulations 36 CFR Part 60. State law
regarding the California Register is in the Public Resources Code, Section 5024. Should you have
questions regarding this nomination, or would like a copy of the nomination, please contact the:\6"un~at(=44[L
Milford Wayne Don Idson, FAIA
State Historic Prese ation Officer

Enclosures: Meeting Notice
NR_Local Gov County Notice_Final.doc



STATE OF CALIFORNIA -THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS ANO RECREATION
1725 23" Street, Suite 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816
(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053
calshpo@parks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

MEETING NOTICE

FOR:

DATE:

TIME:

PLACE:

State Historical Resources Commission Quarterly Meeting

October 28, 2011

9:00 A.M.

University of Redlands
Casa Lorna Room
1200 East Colton Avenue
Redlands, California 92373

This room is accessible to people with disabilities. Questions regarding the meeting
should be directed to the Registration Unit (916) 445-7008



Results of Follow-up Review for the 2009 Port Concession Reviews

Angela Calvillo, Peggy Nevin, BOS-Supervisors,

Controller Reports to: BOS-Legislative Aides, Steve Kawa, RickWilson,

Christine Falvey, Jason Elliott, Severin Campbell,

Sent by: Kristen McGuire

08/25/2011 11 :30 AM

Controller Reports Results of Follow-up Review for the 2009 Port Concession Reviews

----,----------- --","

The Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor (CSA), has issued a memorandum regarding

the results of its follow-up review of recommendations made in a 2009 report of Port

concessions. The 2009 report presented work performed by Hood & Strong·LLP on behalf of

CSA.

CSA's follow-up review indicates that the Port has taken the corrective actions needed to

address the findings reported in2009.

To view the full memorandum, please visit our website at:

http://co.sfgov.orglWebreports/details. aspx?id=1330

For questions regarding the memorandum, please contact Tonia Lediju at

tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393, or the Controller's Office, Audits Unit at 415-554-7469.
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FOLLOW-UP MEMORANDUM'

Ben Rosenfield
Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

TO: Monique Moyer, Executive Director, Port of San Francisco .

FROM: Tonia Ledlju, Director of Audits, City ServicasAud~or~
DATE: August 25, 2011

SUBJECT: Results of Follow-up Review for the 2009 Port Concession Reviews

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Gity Services Auditor (GSA) conducted a follow-up review of ten findings from the February
2009 agreed-upon procedures report, Port Commission: Concession Reviews of BAE Systems,
$an Francisco Ship Repair; RGN Corporation dba Butterfly Restaurant; Castagnola's
Restaurant; Frances Y. Chu and Jyi Jeng Hwang dba Crab Station; Blue Jeans Equities West
dba Fog City Diner; Golden Gate Scenic Steamship Corporation; and Scoma's Restaurant,
.Incorporated.

The follow-up review examined whether the Port of San Francisco (Port) took corrective actions
to address the findings reported in the agreed-upon procedures report for seven Port
concession tenants. GSA reviewed the Port's efforts to address the findings in the report, and
concludes that the Port has taken appropriate actions to resolve the findings. The Port has
collected all rent underpayments, provided credits to tenants for rent overpayments, and
followed up with tenants to resolve discrepancies in the tenants' records. The findings,
resolutions, and results are presented in detail in the attachment.

The ultimate benefits from concession reviews are not in the findings reported or the
recommendations made, but in the implementation of actions to resolve those findings.

BACKGROUND & METHODOLOGY

GSA issued a report in February 2009 concerning the concession reviews of seven Port
concession tenants. These agreed-upon procedure reviews, which were performed under
contract by Hood & Strong LLP on behalf of CSA, covered January 1, 2005, through December .
31,2007, with the exception of the review of Golden Gate Scenic Steamship Corporation, which
covered January 1, 2006, through December 31,2007. The reviews identified rent
overpaym~ntsand underpayments, as well as some discrepancies in tenants' records.

415-554-7500 City Hall .1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316· San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466
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Operations

The Real Estate and Maritime divisions of the Port oversee commercial and industrial tenants.
The Real Estate Division is responsible for all asset management, property and lease
management, marketing and leasing for the Port's commercial and industrial property along
San Francisco's waterfront. The Port has over 460 commercial and industrial tenants,
representing 14 million square feet of occupied space and approximately $50 million in annual
revenue. The Maritime Division manages and markets a wide array of maritime industries,
including cruise and c~rgo shipping, ship repair, commercial and sport fishing, ferry and"
excursion operations and other harbor services.

The Port's Finance and Administration Division's Accounting Unit oversees the Port's
accounting operations. Thesebperations include accounts payable, accounts receivable,
general ledger, financial statement and external audit management functions.

Objective & Methodology

The objective of this field follow-up review is to verify whether the Port has adopted procedures
to address the findings contained in the February 2009 report. To conduct the follow-up review, .
the auditteam:

• Asked key Port personnel aoout the status of the Port's follow-up actions.
• Obtained documentary evidence to support the follow-up actions taken by the Port.
• Verified the existence of processes the Port has established to address the findings.

RESULTS

Finding 1: BAE Systems. San Francisco Ship Repair underpaid $4.777 in rent. The tenant
also had off-the-premises sales that were included in the revenues reported to the Port
during 2005 and 2006. causing potential overpayments.

GSA confirmed that the Port reviewed and analyzed documentation submitted by the tenant to
calculate overpaid rent in 2005 and 2006. The Port credited the tenant for $98,215 in March
2010 for this net rent overpayment.

Conclusion: Resolved.

Finding 2: RGN Corporation dba Butterfl\t Restaurant underpaid $3,161 in rent.

GSA confirmed that the Port billed the tenant for $3,161, which the tenant paid in January 2009.

Conclusion: Resolved.
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Finding 3: Some of RGN Corporation dba Butterfly Restaurant's banguet sales were not
reported to the Port because the tenant classified them as off-site transactions (off Port
property).

GSA confirmed that the Port reminded the tenant about separately accounting for on-premises
and off-premises revenues, including banquet sales revenues. Further, GSA confirmed with the
Port that the tenant is now more careful with its revenue accounting practices, including
accounting for banquet sales reve~ues.

Conclusion: Resolved.

Finding 4: Castagnola's Restaurantdidnot provide the auditors access to its general.
ledger and other records.

GSA confirmed that the Port adviseq the tenant to make avai.lable its records and documents to
the Port and its auditors, as required by the lease agreement.

Conclusion: Resolved.

Finding 5: Frances Y. Chu and Jyi Jeng dba Crab Station underpaid rent totaling $39,558.

GSA confirmed that in March 2009 the Port and the tenant agreed to a six-month payment plan
to settle the $39,588 in rent underpayments. The tenant paid the final installment in October
2009.

Conclusion: Resolved.

Finding 6: Sales reported to the Port by Frances Y. Chu and Jyi Jeng dba Crab Station
were less than sales shown in its sales journal.

GSA confirmed that the Port advised the tenant to segregate unrelated sales in its sales journal.
Further, the tenant has indicated that it changed its accounting practices by depositing sales
from Port-leased premises into a business account devoted to Port sales only.

Conclusion: Resolved.

Finding 7: Golden Gate Scenic Steamship Corporation overpaid rent totaling $15,782.

GSA confirmed that (he Port credited to the tenant for $15,782 in January 2009 for this rent:
overpayment.

Conclusion: Finding 7 has been resolved.
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Finding 8: Golden Gate Scenic Steamship Corporation did not comply with certain
percentage rent provisions of the lease agreement (e.g.; failure to take allowable
exclusions and taking unallowable deductions).

GSA confirmed that the Port informed the tenant of the report's findings, including the rent
overpayments and the causes. Moreover, Port staff also noted that they advised the tenant ,to
comply with the lease agreement (e.g., percentage rent provisions, reporting forms) and that
discussions concerning reporting forms and requirements have. been ongoing with this tenant.

Conclusion: Resolved.

Finding 9: Golden Gate Scenic Steamship Corporation failed to submit annual
percentage rent statements by January 31 after each calendar year.

GSA confirmed that the tenant submitted its annual percentage rent statements to the Port by
January 31 in 2010 and 2011.

Conclusion: Resolved.

Finding 10: Scoma's Restaurant, Incorporated. underpaid $103 in rent.

GSA confirmed that the Port billed the tenant for $103 in rent, due, and the tenant paid in
January 2009.

Conclusion: Resolved.

GSA extends its appreciation to you and your staff who assisted with this follow-'up review. If
you have any questions or concerns, please call or e-mail Audit Manager Elisa Sullivan at (415)
554-7654 or Elisa. Sullivan@sfgov.org.

cc: Elaine Forbes, DeputyDirector, Finance & Administration, Port of San Francisco
John Woo, Fiscal Officer, Port of San Francisco
Susan Reynolds, Deputy Director, Real Estate Division, Port of San Francisco
Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Elisa Sullivan, Audit Manager
Mark de la Rosa, Associate Auditor
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ATTACHMENT: FINDINGS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

~,

Tenant
, Finding Status perthe Port

No.
of 2009· Review 1"2011

Auditor's FOllow-up Work Results
.. . ..... ..

1 BAE The tenant underpaid $4,777 After a period of review and CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Systems, San in rent. The review also found analysis of documentation, the
Francisco that the tenant had off-the- Port agreed to a net refund of • Copy of Port's letter informing the

Ship· Repair premises sales that were $98,215, consisting of $51,812 tenant that the Port has reviewed tenant

included in the revenues overpaid in 2005 and $51,180 in documentation and about the total net

reported to the Port during 2006, reduced by the $4,777 .under rent overpayments.

2005 and 2006. payment. A credit invoice for • Copy of Port's credit invoice.

$98,215 was issued in March • Record from Port's accounting system
indicating that the Port has credi\ed this

2010. tenant.

• Copy of Port's letter requesting the
The Port asked the tenant to report tenant to clearly identify and deduct
more clearly its activities, including from gross revenues those revenues
identification and deductive generated off the premises.
exclusion from gross revenues Copy of tenant's monthly percentage

-

•
those revenues that are generated rent analysis showing the tenant's

outside of the leasehold premises reporting of its on-premises revenues

to arrive at net revenues reportable separately from its off-premises

for percentage rent calculations. revenues.

CSA found that the Port reviewed and analyzed ~

documentation SUbmitted by the tenant to
calculate howmuch the tenant overpaid in rent
in 2005 and 2006. The Port credited the tenant
for $98,215 in March 2010.

CSA also found that the Port has advised the
tenant to separately account for and report
revenues from on-premises and off-premises
work. The tenant has been submitting revenue
reports to the Port that separately account for
such revenues.

A-1
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No.·· Tenant
Finding Status per the Port

Auditor's Follow~up Work Results
of2009 Review .... ...

In 2011 ".."

2 RGN The tenant underpaid $3,161 The tenant accepted the agreed- CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Corporation in rent. upon procedures report with the <

dba additional rent obligation based on ". . Copy of Port's invoice.
Butterfly the noted discrepancies and • Record from Port's accounting system
Restaurant immediately paid the Port's follow- indicating that the tenant has paid this

up invoice in January 2009 for rent underpayment.
$3;161.

CSA found that the Port billed the tenant for
$3,161, and the tenant paid in January 2009.

3 RGN Some of the tenant's banquet The tenant accepted the agreed- CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Corporation sales were not reported to the upon procedures report with the

,
dba Port because, according to additional rent obligation based on • Copy of Port's letter informing the

Butterfly the tenant, some of their the noted discrepancies and tenant of the need to better track its off-

Restaurant banquet sales were not immediately paid the Port's follow- premises and on-premises

transacted on Port property. up invoice in January 2009. The sales/revenues.

The auditors (Hood & Strong) Port's December 23, 2008,
CSA found that the Port reminded the tenant

were unable to verify and transmittal letter asserted the basis
about separately accounting for on-premises

confirm this tenant for Hood & Strong's finding and the
representation~ Port billing.

and off-premises revenues,including banquet
sales revenues. The tenant reported to the Port
that it has been more careful about its revenue

..

accounting practices, including accounting for
banquet sales, revenues.

4 Castagnola's The tenant did not provide the Correspondence dated December CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Restaurant auditors with access to its 2, 2008 and December 23, 2008

general ledger and other reminded the tenant of its • Copies of Port's letters informing the

records. obligations to make all its books tenant of the need to make available to

and records available to any Port auditors tenant records and documents

or City auditor.
CSA found that the Port advised the tenant to-- ,
make available its records and documents to
the Port and its auditors, as required by the
lease agreement.

A-2



No. Tenant
Finding Status per the Port

AUditor's.Follow~up.Work Results
of 2009 Review In 2011

5 Frances Y. The tenant underpaid $39,558 In March 2009 the Port agreed to a CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Chuand Jyi in rent: six-month payment plan to settle
Jeng Hwang the entire $39,588. The final ' . Copy of Port's invoice indicating
dba Crab installment was paid on October payment plan.
Station 20,2009. • Copy of Port letter to tenant indicating

and describing the payment plan, .
including tenant's signature of
acceptance.

• Record from Port's accounting system
indicating that the tenant paid twelve

. installments totaling $39,588.

CSA found that in March 2009, the Port and the
tenant agreed to 1:! six-month payment plan to
settle $39,588 in rent underpayments. The
tenant paid the final installment in October
2009.

6 - Frances Y. The tenant explained to the By earlier correspondence through CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Chu and Jyi auditors that the reason for a legal representative in January
Jeng Hwang the discrepancies in the 2009,the Port was advised that • Copies of Port's letters informing the
dba Crab tenant's reports might be the steps were taken to segregate tenant that it was unable to provide
Station inclusion of deposits from the banking for the business on Port evidence that certain business activities

tenant's other business as premises. unrelated to premises leased from the

sales. However, the tenant Port were commingled in the records

was unable to provide submitted to Hood & Strong.

corroborating evideAce to • Copy of tenant letter (through its
attorney) indicating that the tenant has

support this explanation. started depositing sales from premises
leased from the Port into a business
account of sales on Port premises.

CSA found that the Port advised the tenant of
segregating unrelated sales, and the tenant
indicated that it has changed its accounting
practices by depositing sales made on Port
property into a business account for sales on
Port premises only.

..

A-3



No. Tenant
Finding Status per the Port

Auditor's Follow-upWork Results
of 2009 Revi.ew In 2011

71 Golden Gate The tenant overpaid $15,782 A credit invoice for $15,782 was CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
-Scenic in rent. issued in January 2009.
Steamship • Copy of Port's credit invoice.
Corporation • Record from Port's accounting system

.-
indicating that the Port has credited this
tenant.

CSA found that the Port credited the tenant for
$15,782 in January 2009 for rent overpayment.

8 Golden Gate The overpayments· resulted The Port informed the tenant of the CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Scenic from the tenant's non- report's findings, including the rent
Steamship compliance with certain overpayments and their causes. • Copy of Port's correspondence with the

Corporation percentage rent provisions of Drscussions concerning reporting tenant informing the tenant of the

the lease agreement (e.g., forms and requirements have been report's findings, which include the rent

failure to take allowable (and are) ongoing with this tenant. overpayments and their causes.

exclusions and taking
unallowable deductions). CSA found that the Port informed the tenant of

the report's findings, including the rent
overpayments and their causes. Port staff also
noted that they have advised the tenant to
comply with the lease agreement (e.g.,
percentage rent provisions, reporting forms and
requirements) and that discussion concerning
reporting forms and requirements has been
ongoing with this tenant.

9 Golden Gate The tenant failed to submit The tenant submitted its annual CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Scenic annual percentage rent percentage rent statements to the • Copies of the tenant's annual
Steamship statements by January 31 Port by January 31 in 2010 and percentage rent statements submitted
Corporation after each calendar year. 2011 in 2010 and 2011 to the Port.

CSA found that the tenant submitted its annual
percentage rent statements to the Port by
January 31 in 2010 and 2011.

A-4



No. Tenant
Finding Status per the Port

Auditor's Follow-up Work Results
of 2009 Review In 2011

10 Scoma's The tenant underpaid $103 in The nominal underpayment of CSA obtained and reviewed: Resolved.
Restaurant, rent. $103 was billed to tenant and paid
Incorporated . January 2009: • Copy of Port's invoice;

• Record from Port's accounting system
indicating that the tenant has paid this
rent underpayment.

CSA found that the Port billed the tenant for
$103, and the tenant paid in January 2009.

A-5
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FINALUY, after over 20 years I live in the United States I decided to take my friends' dvicCl; H8ii~

com~pnitY activist and homeless advoc~,~~_'f~r,~yer28 years in San Francisco. I hope th my~te~~F
am writing to you today in order to get attentidllalJd answer to my request. lain an A ,-riccm;.yemcmls .

nativej My mime is Abdulla Alowdy and;1 tiay;e ~'h~tt ailment that I recei'v~d an operatidn for in 1999~t '

UCSF 10sPitai. I live with my 64 yearoldwifeMiriamand 4 of my children Aziza who is 22, Ahmead who

is 19, rohammed who is 1~, and my youngest daughter Ahlam who is 11 years old. Believe it or not my

family,-, all 6 of us live in a small studio apartment. The ,address is 305 Hyde St, apt #306 SR 94109. I
I .,'.,.

survive with the hope that I can get help from youfor me arid my children who go to school in the city, I

believ~someone can help me and my fatnllyfind more space. lam hearing' that Mr. Jo'aquin Torres the

direct~r of the Mayor's ,Office of NeTghborhdod$ervices(MONS). , I also hope that my district superVisor,

Jane Kim will support ineand mYfamilY:irisecuring a larger space~, I ., ,. ....:. -',::--''' .
. llookrorward to hearing from you soon: .(",'

SincertlY,

I· .
Abdulla M. Alowdi

. fl!lJfi_" . '.
~..~
AbdUI~aAlowdi .
41.5.~2 8~8608cell

415-4· 9-2429hm
I .
I
I .

cc: p~rleSident Bara<k Obarna
hlte House.

5 Mayor Edwin M. Lee
I "".

SR Board bfSupervisors
B~rbara A. -Garcia~ Director Heath Services' '. .
J06quin Torres- Oir. Mayor'~ Office ofNeignhorhoodservicesI . - . .... . .

I
[,

I

I
I



6 Attorneys for Petitioner YUBA GROUP AGAINST GARBAGE

7

8

1

2

3

4

5

BRIGIT S. BARNES & ASSOCIATES, INC.
BRIGIT S. BARNES, ESQ. CSB #122673
ANNIE R. E1v1BREE, ESQ., OfCoUnselCSB#208591
3262 Penryn Road, Suite 200
Loomis, CA 95650
Telephone: (916) 660-9555
'Facsimile: (916) 660-9554
Email: bsbames@landlawbybarnes.com

I
I

I
l
I
!

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

Case No.:

(Signature pursuant to California Rules of '
Court, Rules 2.257 and 2.305) ,

NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE CEQA.
PETITION

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Real Parties in Interest.

Petitioner,

Respondents.

vs.

YUBA GROUP AGAINST GARBAGE
("YuGAG"),

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
BY AND THROUGH THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS; and DOES 1 through 100,
inclusive,

RECOLOGY SAN FRANCISCO, a California
corporation; SF RECYCLING AND
DISPOSAL, INC., a California corporation;
an:d SANITARY FILL COMPANY, a '
California corporation, SUNSET
SCAVENGER COMPANY, a Califoinia
Corporation; GOLDEN GATE DISPOSAL &
RECYCLING COMPANY, a California
corporation; and DOES 101-200, inclusive,

/--------------'-------'--

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20'

21

22

23

24

25

26

27 TO CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO BY AND THROUGH THE BOARD OF

28' SUPERVISORS:

YuGAGiNotice to Intent to File CEQA

, ' r1jV
NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE CEQA PETITIO ,-~~_'::;!



1 . PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, under Public Resources Code §21167.5, that Petitioner

2 YUBA GROUP AGAINST GARBAGE C'YuGAG") intends to file a Verified Petition for Writ

3 'of Mandate Under the California Environmental Quality Act; Request for Preliminary

4 Injunction; Permanent Injunction; and Declaratory Relief against Respondent CITY AND

5 COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO BY AND THROUGH THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

. 6' ("The City") in San Francisco County Superior Court, challenging the City's decision to award

7 the contract for transport and disposal ofCity and County waste to the Ostrom Road Landfill,

8 located in Yuba County, California ("The approvals" or "The Project"). The petition alleges that

9 the City's actions violate state and local land use and environmental laws, especially CEQA, and

10 public bidding laws, and seek a writ of mandate and prelimirlary and permanent injun~tionsas

1I necessary to remedy the city's failure to address the Project's environmental impacts, to ensure

12 that the City complies with all applicable Federal, State and local laws; and to ensure proper

13 review 'and disclosure and mitigation of the potential environmental impacts resulting from the

14 approval and implementation of the Project pursuant toCEQAand to ensure that the Approvals

15 are consistent with the public bidding requirements.

16 DATED: August 24,2011

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

YuGAGlNotice to Intent to File CEQA

BRIGIT S. BARNES & ASSOCIATES, INC., .
A Law Corporation

By: I

. ames, Esq., Attorney for Petitioner
GROUP AGAINST GARBAGE

2 NOTICE OF INTENt TO FILE CEQA PETITION



1 Matter:

2

3

YuGAG v. CITY AND COUNTY OF .SAN FRANCISCO, et al
San Francisco County Superior Court, Case No.

PROOF OF SERVICE

4

5

6

7

I am a citizen of the United States, over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or
interested in the within entitled cause. I am an employee bfBrigit S. Barnes & Associates, Inc.,
A Law Corporation, located at 3262 Penryn Road, Suite 200, Loomis, California, 95650. On this
date, I served the fonowing document(s):

NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE CEQA PETITION

8

9

10·

11

x BY U.S. MAIL [C.C.P. §1013(a)] by enclosing one copy thereof in a sealed
envelope, with postage thereon fully prepaid. I am readily familiar with this
firm's practice for the collection and processing .ofcorrespondence for mailing
with the United States Postal Service, and that said correspondence is deposited
with the United States Postal Service on the same day in the ordinary course of
business. Said correspondence was addressed as set forth below.

13

14

12 PARTY(S) SERVED:

Mayor's Office
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200

15 . San Francisco, CA 94102

16

·17 .

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Board of Supervisors
Attn: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place; Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

I declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on August 24, 2011 at Loomis, California.

Jenna Porter

YUGAGIPOS PROOF OF SERVICE



DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS
City and County of Sah Francisco

www.sfe1ections.org

"6 6 .s --II CtJ f3 f'"U:ILJt:V·
( I --:/'-1 .

JOHN ARNTZ ",' ;L,'~ 1\1J.r.
Directo~ .. IJ)fLj! ;0 ~.

HAND DEUVERED

August 5, 2011

ANGELA. CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD
Board of Supervisors "
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244'

, San Francisco; CA 94102

Re: CERTJJ1ICATION OF THE INITIATIVE PETITION "RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR
CITYEMPLOYEES"

Enclosed is a copy of the letter.sent to the" proponent of the above named petition,' certifying that
the petition did contain sufficient valid signatures to qualify for the next general municipal or .
statewide election occurring at any time after 90'daysfrom the date of the certificate in the City
and County of San Francisco..

If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact Deborah Brown,
Manager, Voter Services Division, at (415) 554-5665.

,Sincerely,

John Arntz
Director o{Elections

~BY:~(vk~~"
Deborah Brown
Voter Services Manager

Encl.: Copy of Certified lette~ to Proponent

Cc: Honorable Edwin Lee; Mayor.
John ,Ariltz, Director·ofElections
Dennis Herrera, City Attorney

Voice (415) 554-4375, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 48
San Francisco CA 94102-4634

Fax (415) 554-4372 ..H3
TIT (415) 554-4386 ~./



DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS
City and County of San Francisco

www.sfelections.org

,JOHNARNrz
Director'

CERTIFIED MAIL:' 70011940 0001 06783450

August 5,2011,

JeffAdacbi
POBox 77313
San Francisco~ CA 94107

Re': CERTIFICATION OF THE INITIATIVE PETITION "RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR
CITYEMPLOYEES"

Dear Mr. Adac4].,

The Department ofElections has completed its review of the initiative petition "RETIREMENT
BENEFITS FOR CITYEMPLOXEES" that submitted to this office onJuly 11, 2011. After
reviewing all ,ofthe signatures attached to the petition, we have determined that the number of valid
signatures on the petition is 48,160 out the 72,669 signatures submitt;ed with the petition. The
minimum number of valid signatures required to place this. initiative measure on the qallot for the
November 8, 2011 Municipal Election is 46,559. .

I hereby certify,that the illitiative petition for the "RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR CITY
EMPLOYEES" qualifies for the next general municipal or statewide election occurring at any time
after 90 days from the date of the-certificate in the City and, County of San FranCisco.

Ifyou should have,any questions or need additional information, please contact Deborah Brown; ,
Manager, Voter Services Division, at (415) 554-5665.

'Sincerely,

John Arntz

"D~,~_•..
By: J uAv 1b.o-fr7~

Deborah Brown' , , ~ "
Vot,er Services Manager

cc: , Honorable Edvvin Lee;'Mayor
John Arntz, Director ofElections ,

,Angela Calvillo, Clerk'Of the Board,
Dennis Herrera, CitY Attorney

Voice (415) 554-4375 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 48
San :Francisco CA 94102-4634

Fax (415) 554-4372
TIT (415) 554-4386



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMEN"f OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P,O. BOX 942896
SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001
(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053
calshpo@parks,ca,gov

August 22,2011

San Francisco City and County Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, #200
San Francisco, California 94102-4689 '

hD,S-l\ , 6f>~
"EDMUND G. BROWN,JR., Governor'

RE: ' San Francisco Public Library North Beach Branch Listing on the
National Register of Historic Places

Dear Board of Supervisors:

I am pleased to notify you that on August 8, 2011, the above-named property was placed
on the National Register ofHistoric Places (National Register). As a result of being placed
on the National Register, this property has also been listed in the California Register of
Historical Resources,pursuant to Section 4851 (a)(2) of the Public Resources Code.

Placement on the National Register affords a property the honor of inclusion in the
, nation's official list of cultural resources worthy of preservation and provides a degree of

protection from adverse effects resulting from federally funded or licensed projects.
Registration provides anumber of incentives for preservation of historic properties,
including special building codes to facilitatethe restoration of historic structures, and
,certain tax advantages.

There are no restrictions placed upon a private property owner with regard to normal use,
maintenance, or sale of a property listed in the National Register. However, a projectthat
may cause substantial adverse changes in the significance of a registered property may
require compliance with local ordinances or the California Environmental Quality Act. In
addition, registered properties damaged due to a natural disaster may be subject to the
provisions of Section 5028 of thePublicResources Code regarding demolition or
significant alterations, ifimminentthreat to life safety does not exist.

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact the Registration
Unit at (916) 445-7008. '

SinTn,', Lj"LL'',,'
~\\J '~' '",
Milford Wayne D naldson, FAIA
State Historic pr servation Officer

Enclosure: National Register Notification of Listing



August 19,2011

The Director of the National Park Service 'is pleased to send you the following announcements and

actions on properties for the National Register of Historic Places. For further information contact Edson

Beall via voice
(202) 354-2255, or E-mail: <Edson Beall@nps,gov> This and past Weekly Lists are also available here:

http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/nrlist.htm '

Our physical location address is:

National Park Service 2280, 8th floor

National Register of Historic; Places

1201 "I" (Eye) Street, NW,

Washington D.C. 20005

August is Archeology Month. Check Out Our Feature:

http://www.nps.gov/historv/nr/feature/archeologylindex.htm

WEEKLY LIST OF ACTIONS TAKEN ON PROPERTIES: 8/12/11 THROUGH 8/12/11

-KEY: State, County, Property Name, Address/Boundary, City, Vicinity, Reference Number, NHL, Action,

Date, Multiple Name

,CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

Bristol--Cypress Historic District,

438-516 Cypress Ave."
Pasadena, 11000489,
LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

Cosby, James Fielding, House,

510 Locke Haven St.,
Pasadena, 1100049~

LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pas~dena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

Denham, Mary E., House,
297 S. Orange Grove Blvd,,,
Pasadena, 11000491,

LISTED,8/09/11,

(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

Hartwell, John $. House, .

423 Lincoln Ave.,
Pasadena, 11000492,

LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

Hillmont,
1375.E. Moun~ain St.,
Pasadena, 11000493,
LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and ArchitectureIn Pasadena MPS)



CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
Hood, Mrs. J.H., House,
494 Ellis St.,
Pasadena, 11000494,
LISTED, 8/09/11 .
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
House at 1360 Lida Street,
1360 Lida St."
Pasadena, 11000495,
LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development arid Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
Jarvis, Benjamin, House,
531 N. Raymond Ave.,
Pasadena, 11000496,
LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
Lacey, Friend, House,
679 E. Villa St."
Pasadena, 11000497,
LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
New Fair Oaks Historic District,
480-512 Lincoln Av. & 57-103 W. Villa St." Pasadena, 11000498, LISTED, 8/09/11 (Late 19th and Early
20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
Post, George B., House,
360 S. Grand Ave.,
Pasadena, 11000499,
LISTED, 8/09/11
(Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
Raymond--Summit Historic District,
Roughly bounded by N. Raymond Ave., E. Villa St., Summit Ave. & E. Maple St." Pasadena, 11000500,
LISTED, 8/09/11 (Late 19th and Early 20th Century Development and Architecture in Pasadena MPS)

CALIFORNIA, SAN FRANCiSCO COUNTY,
San Francisco Public Library North Beach Branch,
2000 Mason St.,
San Francisco, 11000501,
LISTED, 8/08/11
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Susan Brandt-Haw1ey/ SBN 75907
BRANDT-HAWLEY,LAW GROUP
P.O. Box 1659
Glen Ellen, CA 95442
707.938.3900, fax 707.938.3200

Attorney for Petitioner

7

8

·9

10

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

11

. Notice of Commencement
of Action

California Environmental Quality Act
[CEQA]

Case No.

v.
Petitioners,

16

13

14

San Francisco Beautiful; San Francisco
Tomorrow; Dogpatch Neighborhood
Association; Potrero Boosters
Neighborhood Association; Duboce
Triangle Neighborhood Association;

15
and Doeslto 10;

12

17

·18

19

20

21

City and County of San Francisco;
Board of Supervisors ofthe City
and County of San Francisco; and
Does 11 to .15;

22

23 ,

Respondents,
-------- -----e/

24 AT&t California and Does 16-2b;

25 Real Parties in Interest.

26 --------------_/

27

28

Notice ofCommencerrient ofAction



1.

2

3

4

5

6

TO: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANcISCO AND BOARD OF

SUPERVISORS OF THE C~TYAND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO:

7 Notice is hereby given that an action has been commenced againstyou by the filing of a

8 Petition for Writ ofMandamus in the above-entitled court today.

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

~2

23

24

25

26

27

28

Date: August 24, 2011

Notice ofCommencement ofAction

BRANDT-:-HAWLEY LAWGROUP

BY:·~~
Susan Brandt-Hawley
Attorney for Petitioner

2



San Francisco Beautiful, et al. v. City and County ofSan Francisco, et al.
San Francisco County Superior Court Case No. __-----,----, _

PROOF OF SERVICE

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County of,Sonoma. I am

over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the within entitled action; my business

address is P.O. Box 1659,Glen Ellen, CA 95442.

On August 24,2011, I served one true copy of:

.. Notice of Commencement of Action, .

X By placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope and postage thereon
fully prepaid, in the United States mail in Glen Ellen, California addressed to the
persoI1;s listed below. .

. X .City and County ofSan Francisco
City Hall Room 168
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4678

X Board of Sup~rvisorsof the City arid County of San Francisco
City Hall Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

. , ,

I declare under penalty ofperjury that the foregoing is true and correct and is

executed on August 24, 2011, at Glen Ellen, California.

Jeanie Stapleton

/.



To:- BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: SAVE SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE

~- ~-'~' ._.. ._~--'----~-'--- ------,.....-.._-
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Gabriel Garcia" <gsgarcia@gordonrees.com>
<board .of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
08/24/2011 04:59 PM
SAVE SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,
I am a Bay Area native, former resident of San Francisco, and avid recreational golfer. I
am writing to you today with an urgent request: please save the historic IS-hole Sharp
Park Golf Course.

As a San Francisco attorney whose praCtice includes counseling clients in the golf
industry, I am highly sensitive to the environmental, economic, and civic costs
associated with municipal' ownership of a gqlf course. I have followed closely the
recent events associated with efforts to have Sharp Park closed down due to ecological
concerns. After considering the issue from both sides, I am of the opinionthat we will
suffer an indelible and irreplaceable lpss if the land encompassing Sharp Park Golf
Course is not preserved.

The golf course is a world treasure, designed by Dr. Alister MacKenzie-the greatest
golf architect in history - and is heavily played by men and women of all ages, ethnic '
groups, and types. Moreover, it is extremely affordable. Even in tough economic
times-maybe especially in such times-it' is important that we have our great
recreational and public spaces to enjoy nature and the company of fellow citizens.

As one of our political and civic leaders, I am reaching out to you' to request your
assistance in saving such a wonderful place. I am joining my voice with the thousands
of other community residents who believe that Sharp Park must be preserved now and
for the benefit of future generations.

Best Regards,

.~ .~~WnttJtJ!L*~UWCl~--::"";,:
< r. J _..:__

.~--~~."~ ~,j,

Follow me
,on

www.gordonrees.com

Gabriel S. Garcia
Associate
gsgarcia@gordonrees.com

275 Battery Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94111
Direct Phone: (415) 875-4183
Fax: (415) 986-8054

National Offices:
"I California
I NeW York
i Texas
Ii Illinois

Nevada
AitlOna

} ColoradoI WashingtonI Oregon .
I NewJersey
I Florida

'I Georgia
, Con necticut

. I.
••••.•,••"'"__~,._~.~.__•__•__l,_;".,.,."""" __".;,.;,.....,,..'"



San Francisco· San Diego' Los Angeles' Sacramento· Orange County· Las Vegas· Portland· Seattle· Houston' Chicago •
Phoenix· Dallas· New York· Long Island • Florham Park· Denver· Miami' Atlanta· Austin· Hartford

This email communication may contain CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION WHICH ALSO MAYBE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED and is
intended only forthe use of the intended recipients identified above. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you
are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, dissemination, distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this communication in error, please immediately notify' us

by reply email, delete the communication and destroy all copies.
IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE

To ensure compliance with requirements by the IRS, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication
(including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties

under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matt?r
. addressed herein.

GORDON & REES LLP
http://www.gordonrees.com



To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BOS Constituent Maif Distribution,

Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
~ =

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

amnathan@sbcglobal.net .
"E3oard.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Super'visors@sfgov.org>
08/26/2011 09:28 AM
Embrac;ing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it

August 26,2011
Clerk of the Board Angeia Calvillo
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

. San Francisco, cA941 02~4689

D¢.ar Angela Calvillo,

Document is available
at the Clerk's Office
Room 244, City Hall

Better cell phone coverage has' the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work
from anywhere. The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide
better wireless service to tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and shopping in
our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into San Francisco's local economy and provide much
need~d funds for city serVices for our residents. Also, more reliable coverage also benefits public
safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most.

So in the interest of our economic well-being and public s'afety, I hope you will approve the 'cell 
site at Fourth and King.

. Sincerely,

. MARVIN & ANITA NATHAN
66 Yerba Buena Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127-1544
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"Alan Culwell" <alc@alanculwell.com>
<Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
08/29/201110:21 AM
Your expensive ramp

I just finished reading a story on sfgate.com about your board and their 10-foot ramp with the
discounted price of $700K. Anyone associated with this "board" ought to be ashamed of themselves
and is probablygetting paid twice or three times what they deserve. Did you notice that there are close
to 200 comments on this article, and 100% of them disagree with all but one of your so called
supervisors on how much should have been spent, if any, on that ramp of yours? It is no wonder that.
California, with its beautiful weather andseemingly boundless naturalresources,is the laughing stock of
our country financially. At isn't really a laughing matter anymore. It is insanity. I would be surprised if
California was even a state ten years from now. We may-give you back to Mexico along with your debt.

Get real.

Alan Culwell, Attorney
Camden & Associates, P.e.
9200 Keystone Crossing, Ste. 150
Indianapolis, IN 46240
(317) 660.-7382 Direct Line
(888) 339-9611 Fax

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any attachments are for the exclusive and confidential use of the
intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute or take action in
reliance upon this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by return
e-mail and promptly delete this message and'its attachments from your computer system. Thismessage may
contain information which is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law and we do
not waive attorney-client or work-product privilege by the transmission of this message.

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS,we inform you that any
U.'S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to
be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii)
promotirig, marketing or .recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein.
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