
Petitions and Communications received from October 15, 2012, through October 22,
2012, for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be
ordered filed by the Clerk on October 30,2012.

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information will not be
redacted.

From Office of the Sheriff, submitting Inmate Welfare Fund Annual Report. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (1)

From Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center, submitting a quarterly report in
response to Resolution No. 200-05. Copy: Each Supervisor. (2)

From Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector, submitting CCSF Investment Report for
September 2012. (3)

From State Fish and Game Commission, submitting Notice of Receipt of Petition to list
Clear Lake Hitch as threatened or endangered under the California Endangered
Species Act. Copy: Each Supervisor. (4)

From concerned citizens, regarding Haight Ashbury Recycling Center. 6 letters. (5)

From Office of the Clerk of the Board, the following department has submitted their
2012 Local Agency Biennial Notice: (6)

Human Services Commission

From Capital Planning Committee, submitting their recommendations on the Annual
Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation Estimate. Copy: Each Supervisor, Budget &
Finance Committee Clerk. (7)

From concerned citizens, regarding Sheriff Ross Mirkarimi. Copy: Each Supervisor, 2
letters; (8)

From Lozeau Drury, LLP, submitting Notice of Intent to File Suit regarding the Beach
Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project. File No. 120692. Copy: Each Supervisor,
Clerk of the Board, Legislative Deputy, City Attorney. (9)

From Alliance for a Better District 6, regarding CVS Pharmacy liquor license. File No.
120277. Copy: Each Supervisor, City Operations & Neighborhood Services Committee
Clerk. (10)

From Dr. Ronald Marsh, regarding nudity in San Francisco. File No. 120984. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (11)
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From Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco, regarding Gold Dust Lounge at
Fisherman's Wharf liquor license. File No. 120729. Copy: Each Supervisor, City
Operations & Neighborhood Services Committee Clerk. (12)

From Brian Browne, opposing the extension of the Revenue Bond Oversight
Committee. File No. 120221. Copy: Each Supervisor, Rules Committee Clerk. (13)

From various City Departments, submitting FY2011-2012 Annual Reports: (14)
Office of the Controller - City Services Auditor
Budget & Legislative Analyst Office
Department on the Status of Women

From Office of the Controller, submitting memorandum regarding Exemptions from
Overtime Maximum for Employees. (15)

From San Francisco Employees' Retirement System, submitting response to the 2011­
2012 Civil Grand Jury Report, "Investment Policies and Practices of the San Francisco
Employees' Retirement System." File No. 120844. Copy: Government Audit &
Oversight Committee Clerk, Clerk of the Board, Legislative Deputy. (16)

From Department of Public Health, submitting response to recent radiological findings
on Treasure Island. File No. 120915. Copy: Each Supervisor, Rules Committee Clerk.
(17)

From Public Utilities Commission, regarding release of reserves for Water System
Improvement Program. Copy: Clerk of the Board, Legislative Deputy, Budget &
Finance Committee Chair and Clerk. (18)

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



City and County of San Francisco

OFFICE OF THE SHERIFF

October 19,2012

(415) 554-7225

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

I San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Inmate Welfare Fund Annual Report

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

f
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I"

I
I
f
!

() (/)

o

Pursuant to Penal Code Section4025, enclosed please find the annual report of inmate welfare fund
expenditures for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2012.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 554-7236.

-1 Sincerely,1//~./~~1i

( Ian Luong
;~ S . System ACCOtU1tan

Enc!.

ROOM 456, CITY HALL • 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4676

• FAX: (415) 554-7050



City County of San Franciso Sheriff's Department
Inmate Welfare Fund

July 1, 2011 to June 30, 2012

REVENUES
Confiscated / Contraband Money from Inmates
Aramark- Commissionary
GTL - Inmate Collect Calls
Fund Balance

TOTAL REVENUES:

EXPENDITURES
, Permanent Salaries & Fringe (Prisoner Legal Services & Jail

Program Staft)
Other Events (Job Fair for Clients)

Professional Services (Law universities work study & Interpreters)
Transportation (Greyhound & Muni fare)
Other Current Expenses (Microwave & TV repair, delivery fee,
Subscriptions)
License Fees
City Grant Program (Jail'Programs Provided by Community
Based Organizations)
Materials & Supplies (Office Supplies, TVs, Recreation Supplies,
Printed Materials, Books, & Other)
Indigent Packets for Prisoners
Medical Supplies for Prisoners

TOTAL EXPENDITURES:

Revenue Surplus/(Deficit):

FY11-12 IWF Annual Report.xls

419,795

835,916

492,988

1,748,699

392,148

2,688

3,483

63,549

4,060

439,596

57,491

.29,519

22,537

1,015,071

733,628



City and County of San Francisco
Department of Public Health

EdwinM.Lee
Mayor

! I
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Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center
Mivic ffirose, RN, CNS, Executive Administrator

October 19,2012

Honorable David Chiu
President, Board of Supervisors

Honorable Sean Elsbernd
Member, Board of Supervisors

Honorable Mark Farrell
Member, Board of Supervisors

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

CD
o

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

Re: Resolution #050396

Dear Supervisors Chiu, Elsbernd and Farrell:

In response to Resolution #050396, 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 became effective February 22, 2005.

On February 17, 2005, Mayor Newsom directed DPH to allow Laguna Honda (LH) to
reverse the Admission Policy priorities back to the pre-March 2004 priorities. Since that
time, the annual percentage of patients coming to Laguna Honda from San Francisco
General Hospital (SFGH) has ranged from 59-63%. The annual percentage and current
year rates are as follows:

2003: 54%
2004: 73%
2005: 63%
2006: 59%

2007: 58%
2008: 57%
2009: 60%
2010: 59%

2011: 59%
Jan-Sept 2012: 62%

The age distribution shows an increased trend of residents over 50 years of age. In 2004,
83% of the residents were over 50 years of age, compared to 87% of the residents in this
category for nine months of 2012.

I am available to answer any questions you may have. I can be reached at 759-2363.

Sincerely,

Mivic irose
Executive Administrator
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From:
To:
Cc:

Date:
Subject:

All,

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: CCSF Investment Report for the month of September 2012

"Starr, Brian" <brian.starr@sfgov.org>
"Starr, Brian" <brian.starr@sfgov.org>,
"Rosenfield, Ben" <ben.rosenfield@sfgov.org>, Board of Supervisors
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, "cynthia.fong@sfcta.org" <cynthia.fong@sfcta.org>,
"graziolij@sfusd.edu" <graziolij@sfusd.edu>, Rick Wilson <rick.wilson@sfgov.org>, "Bullen,
Jessica" <jessica.bullen@sfgov.org>, "Cisneros, Jose" <jose.cisneros@sfgov.org>, "Durgy,
Michelle" <michelle.durgy@sfgov.org>, "ras94124@aol.com" <ras94124@aol.com>,
"sfdocs@sfpl.info" <sfdocs@sfpl.info>, "Lediju, Tonia" <tonia.lediju@sfgov.org>, "Rydstrom, Todd"
<trydstrom@sfwater.org>, "Marx, Pauline" <pauline.marx@sfgov.org>, Peter Goldstein­
<pgoldste@ccsf.edu>
10/15/201203:57 PM
CCSF Investment Report for the month of September 2012

Attached please find the CCSF Investment Report for the month of September 2012.

Thank you,

Brian Starr, CFA
Investment Analyst
Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall - Room 140
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-554-4487 (phone)
415-554-5660 (fax)

-m
CCSF Monthly Investment Report for 2012-Sep.pdf



Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector
City and County of San Francisco

Pauline Marx, Chief Assistant Treasurer
Michelle Durgy, Chief Investment Officer

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

Jose Cisneros, Treasurer

Investment Report for the month of September 2012

The Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Mayor of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4638

October 15,2012

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,

In accordance with the provisions of California State Government Code Section 53646, we forward this report detailing
the City's pooled fund portfolio as of September 30,2012. 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 September 2012 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 *
Current Month Prior Month

(in $ million) Fiscal YTD September 2012 Fiscal YTD August 2012
Average Daily Balance $ 4,898 $ 4,929 $ 4,883 $ 4,780
Net Earnings 14.04 4.64 9.40 4.03
Earned Income Yield 1.14% 1.15% 1.13% 0.99%

CCSF Pooled Fund Statistics *
(in $ million) %of Book Market Wtd. Avg. Wtd. Avg.

Investment Type Portfolio Value Value Coupon YTM WAM
U.S. Treasuries 16.7% $ 814 $ 828 1.17% 0.95% 1,238
Federal Agencies 70.3% 3,449 3,490 1.19% 1.05% 996
TLGP 0.5% 25 25 2.13% 1.79% 82
State & Local Government
Agency Obligations 1.8% 91 91 2.25% 0.50% 434

Public Time Deposits 0.02% 1 1 0.52% 0.52% 191
Negotiable CDs 7.5% 375 375 0.50% 0.50% 141
Commercial Paper 1.6% 80 80 0.00% 0.50% 191
Medium Term Notes 1.5% 75 74 3.38% 0.55% 113

Totals 100.0% $ 4,910 $ 4,963 1.17% 0.97% 931

In the remainder of this report, we provide additional information and analytics at the security-level and portfolio-level, as
recommended by the California Debt and Investment Advisory Commission.

Very truly yours,

Jose Cisneros
Treasurer

cc: Treasury Oversight Committee: Peter Goldstein, Joe Grazioli, Todd Rydstrom, Richard Sullivan
Ben Rosenfield, Controller, Office of the Controller
Tonia Lediju, Internal Audit, Office of the Controller
Cynthia Fong, Deputy Director for Finance & Administration, San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Jessica Bullen, Fiscal and Policy Analyst
San Francisco Public Library

* Please see last page of this report for non-pooled funds holdings and statistics.

City Hall- Room 140 • I Dr Carlton B. Goodlett Place • San Francisco, CA 94102-4638

Telephones: 415-554-4487 & 415-554-5210 • Facsimile: 415-554-4672



Commissioners
Jim Kellogg, President

Discovery Bay
Michael Sutton, Vice President

Monterey
Daniel W. Richards, Member

Upland
Richard Rogers. Member

Santa Barbara
Jack Baylis, Member

Los Angeles

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

Fish and Game Commission

BV~-l\ I ~ctf<1
Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director

1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 653-4899
(916) 653-5040 Fax

www.fgc.ca.gov

October 9, 2012

TO ALL AFFECTED AND INTERESTED PARTIES:

This is to provide you with a Notice of Receipt of Petition to list Clear Lake Hitch
(Lavinia exilicauda chI) as threatened or endangered under the California Endangered
Species Act. This notice will appear in the California Regulatory Notice Register on
October 12,2012.

Sincerely,

.:J~~
Sheri Tiemann
Staff Services Analyst

Attachment



Commissioners
Jim Kellogg, President

Discovery Bay
Michael Sutton, Vice President

Monterey
Daniel W. Richards, Member

Upland
Richard Rogers, Member

Santa Barbara
Jack Baylis, Member

Los Angeles

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

Fish and Game Commission

Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320

Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 653-4899

(916) 653-5040 Fax

www.fgc.ca.gov

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION
NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF PETITION

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that, pursuant to the provisions of Section 2073.3 of the
Fish and Game Code, the California Fish and Game Commission, on September 25,
2012 received a petition from the Center for Biological Diversity to list the Clear Lake
Hitch (Lavinia exilicauda chI) as threatened or endangered under the California
Endangered Species Act.

Clear Lake Hitch have specific requirements to complete their life-cycle, including
access for unimpeded migration up tributarystreams to suitable spawning habitat during
the spring, and the ability for adults and young to return downstream to Clear Lake
before tributary streams run dry or reduced flows and water depth result in migration
barriers.

Pursuant to Section 2073 of the Fish and Game Code, on September 26, 2012 the
Commission transmitted the petition to the Department of Fish and Game for review
pursuant to Section 2073.5 of said code. It is anticipated that the Department's
evaluation and recommendation relating to the petition will be received by the
Commission at its February, 2013 Commission meeting. Interested parties may contact
Mr. Stafford Lehr, Chief, Fisheries Branch, Department of Fish and Game, 830 S Street,
Sacramento, California, 95811, or telephone (916) 327-8840 for information on the
petition or to submit information to the Department relating to the petitioned species.

October 2,2012 Fish and Game Commission

Sonke Mastrup
Executive Director
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To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: HANC has to go

I i

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

From: Ted Loewenberg <tedlsf@sbcglobal.net>
To: mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org,
Cc: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, phil.ginsburg@sfgov.org,
Sarah Ballard <Sarah.Ballard@sfgov.org>, recpark.commission@sfgov.org
Date: 10/18/201201:18 PM
Subject: HANC has to go

HAIGHT ASHBURY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION

Mayor Lee,
2012

18 October

I am outraged that now more then 2 1/2 years of patiently waiting, the HANC recycling
center
continues to operate their industrial operation in Golden Gate. Park. As president of
HAIA,
I joined the other neighborhood groups to meet with you in February, 2010, where we
all .

made it clear to you that the community, by a vast majority, agreed with removing
HANC
from the park. You assured us that you too wanted this to happen, and that your
administration
would work to obtain that result without a lot of public drama. A protracted legal battle
ensued,
which HANC lost at every turn while costing us taxpayers more than a million dollars,
that resulted in a blanket rejection of every flimsy claim made by the HANC attorney.
Finally,
in August, the California Supreme Court refused to consider HANC's final appeal, thus
sealing the City's position.

Now, 60 days later, HANC continues to operate this neighborhood insult on public
property.
Too, we understand that you have met with HANC, in which they continued to negotiate
some
other position than eviction. That you even entertained this conversation is an affrontto
the
people and taxpayers of San Francisco. In addition to that, Sup. Olague, whom you
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2012 Local Agency Biennial Notice

Conflict of Interest Code Review Report

Name of Agency:

Mailing Address:

Human Services Commission / Dept of Human Services _

P.O. Box 7988 San Francisco, CA 94120 _

Contact Person: Phil Arnold, Dep Dir_ Office Phone No: __4.:...:1:;.5-=5;...::;.5...:....7--=.5;...::;.64...:....1=----__

E-mail: Phil Arnold@sfgov.org. _ Fax No: 415431-9270 _

This agency has reviewed its conflict-of-interest code and has determined that:

xD An amendment is required. The following amendments are necessary:
(Check all that apply.)

o Include new positions (including consultants) that must be designated. .o Delete positions that manage public investments from the list of designated positions.o Revise disclosure categories.
o Revise the titles of existing positions.
o Delete titles of positions that have been abolished.o Other (describe)

_

o Code is currently under review by the code-reviewing body.

o No amendment is required.
The agency's code accurately designates all positions that make or participate in the makingof governmental decisions; the disclosure categories assigned to those positions accuratelyrequire the disclosure of all investments, business positions, interests in real property, andsources of income that may foreseeably be affected materially by the decisions made bythose holding the designated positions; and the code includes all other provisions required byGovernment Code Sectio 87302.

9.18.12
Date

Complete this notice regardless of how recently your code was approved or amended.

Please return this notice no later than August 1, 2012, via e-mail (PDF); inter-office mail,or fax to:

Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
ATTN: Peggy Nevin
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
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Page 1 of2

San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code

SEC. 3.1~285. HUMAN SERVICES COMMISSION.

(a) Disclosure Category 2. Persons in this category shall disclose all investments and business positions in
business entities and income from any source which provides, or contracts with the City and County of San Francisco
and its Department of Human Services to provide, services, supplies, materials, machinery or equipment to the Human
Services Department.

(b) Disclosure Category 3. Persons in this category shall disclose all investments and business positions in
business entities and income from any source which owns or operates any board and care home, foster institution for
chi Idren or home health agency in the jurisdiction.

(c) Disclosure Category 4. Persons in this category shall disclose all investments and business positions in
business entities and income from any source which is engaged in the sale of products or services related to data
processing.

Designated Positions

Members, Human Services Commission

Executive Director

Chief Deputy Director

Contract Managers

Deputy Directors

Director, Contracts

Director, Information Technology

Director, Homeless Programs

Director, Personnel

Disclosure Categories

2

2

4

2

2

Director, Support ~€lrvi@€ls

Liaison to the Housing Authority

Manager, Budget

Manager, Investigations

Manager, Fiscal Operations

DELETED 2

2

3

Income Maintenance Prog ams
Program Manager, ·County AQktlt Assistance Prggran:u, 2

http://www.amlegal.com/al pscripts/get-content.aspx 5/30/2012
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Program Manager, Family and Children's Services 2, 3

Special Assistants to the Executive Director 2

Supervisor, Materials and Supplies 2

(Added by Ord. 71-00, File No. 000358, App. 4/28/2000; amended by Ord. 58-0 I, File No. 001951, App. 4/13/2001; Ord. 99-05, File No. 041570, App.
5/25/2005; Ord. 80-07, File No. 070122, App. 4/19/2007; Ord. 93-08, File No. 090199, App. 6/1 0/2009)

(Derivation: FOlmer Administrative Code Section 58.242; added by Ord. 3-90, App. 1/5/90; amended by Ord. 311-92, App. 10/9/92; Ord. 380-94, App.
11/10/94; Ord. 345-98, App. 11/19/98; Ord. 340-99, File No. 992046, App. 12/30/99)

Editor's note

Ord. 80-07, File No. 070/22, Approved April 19, 2007, repealed § 3./-290, which pertained to the Joint Powers Financing Authority.

(Added by Ord. 71-00, File No. 000358, App. 4/28/2000; Ord. 80-07, File No. 070122, App. 4/19/2007)

(Derivation: Former Administrative Code Section 58.245; added by Ord. 3-90, App. 1/5/90; amended by Ord. 56-97, App. 3/6/97)

Disclaimer:
'fhis Codeof On,iinam:es andiDJ' any other documents that appear on this site may not reflect the rna:;,t current lenislation adopted hy the Municipality. Ame.rican
U,gal Publishing Corpo(ation prOVides these documents fer informational purposos only. These documents should not be reliecJ upon as the dofinilM) authority for
!GGt11 leqisiation !-\ddrtlon8lJy, lhe forrnal1lr!Q and paQination of the posted documents varies from t.he tonn~t1ing and pc~qjn~ltion of tt1e official copy The official
orintelj coPY of iJ Code ()f Ordinano,s snould be consulted prior to any action being taken.

For fUitn~·~'!· hf()iTnation reD~Fdin9 l"he Gff"lci,~)~ version of any ci thiS Code uf Ordinances m ot.her dccumenfs pcsh:;(j on l"h~s sit·e, ple8s~·~ contact the iv1unic~pafJty

:jjrecHy or corr~·aci Aln€rjG"~~n L.-e(.jE~( PUbrsh:p;l tolL free at 800··445··S588.

(.~ 2011 American Legz~l Publistl;np Corpo(atlon
techsupport@amlegal.com

1.21004455588

http://www.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx 5/30/2012
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Supervisor David Chiu, Board President I ~V)?iJlJl

Naomi Kelly, City Administratorand Capital PIaiming CommitteeC~c/f.:!~
Members of the Board of SupervIsors {)
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Capital Planning Committee

Regarding: Recommendations of the Capital Planning Committee on the Annual
Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation Estimate (AICCIE)

Naomi M Kelly, City Administrator, Chair

In accordance with Building Code Section 107A.13.3.1 and Planning Code Section 409 the
Capital Planning Committee (CPC) established the Annual Infrastructure Cost Inflation
Estimate (AICCIE) fqr calendar year 2013 at 4.0 percent. The CPC's recommendations are

.. set forth below as well as a record of the members present.

Action Item: Consideration to set the 2013 AICCIE at 4.0%.
This rate was determined by staff using a
combination of cost inflation data; market trends;
national, state and local construction cost inflation
indices; and discussion with local construction
experts. A copy of the analysis is. available under
the October 15th CPC meeting at
http://onesanfrancisco.org/~

Recommendation: The CPC recommended approval of the 2013
AICCIE at 4.0% by a vote of 10-0.

Committee members or representatives voting in favor
include: Naomi Kelly, City Administrator; Amy Chan,
Office of the President of the Board of Supervisors; Ed
Reiskin, Director of the SFMTA; Kate Howard,
Mayor's Budget Director; John Rahaim, Director of
Planning; Ben Rosenfield, Controller; Douglas Legg,
Department ofPublic Works; Todd Rydstrom, SFPUC;
Dawn Kamalanathan, Recreation and Parks
Department; and Elaine Forbes, Port of San Francisco.
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T 510836.4200
F 510,836,4205

October 11,2012

Via U. S. Mail

Mayor Edwin M. Lee
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Chris Hwang, President of the Board
Board of Appeals of the
City and County of San Francisco
(aka Board of Permit Appeals)
1650 Mission, Room 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

City and County Clerk
Office of the County Clerk
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 168
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4678

City and County of San Francisco
Mayor Edwin M. Lee
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. GoodlettPlace
San Francisco, CA 94102

410 12th Street, Suite 250 www.IDzeaudrury.com
Oakland, Ca 94607 .. ; -,,- ..nch",rd@lozeaudrury,cwn

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors of the
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 941 02-4689

John Rahaim
Director of Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941 03-2479

Rodney Fong
Commission President
Planning Commission of the
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA941 03-2414

Re: Notice of Intent to File Suit Under the California Environmental
Quality Act Regarding the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project
(State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005) (Planning Department Case No.
2010.0016E)

Dear Mayor Lee, Ms. Calvillo, Mr. Hwang, Mr. Rahaim, Mr. Fong, City and County Clerk,
City and County of San Francisco, Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San
Francisco, Board of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco (aka Board of
Permit Appeals), San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Commission of the City
and County of San Francisco:



Notice of Intent to File Suit re Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project
October 11 , 2012 .
Page 2 of 5

I am writing on behalf of SF Coalition for Children's Outdoor Play, Education and
Environment, and San Francisco, California residents Ann Clark and Mary Ann Miller
(collectively, "Petitioners") regarding the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation
Project ("Project") (State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005) (Planning Department Case
No. 2010.0016E). .

Please take notice, pursuant to Public Resources Code ("PRC") § 21167.5, that
Petitioners intend to file a Verified Petition for Peremptory Writ of Mandate and
Complaint fot Declaratory and Injunctive Relief ("Petition"), under the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.,
against Respondents and Defendants City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco
Planning Department, Planning Department of the City and County of San Francisco,
Board of SuperVisors of the City and County ofSan Francisco, Planning Commission of
the City and County of San Francisco, Board ofAppeals of the City and County of San
Francisco (aka Board of Permit Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco, and
Mayor Edwin M. Lee, in his official capacity (colleCtively "City") in the Superior Court of
California for the County of San Francisco, challenging the following unlawful actions
taken by the City: the August 1, 2012 decision of the San Francisco Board ofAppeals to
approve the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project ("Project"); the July 10,
2012 decision of the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
affirming the certification by the San Francisco Planning Commission of the Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project
(File No. 120692); May 24, 2012 decisions regarding the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields
Renovation Project ("Project") by the San Francisco Planning Commission: (1) adopting
findings related to the certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR")
(Planning Commission Motion No. 18637; Case No. 2D1 0.0016E); (2) adopt findings
under the California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code ("PRC") section 21000'
et seq. ("CEQA") including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a statement
of overriding considerations (Planning Commission Motion No. 18638; Case No.
201 0.0016E); (3) adopt findings of consistency with the General Plan and other policies .
and CEQA findings (Planning Commission Motion No. 18639; Case No. 2010.0016R).
Petitioners also challenge the May 24,2012 decision by the San Francisco Recreation

. and Park Commission to adopt CEQA findings and statement of overriding
considerations set forth in Planning Commission Motion 18637 and to approve the
conceptual plan for the Project (Recreation and Park Commission Resolution No. 1205­
020; case No. 2010.0016R), and (4) failing to prepare an adequate CEQAdocument for
the Project.

The petition being filed will seek the following relief:

1. For a stay of Respondents' decisions certifying the EIR and approving the Beach
Chalet Project pending trial.

2. For a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction restraining
Respondents and Real Parties in Interestfrom taking any action in furtherance of
the Project relying in whole or in part upon the EIR pending trial.

3. For a peremptory writ of mandate, preliminary and permanent injunction and
declaratoly relief directing:
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a. Respondent(s) to vacate and set aside its Resolutions certifying the EIR
and adopting Findings of Fact and approving the Project.

b. Respondent to suspend all activity under the certification of the EIR and
approval of the Project that could result in any change or alteration to the
physical environment until Respondents have taken actions that may be
necessary to bring the certification and project approval into compliance
with CEQA.

c. Respondent to prepare, circulate, and consider a new and legally
adequate EIR and otherwise to comply with CEQA in any subsequent
action taken to approve the Project.

A. For the costs of suit.

5. For an award of attorney fees pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5 and
any other applicable provisions of law or equity.

6. For any other equitable or legal relief that the Court considers just and proper.

Petitioners urge the City to rescind its Notice of Determination for the Beach
Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project, as well as all existing Project approvals, and
prepare the appropriate CEQA document for this Project as required by law.

Sincerely,

~61~
Richard T. Drury
Christina M. Caro
Brooke C. Q'Hanley
Lozeau Drury LLP
Attorneys for Petitioners
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Christina Caro, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the State of California, and employed in Oakland, California.
am over the age of 18 years and am not a party to the above-entitled action. My
business address is 410 1i h Street, Suite 250, Oakland, California, 94607.

On October 11, 2012, I served a copy of the foregoing document(s) entitled:

Notice of Intent to File Suit Under the California Environmental
Quality Act Regarding the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project
(State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005) (Planning Department Case No.
2010.0016E)

on the following parties:

Mayor Edwin M. Lee
City and County of San. Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Chris Hwang, President of the Board
Board of Appeals of the
City and County of San Francisco
(aka Board of Permit Appeals)
1650 Mission, Room 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

City and County Clerk
Office of the County Clerk
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 168
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4678

City and County of San Francisco
Mayor Edwin M. Lee
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors of the
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

John Rahaim
Director of Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Rodney Fong
Commission President
Planning Commission of the
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
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.I:8J BY MAIL. By placing the document(s} listed above in a
sealed envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid for
First Class mail, in the United States mail at Oakland,
California addressed as set forth above.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration I s~e, uted October 11 ,
2012 at Oakland, California. / l ,

I / /
/ / ~

t-/'" -'

:0 ;I
/ ----'-

/ Chrlsbna Caro
,/

\../
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Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Type 21 Liquor License - CVS Pharmacy 1059 Hyde Street

File No. 120277

San Francisco Board of Supervisors Members:

The Alliance for a Better District 6 believes that no request for resolution of Public
Convenience of Necessity should be approved by the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors until an official letter from California Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC)
confirms that two tYpe-21 off-sale licenses have been transferred to CVS Pharmacy.

1) CVS purchases a type-21 of-sale liquor license form J&D Liquors at 1042 Polk
Street.

2) CVS purchases a type-21 off-sale liquor license from Competition Close Outs, Inc.
at 1541 Polk Street.

Then the community will be satisfied that CVS Pharmacy is acting in good faith.

Sincerely,

Michael Nulty
Executive Director
Alliance for a better District 6

cc: California Alcoholic Beverage Control
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
File

4158201520 • sCdistrict6@yahoo.com
PO Box 420782 • San Francisco, CA 94142
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco CA 94102-4689

To Whom It Concerns:

48 Four Rod Way

Tiverton RI 02878

18 October 2012

\'2,Oqg,/

TOo.s-\ \
cr~.e,

Please be advised that, as a frequent visitor to the State of California and to San Francisco

in particular, I am disturbed by the proposal by Supervisor Scott Wiener to restrict

non-sex-aal nudity in certain areas of San Francisco.

I support di~ersity in San Francisco and believe that regular clothing-optional public activities are an
important part of that diversity. Mr. Wiener has chosen to use dated pejoratives like "nudist colony"

in his public statements, and I am disappointed in that.

The numbers speak for themselves. More than sixty-three percent of San Francisco residents say they
are NOT personally offended by the non-sexual nudity ofothers, according to a.2009 Zogby poll
commissioned by the Naturist Education Foundation.

Thank. you for considering my comments. I look forward to your reply.

Yours sincerely,

Dr. Ronald Marsh



Tenant Associations Coalition
of San Francisco

(TAC)
P. O. Box 420846

San Francisco, CA 94142-0846

Phone: (415) 339-8327
tac_s_f@yahoo.com

TenantAssociationsCoalition
@Yahoogroups.com

http://10thannivernrya.c.blogspoc.com/
http://tena.nussociationscoaiition.blogspoLcom/

July 27,2012

Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
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Coalition Members
Represenlalives affilialed wilh

205 Jones Apartments

381 Turk Street
Alder Hotel
Alexand..r Tenants Association, Inc.
Alllanc.. For A Better District 6

Altamont
Ambassador Hote'

Antonia Manor
Baldwin House Hotel

Bayanlhan House
Blackstone Apartment.

Cadillac Hotel
Cambrldg..
Canon Kip Community House

Ceatrlc.. Plolte
Cecil Williams Housing

C..ntral Towers
Civic e.~itei Reslclsnee

Con.ard House
Crescent Manor
Dalt Residence

D..smond Hotel
Derek Sliva Community

Donnelly Hot..1
Dorothy Day Community

Franciscan Towers

Hamlin Hotel

Henry Hotel
H..rald Apartment.

HlIIsdal.. Hotel

Hurl..y Hotel
Iroquois Residence Tenant Council

Jeff..rson Hotel

Hav..11 Hote'
La Naln Hotel
Leland Apartmunts

Lyric
Manor Advocate.
Marla Manor
Marina Cove Apartments

"'h.rk..t H"lghts Apertmunts
Marlton Manor Tenants Association, Inc.

Mission Hotel

Oaktr.... Hotel
Pacific Bay Inn
Paolr.. Apartments

'arkvlew Hotel
p ..t ..r Claver Community

Ritz Hotel,
San Cristina Residence

Senator Hotel

Sen..ca Hotel
Shoreview Realdenb Associations, Inc.
SlIv..rcr..st Residence
South Park Residence

Sunnyside Hotel
Supportive Housing Network

The'Knox
The Rose
Warfield Hotel
Washburn Residence

Winsor Hote'
(Partial Ust)

RE: Type 48 Liquor License- 165 Jefferson Gold Dust Lounge at
Fisherman's War,

San Francisco Board of Supervisors Members:

The Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco (TAC) held a
general membership meeting of resident stakeholders on July 10th
were a presentation by 165 Jefferson Street Gold Dust Lounge at
Fisherman's Warfrepresentatives was heard. We feel this occupied
retail store front will become a great tourist destination and fully
support this pIOjecl.

Tenant Associations Coalition supports Gold Dust Lounge at
Fisherman's Warfrequest for Resolution of Public Convenience or
Necessity.

We want Gold Dust Lounge at Fisherman's Warfto: succeed, continue
reaching out to fellow community members, and maintain a positive
entertainment destination.

If there are any questions about this letter we can be reached at (415)
339-8327.

Sincerely,

Susan Bryan
Facilitator

cc: Board of Supervisors
Coalition Members
File

./,;)
~
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Please do not extend the Revenue Bond Oversight Committee - Rules Committee

item 5 - 10/18/2012

, Supervisors you are possibly thinking that it is better to have an oversight

committee in place, even one as flawed as the current Revenue Bond Oversight

Committee. Not so. This committee has changed beyond recognition of what
OJ

voters thought they were putting in place. It is not the same Committee' as"·,, ?
~ C::;::;. »

envisioned by its authors and supporters. I am a co author and former n,ne ~arf.~?O
• • 1 r ......... Orn

member of this committee. \ ~ ~-n n
I ~.., 0"" 'iii'
\ co ::-~c:-.

The illusion of oversight is significantly worse than no oversight. It disguises aDd :'~~~
'. .' ..;to.. -?JCi

buries too many misdeeds and inefficiencies. The ratepayers must not be\tax~ '~::;,

for continuing committee nullification and continuing failure by this comn\Jitt~ to-~ ~1

follow its enabling legislation mandating independent and effective oversight. ,,'-'

This phenomenon probably creates a Proposition 218 issue. No new utility

charges without voter approval.

The RBOC must be thoroughly investigated for truth to .purpose by appropriate

legal watch dogs, Ethics Commission, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force,Civil Grand

Jury, and others before even contemplating its extension beyond January 1, 2013.

. Voter betrayal by committee nullification should not be tolerated, especially to

this degree. -

Actual electronic recordings of RBOC meetings, when compared to highly edited,

sanitized, and uninformative minutes, must be compared and examined in the

search for the truth. This committee has never conducted a truly independent

study, nor has it held a public outreach meeting, as mandated by Proposition P.

Nor has this committee honored our sunshine laws.

It was a noble endeavor gone completely awry and serves no public good and

necessity purpose. It is falsely used by SFPUC to cover up mismanagement. In

reality it disguises urgent issues that require immediate mending. Do not pass this

legislation.
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To: BaS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Issued: Whistleblower Program 2011-12 Annual Report

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

"Reports, Controller" <controller.reports@sfgov.org>
"Calvillo, Angela" <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>, "Nevin, Peggy" <peggy.nevin@sfgov.org>,
BaS-Supervisors
<bos-supervisors.bp2In@sfgov.microsoftonline.com>, BaS-Legislative Aides
<bos-Iegislativeaides.bp21n@sfgov.microsoftonline.com>,
"Kawa, Steve" <steve.kawa@sfgov.org>, "Howard, Kate" <kate.howard@sfgov.org>, "Falvey,
Christine" <christine.falvey@sfgov.org>,
"Elliott, Jason" <jason.elliott@sfgov.org>, "Campbell, Severin" <severin.campbell@sfgov.org>,
"Newman, Debra" <debra.newman@sfgov.org>,
"sfdocs@sfpl.info" <sfdocs@sfpl.info>, "gmetcalf@spur.org" <gmetcalf@spur.org>, CON-Media
Contact <con-mediacontact.bp2In@sfgov.microsoftonline.com>,
"ggiubbini@sftc.org" <ggiubbini@sftc.org>, "Rosenfield, Ben" <ben.rosenfield@sfgov.org>,
"Zmuda, Monique" <monique.zmuda@sfgov.org>,
"Lane, Maura" <maura.lane@sfgov.org>, CON-EVERYONE

<con-everyone.bp21n@sfgov.microsoftonline.com>,
CON-CCSF Dept Heads <con-ccsfdeptheads.bp2In@sfgov.microsoftonline.com>, CON-Finance Officers

<confinanceofficers.bp2In@sfgov.microsoftonline.com>,
1011812012 03:20 PM
Issued: Whistleblower Program 2011-12 Annual Report
"McGuire, Kristen" <kristen.mcguire@sfgov.org>

The Office of the Controller (Controller), Whistleblower Program has issued its 2011-12 Annual
Report detailing the volume and types of complaints received from July 2011 through June
2012.

As specifically authorized by the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, since 2004
the Controller has received and tracked complaints on the quality and delivery of government
services, wasteful and inefficient city government practices, misuse of government funds, and
improper activities by city government officials, employees, and contractors. The Whistleblower
Program Annual Report for July 2011 through June 2012 (fiscal year 2011-12) is the eighth
annual report on complaints received by the Whistleblower Program. The report is part of a
broad effort to promote and publicize the Whistleblower Program to city employees and
members of the public. The Whistleblower Program serves as a practical tool to establish,
maintain, and" improve public trust in the City's ability to provide high-quality, fiscally responsible
government services.

In fiscal year 2011-12,the Whistleblower Program received 340 complaints. Of the 340
complaints received, 250 (74 percent) were investigated or referred for investigation. These
investigations resulted in 73 sustained complaints, with corrective actions ranging from
employees receiving verbal or written warnings to suspensions~

To view the full report, please visit our website at:
http://co.sfgov.org/webreports/details.aspx?id=1485

This is a send-only email address.

For questions regarding the report, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at
tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393, or the Controller's Office, Audits unit at 415-554-7469.



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

WHISTLEBLOWER PROGRAM
ANNUAL REPORT

Fiscal Year 2011-12

October 18, 2012
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Document is available
at the Clerk's Office.

. Room 244, City Hall

From:
To:

Cc:
Date:
Subject:

To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Budget & Legislative Analyst FY 2011-12 Annual Report

Gabriela Loeza/BudgetAnalystlSFGOV
John Avalos/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, David Campos/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, David
Chiu/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Carmen Chu/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Malia
Cohen/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sean Elsbernd/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Mark
Farrell/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Jane Kim/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Eric L
Mar/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Scott Wiener/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Christina
Olague/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Raquel RedondiezlBOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Frances
Hsieh/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sheila Chung Hagen/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Hillary
Ronen/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Catherine Rauschuber/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Amy
Chan/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Katy Tang/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Cammy
Blackstone/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Andrea Bruss/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Megan
Hamilton/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Olivia Scanlon/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Alexander.
Volberding/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Margaux Kelly/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Catherine
Stefani/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Matthias Mormino/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, April
Veneracion/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sunny Angulo/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Nickolas
Pagoulatos/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Victor Lim/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Chris
Durazo/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Adam Taylor/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Judson
True/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Dominica Henderson/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Jeremy
PollocklBOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Peter Lauterborn/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Stephanie
Tucker/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Andres Power/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Nate
Allbee/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Angela Calvillo/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV
Harvey Rose/BudgetAnalystlSFGOV@SFGOV, Fred Brousseau/BudgetAnalystlSFGOV@SFGOV
10/10/2012 02: 11 PM
Budget & Legislative Analyst FY 2011-12 Annual Report

Gabriela Loeza
Budget & Legislative Analyst Office

. 1390 Market Street, Suite 1150
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 553-4622 direct
(415) 552-9292 main

~i
1" ..""." •.".,3

(415) 252-0461 fax BLA.Annual Report.2011-12.pdf



City and County of San Francisco
Board of Supervisors
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Fiscal Year 2011·2012
Annual Report



SF Dept. on the Status of Women: FY 11-12 ANNUAL REPORT

To:
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Document is available
at the Clerk's Office

. Room 244, City Hall

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"hoang, stacey" <stacey.hoang@sfgov.org>
Department Heads <departmentheads.bp2In@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com>,
10/12/201209:50 AM
SF Dept. on the Status of Women: FY 11-12 ANNUAL REPORT

Dear Departments:

It is with great pleasure that we share with you the release of the Department on the Status of
Women's FY2011-12 Annual Report:.

In it, you will find brief synopses of our past year's achievements, including:
Winning the Work-Life Balance Award for Continent America (from 147 entries!).
An 80% decline in the number of domestic violence homicides since 2000.
Recommending and seeing the implementation of new 911 call codes for child abuse and

elder abuse by the Dept. of Emergency Management and the Police.

We are constantly striving to better serve the women and girls in San Francisco and welcome any
feedback from you.

You can also find our annual report on our website at www.sfgov.org/dosw.

Thank you,

Emily M. Murase, PhD
Executive Director
San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240
San Francisco, CA 94102
emily.murase@sfgov.org
Tel. 415.252.2571
www.sfgov.org/dosw
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FW: Exemptions from Overtime Maximum for Employees
Sandler, Risa
to:
Nguyen, Adam, hoang, stacey, Navarro, Tess, Leonardo, Eloida, Hart, Ian, Campbell,
Severin, Murase, Emily, Jacques, Simone, Nevin, Peggy, Martinez, Denise
10115/201202:50 PM
Cc:
"Kao, Theresa", "Trenschel, Chris", "Macaulay, Devin"
Hide Details
From: "Sandler, Risa" <risa.sandler@sfgov.org> Sort List...
To: "Nguyen, Adam" <adam.nguyen@sfgov.org>, "hoang, stacey"
<stacey.hoang@sfgov.org>, "Navarro, Tess" <tess.navarro@sfrnta.com>, "Leonardo,
Eloida" <eloida.leonardo@sfmta.com>, "Hart, Ian" <ian.hart@sfgov.org>, "Campbell,
Severin" <severin.campbell@sfgov.org>, "Murase, Emily" <emily.murase@sfgov.org>,
"Jacques, Simone" <simone.jacques@sfdpw.org>, "Nevin, Peggy"
<peggy.nevin@sfgov.org>, "Martinez, Denise" <denise.martinez@flysfo.com>,
Cc: "Kao, Theresa" <theresa.kao@sfgov.org>, "Trenschel, Chris"
<chris.trenschel@sfgov.org>, "Macaulay, Devin" <devin.macaulay@sfgov.org>

1 Attachment

-m
overtime 20121015142413.PDF

Dear Colleagues,
In case you did not receive this message, I am forwarding it to you.

Sincerely,
Risa

Risa Sandler
City and County of San Francisco
Citywide Budget Manager
Controller's Office, Budget and Analysis Division
City Hall Room 312
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6626

From: Lane, Maura [mailto:maura.lane@sfgov.org]
Sent: Monday, October 15, 2012 2:33 PM
To: CON-Finance Officers; CON-CCSF Dept Heads
Subject: Exemptions from Overtime Maximum for Employees

Dear Finance Officers and Department Heads,

I'm writing to you on behalf of Ben Rosenfield, the Controller.

The attached memo is to clarify recent changes to overtime requirements per Administrative Code Section
18.13.1.

Please feel free to contact Ben if you have questions or anything is unclear.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesC7A056\~webI462.ht... 10115/2012
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Sincerely,

Maura (on behalf of Ben)

file://C:\Docurnents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Ternp\notesC7A056\~webI462.ht... 10/15/2012



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER
Ben Rosenfield

Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

MEMORANDUM

All City and County Department Heads

Ben Rosenfield, Contro~.......__,......~__

October 15,2012

SUBJECT: Exemptions from Overtime Maximum for Employees

This memo is to clarify recent changes to overtime requirements per Administrative Code
Section 18.13.1. A summary of the most current provisions of the Code is as follows:

• Overtime shall be assigned only by departmental supervisors, when work cannot be
completed within regular work schedules.

• Maximum Pennissible Overtime for employees is limited to 25% of hours worked
(generally 520 hours) per year.

• Overtime is limited to 72 hours in a regular work week (excludes unifonned Fire
employees who do not work standard 40 hour work week).

• Overtime cap shall not apply to overtime worked where no direct or indirect costs are
incurred or funded by private non-governmental sources (also referred to as third
party payments).

• Appointing officers may request an exemption from Director of Human Resources, or
in the case of MTA, the Director of Transportation. Criteria for exemptions shall
promote efficiency and advance public service.

• Overtime caps are exempt during declared emergencies and disasters where overtime
assignments are necessary to protect public safety.

• The Controller shall produce regular reports that include infonnation on budgeted vs.
actual overtime, the extent to which departments comply with overtime requirements,
the number and justifications of exemptions, and shall identify staff shortages,
improved management practices, and recommendations to reduce overtime.

415·554·7500 City Hall-I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place - Room 316 - San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466
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Memorandum
Exemptions from Overtime Maximum for Employees
Page 2

Overtime paid by third party payments

In some instances, departments receive third party payments from non-government sources to
provide staffing, security and other services. to public events. In such instances, department
overtime hours worked during such events may be exempted from the maximum if the City
fully recovers all costs from private sources. Please notify the Controller's Office if you
believe that your department will receive private payments that will fully cover the costs of
overtime worked for such events.

Please note that overtime paid by revenue sources included in the City's budget, or from
other state, federal or local governmental sources does not exempt your department personne .
from the overtime cap. However, overtime earned in a declared emergency or disaster, is
exempt.

If the Controller's Office approves selected overtime worked as exempt from the overtime
cap, we will provide your department with a pay code to report overtime worked that is paid
by third party payments. Please track the number of overtime hours paid by the City from
third party sources by employee. The City's financial and timekeeping systems are currently
not equipped to track the costs of overtime by funding source. Until such time that the
Controller is able to track this data, please be prepared to report the use of overtime paid by
third party sources by employee and report them to the Controller's Office quarterly upon
request.

Tracking Overtime

In order to properly monitor the use of overtime, and to insure that Departments adhere to the
restrictions on overtime, the Controller's Office urges department staff to monitor
department-wide and employee specific overtime use on a biweekly or monthly basis.
Overtime reports are provided to departments through the Controller's Payroll Division on a
biweekly basis that provide information on overtime paid for each employee. (Please refer to
Fiscal Year Overtime Tracking Report) In addition, departments receive monthly
expenditure reports that identify the budgeted and year-to-date overtime expenditures by
fund. Pl~ase continue to use these tools to assist in monitoring and controlling your overtime
use.

The Controller's Office budget staff will continue to consult with department staff in
preparing the reports that Will be submitted to the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors
regarding the City's use and adherence to overtime restrictions.

If you have questions regarding the reporting or use of overtime, please contact Monique
Zmuda or Leo Levenson.



City and County of San Francisco
Employees' Retirement System
Office of the Executive Director

October 15, 2012
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Response to 2011-2012 Civil Grand Jury Report - Investment Policies and Practices of t~~ San ~~:;
Francisco Employees' Retirement System _:,~1

Re;

Honorable Judge Katherine Feinstein
Presiding Judge
Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco
400 McAllister Street, Room 008
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Judge Feinstein:

The following attachment is provided as the requested responses from the San Francisco Employees'
Retirement System (SFERS) Board and the SFERS Executive Director to the 2011-2012 Civil Grand Jury
report titled "Investment Policies and Practices of the San Francisco Employees' Retirement System". For
ease of administration, they have been provided in the format used by the Controller's Office to track
implementation of Civil Grand Jury recommendations.

The responses provided by the SFERS Board have been reviewed and approved by the SFERS Board. The
responses provided by the SFERS Executive Director are mine.

Do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or comments at (415) 487-7015.

Respectfully submitted,

4~
Jay H1sh
Executive Director

Cc; The Honorable Edwin M. Lee
Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors'
Members of the SFERS Board

(415) 487·7015 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 3000 San Francisco, CA 94102



Status ofthe Recommendations
by the 2011-12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code·Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the Civil Grand Jury one of the following actions:

1. Rec"",...endalion Implemented 2. Will Be llRplem..nb!d 3. Requill!'S Fur1her Analysis 4. Will Nol Be Implemented: Nol
- Dale :Implemented in Ihe Future - ExPanahoo Warranled .... Mat Rl!asanable
- Summary of impie"""nted - Anticipaled Timeframe for - Tmeframe - E>cplanatiDn

.....ction 1"l'lement1tiDn INO! to ........, ~I. mllI'IU:1& """'dale
or IlIiIbl~n Of aorand I," l!SIon

For-each recommendation below, indicale one of the four actions you have taken or plan to take in the "Action Plan" column and provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

CGJ Year ~ecornniei1,dation

or ~irldhi9:;~~h1b~_~

Investment Policies Fl The San Francisco Employeesl Retirement This item is a finding-

.and Practices of the System Pension Fund is currently there will be no action
San Francisco underfunded by more than $2 billion. plan in response.
Employees·

Relirement System

2011-12 I Investment Policies

and Practices of the

San Francisco

Employees'

Retirement System

F2 The San Francisco Employees' Retirement

System Board did not complete a "failure

analysis" subsequent to the funding loss

suffered in 2008-2009.

SFERS Board IThiS item is a finding·

SFERS Executive Director there will be no action

plan in response.

SFERS Board: We disagree with this Finding. The unrealized loss in market value of the SFERS Trust in 2008­

2009 was not a "failure" of the SFERS investment policy, but rather the result of unprecedented conditions

in the financial markets. In compliance with our long-standing policy and practice, the Retirement 80ard

reviews the fund's investment performance each quarter. To prepare for that review, SFERS investment

staff and the Retirement Board consultants conduct a comprehensive review and analysis of the

investments and present their conclusions to the Retirement Board at its regularly scheduled meetings. This

process was followed quarterly, before, throughout, and after 2008-2009. In addition, at the September 8,

2009 meeting, we reviewed the annual investment performance and approved recommended changes in

the sub-asset class structure of the SFERS portfolio. The changes were recommended by investment staff

and the consultant as a result of their review and analysis of the financial markets at the time.

Moreover, at the October 13, 2009 meeting, we approved recommended changes to the Investment Policy

Statement that were recommended to us.

SFERS Executive Director: I disagree with this Finding. As is the SFERS Board's long-standing policy and

practice, Retirement investment staff and consultants conducted a comprehensive review and analysis of

the SFERS Trust investment performance and presented the results of its analysis tothe SFERS Board on a
quarterly basis throughout and after 2008-2009. The investment performance report of SFERS Trust

investment outcomes for Plan Year 2008-2009 was presented to the SFERS Board at its regular meeting on

September 8, 2009. The SFERS Board approved recommended changes in the sub-asset class structure of

the SFERS portfolio at its September 8, 2009 SFERS 80ard meeting which were a result of investment staff

and consultants' review and analysis of the then-current financial markets. In addition,the SFERS Board

approved changes to the Investment Policy Statement as recommended by investment staff and consultants

after completion of their extensive review and analysis at its regular meeting on October 13, 2009.

The unrealized loss in market value of the SFERS Trllst in 2008-2009 was not a "failure" of the SFERS

investment policy, but rather the result of extraordinarily difficult financial markets.
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Status of the Recommendations
by the 2011-12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the Civil Grand Jury one of the following actions:

1. RecommendatiOl'l Implemented 2_ Will Be lmplem.......d 3. ReqUli...s Further Analysis 4. Will Not Be Implemented: Not
- Dale Implemented inlhe Fll'Iure - EJIpIanatilln Warranted or Mot Reasonable
• SUnimary of Imple"",,_ - Anticipaled Timeframe for - Timeframe - Explanation

Action ,,,,,lemen1ation (Not t<> ""ceea stx monllls !l'Dm datE
of 1lU1lI1C3IIDn CJIf Qlland ,JurY Jel!ol1l

For each recommendation below, indicate one of the four actions you have taken or plan to take in the "Action Plan'" column and provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

2011-12 Investment Policies

and Practices of the

San Francisco

Employees'

Retirement System

F3 The City must pay increasing contributions to

the Fund due to underfunding.

SFERS Board

SFERS Executive Director

This item is a finding ­

there will be no action

plan in response.

SFERS Board: The SFERS consulting actuary prepares projections under several scenarios, using future long­

term investment returns which estimate the City's required contribution rates into the future. The most

recent projections, provided to us at the February 2012 meeting, demonstrate that the City's required

contribution rate is anticipated to rise over the ne~t two years as SFERS recognizes the deferred losses from
Plan Year 2008-2009 under the plan's S-year smoothing methodology for valuing plan assets. These

projections also indicate that under certain scenarios (e.g. the Plan achieves its assumed investment return

on an annualized basis over the long term), the City's reqUired contributions may decrease over time after

fiscal 2014-201S When SFERS recognizes its final installment of the deferred loss associated with Plan Year

2008-2009 under the S-year smoothing methodology. We also note that increases in City contributions can

be triggered by causes other than underfunding.

SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS consulting actuary has prepared projections under several scenarios 0

future long-term investment returns which project the City's required contribution rates into the future. Th

most recent projections provided to the SFERS Board at its February 2012 regular meeting demonstrate that

the City's reqUired contribution rate is projected to rise over the next two years as SFERS recognizes the

deferred losses from Plan Year 2008-2009 under the Plan's S-year smoothing methodology for valuing Plan

assets. These projections indicate that under certain scenarios (e.g.the Plan achieves its assumed
investment return on an annualized basis over the long term), the City's reqUired contributions may

decrease over time after Plan Year 2014-2015 when SFERS recognizes its final installment of the deferred

loss associated with Plan Year 2008-2009 under the S-year smoothing methodology. Further, increases in

City contributions can be triggered by causes other than underfunding of the SFERS Trust.

2011-121 Investment Policies

and Practices of the

San Francisco
Employees'

Retirement System

F4 The increases in pension contributions by the

City are grOWing at a faster rate than

expenditures on most other City services

since 1999.

SFERS Board IThiS item is a finding-
SFERS Executive Director there will be no action

plan in response.

SFERS Board: The SFERS Board can neithenonfirm nor deny the validity of this Finding.

SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS Executive Director can neither confirm nor deny the validity of this

Finding. '
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Status of the Recommendations
by the 2011·12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the Civil Grand Jury one of the following actions:

1. R.commendaliiOlll Implemented 2. W~I Be Implemented 3. Reqll'i"'5 Further AnaJ~5is 4. Will Not Be Implem,mted: Not
• Dale Imple......ted inlheFllN~ - ExpIana!icn W..rranted .... Mot Reasonable
- Summa~ of Implemented • Anticipaled Timeframe for - Tomeframe - Explanation

Action 1""lem.entalion (Not to· ""....0 'ilK monln& Il<om oate
or IlUDlIC.1IlJOn Il/f arano IUIY /l!Ilortl

For each recommendation below, indicate one afthe four actions you have taken or plan to take in the "Action Plan" column and provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

CGJ Year

2011-12 !Investment Policies
and Practices of the

San Francisco
Employees'

Retirement System

FS The Fund can artificially reduce the City's

estimated liabilities by increasing its

investment return assumptions for future

years.

This item is a finding­
there will be no action

plan in response.

SFERS Board: The Board takes issue with the implications behind this Finding. We, and staff and the
consultants, are fiduciaries to the trust beneficiaries. We take the obligations to our beneficiaries seriously.

As fiduciaries, we are obligated to insure there are sufficient assets to pay the benefits granted by the
voters. That promise could be jeopardized by engaging in the activity described in this Finding. For that

reason, we carefully considenhe investment return assumptions on an annual basis, relying on the

independent, consulting actuary for analysis and recommendation. Further, the consulting actuary is bound
by the Code of Professional Conduct and Actuarial Standards of Practice set out by the Actuarial Standards
Board which strictly prohibit any such "artificial" rate setting recommendation to the SFERS Board.

SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS Board, staff and consultants are bound as legal fiduciaries to the
beneficiaries of the SFERS Trust by the California Constitution, the City Charter, and/or by contract. As
fiduciaries to the SFERS Tiust, the SFERS Board, staff or consultant's participation in the activity described in

this Finding would be strictly prohibited. Further, the SFERS Board's consulting actuarial firm upon whose
recommendation the SFERS Board approves the investment return assumption is bound by the Code of
Professional Conduct and Actuarial Standards of Practice set out by the Actuarial Standards Board which
would strictly prohibit any such "artificial" rate setting recommendation to the SFERS Board.
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Status of the Recommendations
by the 2011·12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the Civil Grand Jury one of the following actions:

1. Rl!comm_a:ti"" mplem@ntl!d 2_ Will Be Imp",","""'d 3_ R....ui"'s FlIrth@r ......atJSis 4. wm 1'101 BI! Implemented: Nol
- Dale Impll!mented inlh@FlltI..~ - ExpIanabcn Warranted Of" NotRI!a5onable
- Summary of Impl.......nIiI!d - Anticipaled Tilnl!frame for - T""eframe - Explanation

Action 1rq:>lementllion (Not to I!XCI!f!O Six mtllIIl/:Is 1l'Dm Oate
or IlIJDneauon 111 g,anO lIllY JEIlortl

For each recommendation below, indicate one of the four actions you have taken or plan to lake in the "Action Plan'" column and .provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

Investment Policies

and Practices of the
San Francisco

Employees'

Retirement System

2011-121 Investment Policies

and Practices of the

San Francisco

Employees'

Retirement System

F6

F7

The unrealistically high assumed investment
return rate of7.66% is driven by concern for

the mandated member and City

contributions, with little regard for prudent

management.

Studies show that public funds with low-risk

investment policies perform as well as or

better than those with high-risk policies.

SFERS Board IThiS item is a finding-
SFERS Executive Director there will be no action

plan in response.

SFERSBoard IThiS item is a finding-
SFERS Executive Director there will be no action

plan in response.

SFERS Board: We vehemently disagree with this Finding. First, there is no basis in fact that the 7.66%
assumed investment return rate is "unrealistically highll

• The annualized investment returns that SFERS has

achieved over the past 20 years (8.17% net of manager fees) strongly support our decisions related to

investment returns. Further, the annualized investment return for the the three years since 2008-2009 is

11.71% and demonstrates our prudence in setting the assumed rate of return at 7.66%. Second, the Civil

Grand JUry's characterization of our motives and concerns in setting the assumed investment return rate is

wholy unsubstantiated, and reckless in that light. As set forth above, we, staff and our consultants, are

fiduciaries to the beneficiaries. It is our primary obligation to ensure that the SFERS trust 'assets are

sufficient to pay the promised benefits. The Board takes its obligations seriously.

SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS Executive Director vehemently disagrees with this Finding. First, there

is no basis for the assertion that the 7.66% assumed investment return rate is "unrealistically high". The

annualized investment returns that SFERS has achieved over the past 20 years (8.17% net of manager fees)

strongly support the decisions made by the SFERS Board over the past 20 years related to long-term

investment return assumptions for the SFERS Trust. Further, the annualized investment return for the SFER

Trustfor the three years since 2008-21109 is 11.71%. Second, the Civil Grand Jury's characterization of the
SFERS Board1s motives and concerns in setting the assumed investment return rates is wholy

unsubstantiated and reckless. The SFERS Board, Executive Director, staff and consultants are bound as legal
fiduciaries to the beneficiaries of the SFERS Trust by the California Constitution, the City Charter and/or by

contract.

As fiduciaries to the SFERS Trust, the SFERS Board, Executive Director/staff or.consultant's participation in

the activity described in this Finding would be strictly prohibited.

SFERS Board: The SFERS Board can neither confirm nor deny the validity of this Finding.

SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS Executive Director can neither confirm nor deny the validity of this

Finding.
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Status of the Recommendations
by the 2011-12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the Civil Grand Jury one of the following actions:

1. R""llmmend~OIIIIInp"'men~ 2. Will a" lmplem....liOd 3. 'R"'IIJIi....s Further Analysis 4. Will Not Be Implemented: Not
- DalelmplelDl!lJ!ed in the FII'tu.e - ExpIan.mon WalTan~ orMot Reasonable
- Summary of Impleme_ AnticipalJecl Time1i:ame for - Tmeframe - Explanation

Action 1"1'lemenblion {Not 11<1 ""CI!<!ll &10 montns '"'"' Gale
or lIUDllCaIlQn fl/I cranG lurv lI!IIo~l

Foreach recommendation below, indicate one of the four actions you have taken or plan to take in the "Action Plan" column and provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

San Francisco

Employees'
Retirement System

San Francisco Employees l Retirement System

Board address the $2 billion dollar [sic]

underfunding of the San Francisco
Employees' Retirement System Pension Fund
by forming a high"level task force with City

officials, a panel ofexperts, community
groups, and the public to develop courseS of

action.

SFERS Bo.ard: Throughout 2011, City officials, community groups, labor organizations and concerned

members ofthe public engaged in discussions to address concerns over SFERS' funding. Their collaboration
resulted in Proposition C, approved by the voters in November 2011. The reform measures approved by
City voters will significantly address SFERS funding levels over the next 15 to 20 years. In addition, under th
California Constitution and the Charter, the SFERS Board has plenary authority and fiduciary responsibility

for the investment of the SFERS trust asets. We engage expert investment and actuarial consultants to

support us in our role as fiduciaries. We cannot delegate our investment authority br fiduciary responsibilit

to the recommended task force. City officials, community groups and the public have other avenues (public
comment at SFERS Board meetings or direct communication with the SFERS Board) to express "courses of

action" on any subject that they would recommend to the SFERS Board.

SFERS Executive Director: As pointed out in the report, by authority of the California Constitution and the

City Charter, the SFERS Board has the plenary authority and fiduciary responsibility for the investment of the:
SFERS Trust. The SFERS Board also engages expert investment and actuarial consultants to support them in
their role as fiduciaries.· The.SFERS Board cannot delegate their investment authority or fiduciary

responsibility nor let another entity, such as the recommended task force, influence their investment

decisions. City officials, community groups and the public have other avenues (public comment at SFERS

Board meetings or direct communication with the SFERS Board) to express "courses of action" on any
subject that they would recommend to the SFERS Board.

The challenge of addressing the underfunding of the Plan is well known to the SFERS Board, staff and

consultants and courses of action have been or are in the process of being implemented to address this
challenge. Among them, independent from the SFERS Board, preVious efforts similar to the task force

recommended by the Civil Grand Jury by City officials, community groups, labor organizations and the public
have resulted in pension reform measures approved by City voters which will significantly address SFERS

funding levels over the next 15 to 20 years.
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Status ofthe Recommendations
by the 2011-12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the Civil Grand Jury one of the following actions:

1. Recomml!l1dation Implemented 2. WUI Be lmplemenled 3. Requi"'s :Further Analysis 4. Will Not Be Implemented: Not
- Dale Implemented in Itoe FtJfure - Explan.mcn WalTa"- "..Mot Reasonable

Summary of ImplementEd - Anlicipaled Timeframefor - T""eJ1'ame - Explanation
Action 1"",lementation INot to,..oeM ~IX mlll'll/'l& !l'!Im dale

or pUblication fl( IlJ;3JHllury rEIlDn)

For each recommendation below, indicate one of the four actions you have taken or plan to take in the "Action Plan" column and provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

Investment Policies
and Practices of the

San Francisco
Employees'

Retirement System

R2 Adopt a realistic and consistent formula for
estimating the assumed expected investment
return rate.

Recommendation

Implemented
SFERS Board: We have had a long-standing policy and practice in place to develop all economic and
demographic actuarial assumptions, including the investment return assumption, in compliance with
Actuarial Standards of Practice set out by the Actuarial Standards Board. As a result ofthis policy and
practice, in December 2011, we voted to phase in a reductio? of the long~term investment return
assumption from 7.75% to 7.50%, over a 3-year period beginning July 1,2011. This decison was based on
the consulting actuary's recommendation and was consistent with our capital markets outlook as confirmed
by our investment consultants; actual plan experience, and the directional trend in economic assumptions
being recommended to public plans nationally by public plan actuaries. The annualized investment return
that SFERS has achieved over the past 20 years [8.17% net of manager fees] supports our decision, as well asl
the fund's annualized investment returns of 11.71% since Juiy 1, 2009.

SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS Board has a long-standing policy and practice in place to develop all
economic and demographic actuarial assumptions, including the investment return assumption, in
compliance with Actuarial Standards of Practice set out by the Actuarial StandardsBoard. As a result of this
policy and practice, in December 2011, the Retirement Board voted to phase in a reduction of the long·term
investment return assumption from 7.75% to 7.50%,. over 3-year period beginning July 1, 2011, as
recommended by the Board's consulting actuariatfirm and consistent with the Board and· investment

consultant's capital markets outlook, actual plan experience, and the directional trend in economic
"assumptions being recommended to public plans nationally by public plan actuaries. Historically, the
annualized investment return that SFERS has achieved over the past 20 years [8.17% net of manager fees]
supports the decisions that the SFERS Board has made over this same time period related to long-term
investment return assumptions. Further, the SFERS Trust has annualized investment returns of 11.71% sine
July 1, 2009.
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Status of the Recommllndations
by the 2011·12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the Civil Grand Jury one ofthe following actions:

1. R...,omm..ndation Impll!m..ntl!d 2. Will BIt Implemenled 3. R"'Iui~5furth..r Analysis 4. Will Not Be Impl......ntltd: Nol
- Dale Implemented in lheFUltllre - Explanation Warranted or Mot Reasonable
• Sumrnafjl of Implemented - Anticipalled Timefr.lme for - Tml!frame • ExplanatiDn

Action Implernent1lion lNDt to eJCceecl Six monltl5 rmm Gale
or publl...lOn of "",nlliurv res>ortl

For each recommendation below, indicate one of the four aclions you have taken or plan to take in the "Action Plan" column and provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

Investment Policies

and Practices ofthe

San Francisco
Employees'

Retirement System

The San Francisco Employees' Retirement

System Board undertake an in-depth

investigation and "failure analysis" study of
its investment policy and report its findings to
its members and to the public.

SFERS Board: This recommendation embodies the fiduciary due.diligence that we have embedded in our

investment policies and procedures overthe past decades. In accordance with our long-standing policies,

there were thorough, in-depth analyses conducted by investment staff and consultants before, throughout
and after 2008-2009, the results of which were reported to us on a quarterly basis at our public meetings.
Specifically, at our September 8,2009 meeting, they presented us with a comprehensive analysis of the
investment outcomes for Plan Year 2008-2009, and recommended changes in the investment portfolio's 'sub

asset class structure as a result of their review and analysis of the then-current financial markets.

Thereafter, based on these findings, we approved changes to the Investment Policy Statement at our
October 13, 2009. These reports are available to the publiC.

SFERS Executive Director: This recommendation embodies the fiduciary due diligence that the Retirement

Board has embedded in its investment policies and procedures over the years. In accordance with the

Retirement Board'slong·standing investment policies, there were thorough, in-depth analyses conducted b
investment staff and consultants before, throughout and after 2008-2009, the results of which were

reported to the nRetirement Board on a quarterly basis at its public meetings. SFERS investment staff and
consultants completed a comprehensive analysis of the SFERS Trust investment outcomes for Plan Year
2008-2009, the results of which Ivere presented to the SFERS Board at its regular meeting on September 8,
2009. SFERS investment staff and consultants also presented recommended changes in the sub-asset class

structure of the SFERS portfolio at the September 8,2009 SFERS Board meeting which were a result of their
review and analysis of the then-current financial markets.

In addition, SFERS investment staff and consultants completed an extensive review and analysis of the SFER

Investment Policy Statement and presented recommended changes to the Investment Policy Statement to

the SFERS Board at its regular meeting on October 13, 2009. These reports are available to the public.
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Status ofthe Recommendations
by the 2011-12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recomm'endation of the Civil Grand Jury one of the following actions:

1. R"commen<laJliiom Irnplelllle.._ 2. Will Be Impr.m....led 3. R"'IUIi.... Fu.u.er Analysis 4. wm Nol Be Implemented: Not'
Dale Imple_ in Ute F·IlItu.... - ExpIanalicn Warnn_ .... Mot Reasonable
Summary of Implemented - Anticipalled Timefram" for - Tmeframe • Explanation
Ac4ion 1....,lement.ltion (Not to eJICHll $10 montho frtlm date

or ""Dllcallon fA lPlHl Jury rIllolt)

For each recommendation below, indicate one of the four actions you have taken or plan to take in the "Action Plan" column and provide the required explanation in the "2012 Response Text" column.

ICGJ Yea'i
I I

2011-121 Investment Policies

and Practices ofthe

San Francisco
Employees'

Retirement System

2011~121Investment Policies

and Practices of the

San Francisco
Employees'

Retirement System

R4

RS

Investigate, quantify and address all the

major risks in the portfolio and make this
information public.

Investigate less volati.le and risky investment

policies that would attain sufficient returns
for the San Francisco Employees' Retirement

System Pension Fund.

SFERS Board IRecommendation
SFERS Executive Director Im!,lemented

SFERS Board IRecommendation
SFERS Executive Director Implemented

SFERS Board: We have a long-standing strategic business initiative related to analyzing, quantifying and

reporting of investment risks in the SFERS portfolio. Most recently, the investment risk management

intitiative was documented in the SFERS Strategic Plan, which we adopted at our October 12, 2011 meeting.
SFERS has retained a risk consultant and licensed a risk measurement and reporting software program to

facilitate staff's review, analysis and reporting of investment risk exposures in the SFERS portfolio. The
results of the investment risk analysis have been reported to us on a monthly basis since February 2011.

SFERS investment staff has fully intergrated the public (U.S. and internationall equity portfolio into the risk

analysis and is in the process .of integrating the fixed income portfolio. All of the reports and presentation
materials are available to the public.

SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS Board has a long:standing business initiative related to the analyzing,
quantifying and reporting of investment risks in the SFERS portfolio. Most recently, the investment risk

management intitiative was documented in the SFERS Strategic Plan adopted by the SFERS Board at its

October 12,2011 regular meeting. SFERS has retained a risk consultant and licensed a risk measurement

and reporting software program to facilitate.investment staff's review, analysis and reporting of investment
risk expos~res in the SFERS portfolio. The results of the investment risk analysis has been reported to the
SFERS Board on a monthly basis since February 2011. SFERS investment staff has fully intergrated the public
(U.S. and international) equity portfolio into the risk analysiS and has begun the integration of the fixed

income portfolio. Further, the Investment Committee of the SFERS Board has received periodic briefings by

SFERS investment staff and consultant over the past five years.

All of the reports and presentation materials presented to the SFERS Board related to the investment risk
management initiative are available to the public and the Civil Grand Jury.

SFERS Board: We routinely analyze a full range of investmentpolicies and opportunities in relation to the

goals of the SFERS Trust.
SFERS Executive Director: The SFERS Board has a long-standing policy and practice in place to analyze the

full range of investment policies and opportunities in relation to the goals of the SFERS Trust. As reported b
the Retirement Board's general investment consultant, as of June 30, 2012, the risk level of the SFERS
portfolio, measured by standard deviation of returns, was below the median peer (public funds with assets

over $1 billion) over the trailing one, three and five-year periods.
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Status ofthe Recommendations
by the 2011-12 Civil Grand Jury

California Penal Code Sections 933.05(a) and (b) requires the responding party to report for each recommendation of the civil Grand Jury one of the followinlj actions:

1. R,"""""ml!fld~l.... mp"''''.Me<l 2. WIiII Be lmplmtenled 3. ft"'lui....s Furth.r Analysis 4. Will Not Btl Impl."",nt"d: Not
- Dale ,Imph"m.ented inlh.F_.... - ExpIanaNon WalTolMe<l Of' Mol A.asonabl"
- Summary oflmpl"m<!nIiE>d - Aodicipaled Timefr.une for - T"meframe - Explanation

"OIion I....'emenbtion ~~~:I~~.:~==~~

For "ach recommendalion below, indicate one of lhe four -aclions you have laken or plan 10 take in lh~ "Action Plan" column and provide the required explanalion in the "2012 Response Text" column.

C,GJ,Ye~r

Investment Policies
and Practices of the

San Francisco
Employees'

Retirement System

Replicate-the Stanford, Upjohn, and The New

York Times evidence-based comparison

studies using San Francisco data, to apply
their findings to the San Francisco Employees'
Retirement System Pension Fund.

SFERS Board: The findings of these types of comparison studies are routinely reviewed as part of the due
diligence required as fiduciaries to the SFERS Trust. These comparison studies have tangential relevance to
our decisions for SFERS, so the time and expense required to replicate these comparison studies are
unwarranted and unreasonable.
SFERS Executive Dir"ctor: It is not reasonable for the SFERS Board to require investment staff and
consultants to replicate these or similar studies. The SfERs Board, staff and consultants routinely review th
findings of these types of comparison studies as part of the due diligence required as.fiduciaries to the
SFERS Trust.
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Edwin M. Lee
Ma~or

Barbara Garcia MPA
Director of Health

Rajiv Bhatia MD. MPH
Director of Environmental Health

October 15, 2012

Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B.Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

I i

t'tlg .. 1(vi-el5 04
v' I!JfJJ_/1
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San Fratfcisco
Department of Public Health

Dear Supervisors:

In preparation for the upcoming hearing before the Rules Committee of the Board
of Supervisors on recent radiological findings on Treasure Island on Monday,
October 15, 2012, the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) is
providing the following information in response to questions received in the
hearing request notice.

Can you describe the Navy's recent disclosure on the radiologically impacted
sites on Treasure Island?

The Navy's August 6,2012 Draft Historical Radiological Assessment Supplemental
Technical Memorandum (2012 HRASTM) identified nine (9) areas on Treasure
Island that have the potential to be "radiologically impacted." Radiologically
impacted means an area requires further study. The 2012 HRASTM is an update to
the Navy's 2006 Final Treasure Island Naval Station Historical Radiological
Assessment. The 2012 HRASTM documents the findings of additional Navy
investigations relative to radiological operations and disposal on Treasure Island
performed since the original 2006 HRA was completed, including extensive
research of historical records and review of Navy reports documenting
environmental investigations on Treasure Island since 2006.

1390 Market Street

Suite 410

San Francisco. CA94102

Phone 415.252.3967

Fax 415.252.3889

www.sfenvironmentalhealth.org

Please note that the term "radiologically impacted" does not mean that these
areas are known to contain radiological materials or that a release of radiological
materials is known to have occurred. It simply means that the Navy is required to
conduct further Investigations to determine whether any radiological
contamination is present.

As of today, the Navy has not discovered any evidence of radiological
contamination in these newly identified impacted areas. Further, the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the State's lead regulatory
agency responsible for overseeing the Navy's environmental cleanup, and the
California Department of Public Health (CDPH), the State's lead agency
responsible for radiological control and protection, have not found any evidence
of a human health risk to those living and working on Treasure Island today.
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How is the oversight and monitoring of the Navy's cleanup effort going to happen on an ongoing

basis?

The Navy's environmental cleanup program on Treasure Island is being conducted under a regulatory

structure that is known as the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

(CERCLA). Under this regulatory framework, DTSC is the lead agency responsible for overseeing the

Navy's cleanup effort. DTSC and CDPH have been working very closely with TIDA and the City, the

Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the United States EPA to ensure that human health and

safety of residents and workers is being protected today and will continue to be protected as the Navy

completes its cleanup of Treasure Island. DTSC will continue to demand that the Navy fulfill their

obligations to clean-up Treasure Island, and will provide ongoing oversight to ensure that precautions

are being adhered to by the Navy and its contractors to protect the public.

If any member ofthe public has concerns with the Navy's cleanup, or ifthey suspect a violation, they
should contact DTSC directly by calling 1-866-495-5651. DTSC will follow up with enforcement actions as
necessary. Both DTSC and CDPH have offices in the Bay area and have conducted regular inspections of
the Navy's cleanup program and will continue to do so to ensure the Navy and its contractors are
following all protocols and carrying out their operations according to approved work plans.

. Do these new radiologically impacted areas pose a human health risk to the individuals living and
working on Treasure Island?

Based on currently available information we are not aware of any risk to people living and working on
Treasure Island. This is also the position of DTSC and CDPH.

TIDA's health physicist and radiological expert, Mr. Bob Burns, has also stated that he "is not aware of
any evidence that would suggest any human health risk exists today to those living and working on
Treasure Island... [and is] confident in the data CDPH has provided and the diligence of the State's
oversight of the Navy's radiological program."

What are the results of recent scans conducted by CDPH?

Recently, at the request of TIDA, CDPH conducted radiological surface surveys of seven of nine of the
newly identified "radiologically impacted" areas to determine if there was a human health risk to those
living and working in those areas. According to CDPH's reports on their surveys, "there were no
locations in the areas surveyed that indicated any radiological concerns or any reading above
background." This means the radiation levels that CDPH measured were at, or below, naturally occurring
radiation levels. CDPH also reported that "no health and safety concerns were identified iii our surveys
in or around the locations" that were scanned. The attached letter to residents that was sent on
October 5, 2012 includes the CDPHletter reports on those recent scans.

These recent surface surveys are in addition to surveys CDPH conducted early in 2010 and 2011. A
description of each of those surveys is as follows:

1. On October 27, 2010 a survey was conducted of public areas adjacent to the Bayside,
Northpoint and Westside Drive/Lester Court areas. No risks were identified.
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2. On April 5 to 7, 2011 a gamma survey of areas in Site 12 was conducted. Five localized spots
were identified as being elevated adjacent to the Westside Drive/Lester Court fence line and the
fence line was adjusted to include these areas within the controlled access areas. No other
localized spots were identified elsewhere and no further measures were required by CDPH.

3. On July 13, 2011 a survey was conducted at the 9th Street PlaygroundjRecreation Area. No
external radiation exposure hazard was identified.

What is the national standard for level of radiological contamination that is a harm to the health and
human safety of individuals? How do the readings that were done compare to these national
standards?

All individuals are continually exposed to natural background radiation from a variety of sources
including the following: soil, water, food, medical exposures, radon in air, cosmic rays, consumer
products, and other industrial/occupational sources. The national average annual exposure rate is equal
to 620 mremjyearjperson. Regulators set a limit of an additional 100 mremjyear to general public from
radiation sources. As noted above, no health and safety concerns were identified by CDPH as a result of
the surveys in or around the locations that were scanned, and no radiological measurements taken were
above this national standard.

What precautions can the City take to ensure the health and human safety of the residents and
workers of Treasure Island?

SFDPH and TIDA will continue to monitor the oversight efforts of DTSC and CDPH to ensure that the
Navy's cleanup program is conducted in accordance with the highest human health and safety
standards, and will continue to make information available to Treasure Island residents and the general
public in a timely manner. SFDPH and TIDA will continue to work with DTSCand CDPH to ensure the
Navy continues to implement the following preventative measures that the Navy uses in its
environmental cleanup program:

Dust Control Measures
• Limit inadvertent movement of contaminated materials, soils or dust
• Performed at all soil excavation sites and duringtransportation
• Wash down trucks
• Covered trucks

Weather Monitoring
• Wind levels measured at all excavation sites
• Work stops when wind levels exceed 25 miles per hour for more than 5 minutes

Air Monitoring
• Conducted both in upwind and downwind locations in proximity of excavation sites

Radiation Monitoring devices (thermoluminescent dosimetry (TLO))
• Placed at Navy excavation areas
• Used to monitor dose levels at barriers

Radiologically Controlled Areas (RCA) Barrier Monitoring
• Areas immediately outside of the fence are surveyed using a meter
• Surveys performed weekly and when radiological conditions change within RCA
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• All levels required to be significantly less than a level of concern for public -even if the
public stood at the fence 24 hours a day for a year the dose would be less than the
Regulatory Agency approved amount

• Ensures that residents and members ofthe general public do not receive any level of
radioactivity above NRC limits for the general public during Navy activities

Radiologically Controlled Areas (RCA) Access Controls
• All RCA are fenced and posted
• Radiological Technician responsibilities include:

o During field work, stationed at RCA access points
o Ensures only authorized personnel enter the site
o Ensures personnel entering the site sign-in and comply with worker requirements
o Ensures only authorized, clean vehicles enter the site
o Performs radiation surveys of all personnel and vehicles leaving site to ensure contamination

not spread outside of the RCA
o Ensure access point (gate) is secured when not manned

What is the City and State going to do to ensure that the Navy conducts proper clean up before land is
transferred to the City?

TIDA and its consultants review, examine and question reports, testing and analysis from the Navy, and
the regulatory agencies, and will continue to do so to ensure that the Navy fulfills its obligations to clean
the island in a manner that is protective of human health, both for today's residents and to ensure that
the redevelopment of Treasure Island will be safe. The development plan will be implemented only after
property is transferred from the Navy to the City, which will only occur when the State provides written
assurance that the environmental condition of the property complies with all applicable regulations and
laws.

Thank you for your time and attention to these important issues. TIDA and SFDPH will continue to
inform you in a timely manner of any pertinent or new information as we receive it. Please do not
hesitate to contact TIDA or my office with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Amy D. Brownell, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

Enclosures:

Cc:

October 5, 2012 letter from SFDPH to Treasure Island Residents

Barbara Garcia, Director of Health, San Francisco Department of Public Health
Naomi Kelly, City Administrator, San Francisco General Services Agency
Jim Sullivan, United States Navy BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Dan Ward, Statewide Department of Defense Cleanup Manager, DTSC
Steve Woods, CDPH Division of Food, Drug and Radiation Safety Chief
Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors
Treasure Island/Verba Buena Island Citizens Advisory Board Members
United States Navy's Restoration Advisory Board Members
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Dear Residents and Tenants:

San Francisco
Department of Public Health

Barbara Garcia MPA
Director or He<iltfJ

Rajiv Bhatia MD. MPH
Director or Envirol1mental HealtfJ

1390 Market Street

Suite 410

San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone 415.252.3967

Fax 415.252.3889

www.sfenvironmentalhealth.org

On August 31, 2012, the Treasure Island Development Authority (TJDA) sent a
It;:tter to all Treasure Island residents and tenants regarding the Navy's recent
identification of additional areas requiring further assessment for potential
radiological contamination. The letter contained an executive summary and link to
the Navy's 2012 Draft Historical Radiological Assessment - Supplemental
Technical Memorandum (Draft Technical Memo) in which the Navy identified nine
(9) areas on Treasure Island that have the potential to be "radiologically impacted."
These new [mdings are based on the Navy's research of former Naval Station
Treasure Island operations and land uses, as well as the Navy's field investigations
over the past several years.

Please note that the term "radiologically impacted" does not mean that these areas
are known to contain radiological materials or that a release of radiological
materials is known to have occurred. It simply means that the Navy is required to
conduct further investigations to determine whether any radiological contamination
is present. As of today, the Navy has not discovered any evidence of radiological
contamination in these newly identified areas.

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the State of
California's lead regulatory agency, is responsible for overseeing the Navy's
cleanup. DTSC and the California Department ofPublic Health (CDPH), the State's
lead agency responsible for radiological control and protection, based on current
information, are not aware of any human health risk to people living and working
on Treasure Island. Recently, at the request ofTIDA, CDPH conducted
radiological surface surveys of seven ofnine ofthe newly identified "radiologically
impacted" areas1 to determine if there was a human health risk to those living and
working in those areas (see Figure 1 for the locations where CDPH scanned).

According to CDPH's reports on their surveys, "there were no locations in the
areas surveyed that indicated any radiological concerns or any reading above
background." This means the radiation levels that CDPH measured were at, or
below, naturally occurring radiation levels. CDPH also reported that "no health and
safety concerns were identified in our surveys in or around the locations" that were
scanned (see attached for CDPH reports).

TJDA's own health physicist and radiological expert, Mr. Bob Burns, has also
stated that he "is not aware of any evidence that would suggest any human health
risk exists today to those living and working on Treasure Island... [and is]
confident in the data CDPH has provided and the diligence of the State's oversight
of the Navy's radiological program."

1 Two ofthenine newly identified areas are within restricted access areas of active remediation

sites that are not publicly accessible. At the request ofTIDA, CDPH also scanned the Life Learning
Academy, three baseball fields and the Great Lawn and found no radiological concerns in any of
these areas.
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Over the next several months, the Navy will continue conducting its own investigations of the newly
identified areas with regulatory oversight being provided by DTSC and CDPH. These investigations are
separate from, and have a different purpose than CDPH's recent radiological surveys. The purpose of
CDPH's recent radiological surveys was to determine ifthere were any elevated radiation levels that
would pose a human health risk to those living and working in the newly identified areas. As noted above,
CDPH did not find any elevated readings nor did it identify any health and safety concerns at the
locations that were surveyed. The purpose of the Navy's investigations will be to determine if any
residual radiological contamination is present in these same areas at any level above background. If any
radiological contamination is found, the Navy is required to clean it up in accordance with all applicable
laws. The results ofthe Navy's investigations will be provided to all residents and tenants as soon as they
are available.

TIDA and its consultants review, examine and question reports, testing and analysis from the Navy, and
the regulatory agencies, and will continue to do so to ensure that the Navy fulfills its obligations to clean
the island in a manner that is protective ofhuman health, both for today's residents and to ensure that the
redevelopment of Treasure Island will be safe. The development plan will be implemented only after
property is transferred from the Navy to the City, which will only occur when the State provides written
assurance that the environmental condition of the property complies with all applicable regulations and
laws.

The City's Department ofPublic Health (SFDPH) and TIDA will continue to monitor the efforts of
DTSC and CDPH to ensure that the Navy's cleanup program is conducted in accordance with the highest
human health and safety standards.

If you are experiencing a new health condition or are concerned about an unusual health condition please
contact your primary health care provider or physician. If you do not have a primary health care provider
or physician, please call the Healthy San Francisco Hotline at: (415) 615-4555. They will help you
through the process of selecting a primary care program in the location you desire.

More information on Healthy San Francisco can be found here at SFDPH's website:
www.healthysanfrancisco.org/visitors/What Is HSF.aspx

More information on the Navy's environmental cleanup program can be found on the Navy's website:
www.bracpmo.navy.millbasepage.aspx?baseid=44&state=California&name=treasure island

The Navy's Draft Technical Memo can also be found on the Navy's website:
www.bracpmo.navy.mil/base docs/treasure islandldocuments/enviro docs/D TI HRA SuppTM 08c06­
2012.pdf

Thank you for your time and attention to these important issues. TIDA and/or SFDPH will continue to
inform you in a timely manner of any pertinent or new information as we receive it. Please do not hesitate
to contact TIDA or my office with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Amy D. Brownell, P.E.
Environmental Engineer

Enclosures: Figure 1 and CDPH reports
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cc: Jane Kim, District 6 Supervisor, City and County of San Francisco
Barbara Garcia, Director ofHealth, San Francisco Department of Public Health
Naomi Kelly, City Administrator, San Francisco General Services Agency
Jim Sullivan, United States Navy BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Dan Ward, Statewide Department of Defense Cleanup Manager, DTSC

Steve Woods, CDPH Division ofFood, Drug and Radiation Safety Chief
Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors
Treasur~ IslandIYerba Buena Island Citizens Advisory Board Members
United States Navy's Restoration Advisory Board Members
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State of California~Health and Human Services Agency

California Department of Public Health

RONCHAPMAN,MD,MPH
Director &State Health Officer

Date:

To:.

Subject:

Licensee'

EDMUND G. BROWN JR,
Governor

September 11, 2012

John Hill, PE
Base Closure Manager
NAVFAC HQ BRAC PMO

A reporter was concerned about the safety of two children who:
she/he saw riding their bicycles and entered the Shaw gate. She
stated that she saw the children touching the blue bins.

Shaw Environmental, 'Inc.

REPORT SUMMARY:

A reporter claimed.that he/she: '~took pictures at 6:15pm yesterday, August 21. These
pictures depict t~e parking lot outside Site 570, which contains the more dangerous
radioactive materials. The gate was wide open and no worker~ were around. Two
,children rode. by on bikes. ' If a child were to go inside the gate and touch the blue bins
or the large box"tor the most dangerous radioactive materials, would he/she be safe?
Would he/she be safe' standing in that area?" , .

RHB visited the Shaw Environmental, Inc. Site 570 on Treasure Island. RHB surveyed
the empty blue bins/water containers that are placed upside down" and surveyed

. around the large box that contained radioactive material.. The large box is locked and
fenced within a locked gated area..

SURVEY RESULTS:

A. The surveys around the blue empty bins measured'with Victoreen CHP 450; sIn
421, .calibra~ed on Au'gust'14, 2012, were at background radiat~on levels.

B. The restricted area insipe the locked gate, where the large box reSides, is posted
with a "Caution Radioactive Material," sign, and the survey reading varies
between (20,;,90) microrem per hour inside the gate. '

Baseg on our radiation surveys, and obserVations, the location where the blue bins are
located is essentially at background radiation. Shaw employees informed us that, even
though the main gate is open during working hours, activity is ,always monitored inside

Radiologic Health Branch, MS 7610. P.O. Box 997414 • Sacramento, CA 95899-7414
(916) 327-5106 • (916) 440-7900 FAX

Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov



the compound. The locks on the gate and the large box are barriers that would prevent
access and possible exposure to radiation. . .

HEALTH AND SAFETY:
No health and safety concerns were identified in our surveys in or around Shaw
Environmental, Inc. compound..

ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS:
No violations were issued..

INVESTIGATION STATUS:
This investigation is closed..

.\~~~
.Q~n G. Fassell, C,HP
Chief, Radioactive Material Inspection, Compliance and Enforcement Section

Michael Tymoff
Project Director
Treasure Island Development Project
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA, 94130

Dan Ward, DTSC

i



State of California-Health and Human Services Agency.

California Departmen~ of Public Health

RON CHAPMAN, MD, MPH
Director &State Health Officer

Date:

To:

Subject:

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
. Governor

September 1t, 2012

John Hill, PE
Base Closure Manager
NAVFAC HQ BRAC PMO

Treasure Island Development concerns regarding elevated
radiation levels in five areas

REPORT SUMMARY:

The Navy requested the CDPH to inv~stigate radiation levels in the following areas:

1. Treasure Island Childcare Center, 850 Avenue D
2. Boys and Girls Club, Buildings 33A & 33B
3. School, Building 33C
4. Kendrex Winery, Building 33D "-
5. Traiier, 9th and D Streets

On August 28,2012, RHB performed radiation surveys in and around the areas
mentioned above, using a Thermo Scientific RadEye B-20, calibrated on August 12,
2012 and a Victoreen 450 CHP, calibrated on August 14, 2012. RHB also took five
random wipe samples iii the areas to check for radioactive contamination. One wipe
sample was from the Boys and Girls Club, two from Buildings 33A and 33C, and two
from Building 502, the Daycare Center. The ~ve wipe samples were submitted for
analysis to the CDPH Drinking Water and Radiation Laboratory Branch on August 29,
2012. The wipe sample analysis requested was for Gross Alpha, Gross Beta, and
Radi~m 226. .

SURVEYS AND LABORATORY RESULTS:

Background radiation levels observed using the RadEye B-20 were approximately (11 ­
16, (readings were expected to be slightly higher as the GM over responds» micro rem
per hour. Actual radiation levels measured in the five locations using the RadEye B-20
were noted to be approximately (11- 16) micro rem per hour or background radiation
levels.

Radiologic Health Branch,MS 7610. P.O. Box 997414 • Sacramento, CA 95899-7414
(916) 327-5106. (916) 440-7900 FAX

Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov



Based on our surveys using both the RadEy~ B-20 and Victoreen 450 CHP instruments,
the RHB determined that the five locations surveyed were essentially at background
radiation levels, and no elevated radiation levels were observed in or arou'nd these
facilities.

The preliminary results, from the Drinking Water and Radiation Laboratory analysis
report, indicate that all wipe samples collected by RHB were within the allowable Jimits.

REPORTING:
Reporting to the NRC is not required.

HEALTH AND SAFETY:
No health and safety concerns were identified in·our surveys in or around the five
locations at the Treasure Island.

ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS:
No violations were issued.

INVESTIGATION STATUS:
. This investigation is c1psed.

'\lA~
J6X~ Fassell, CHP
Chief, Radioactive Material Inspection, Compliance and Enforcement Section

cc:

. Michael Tymoff
Project Director
Treasure Island Development Project
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA, 94130

Dan Ward, DTSC



State of California-Health and Human Services Agency

California Department of Public Health

!

RONCHAPMAN,MD,MPH
Director &State Health Officer

Date:

To:

Subject

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Governor

September 17, 2012

Michael Tymoff
Project Director
Treasure Island Development Project
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco,.CA, 94130

Treasure Island Development concerns regarding elevated
radiation levels in six 'area~

REPORT SUMMARY:

Following a r~quest from the Treasure Island DevelopmentAssociation (TIDA), the RHB
performed and has completed walk through surveys of the areas noted below using
properly calibrated Bicron micro rem and Ludlum Model 19 microR meters. No radiation
contamination-wipe samples were collected. There were no locations in the areas
surveyed that indicated any radiological concerns or any reading above.background.

1. USS Pandemonium Site 1· (NW) (Site 12)
2~ Former SalvageYard and Wastewater Treatment Plant I PUC Corp Yard (Lot 69)
3. Building 342 . .

. 4. Building 3
5. Site 31
6. The Lif!3 Lea"rning Center Garden Area

The surveys of t~e six areas indicated that background radiation levels with both
instruments were approximately (6-9) micro rem per hour, and the radiation levels
measured in the five locations visited were noted to be approximately (6-9) micro rem
per hour or background radiation levels. .

For building 3, TIDA officials asked that our staff only survey the Optics Shop on the
roof of the building. Staff completed that requests and also found no radiological
concerns. TIDA still needs the remainder· of building 3 surveyed. It is·expected this
remaining survey will be completed next week.' .

Radiologic Health Branch,MS 7610. P.O. 60x 997414 • Sacramento, CA 95899-7414
(91.6) 327-5106 • (916) 440-7900 FAX

Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov
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REPORTING:
Reporting to the NRC is not required.

[ [ [ I

HEALTH AND SAFETY:
No health and safety concerns were identified in our surveys in or around the five
locations at the Treasure Island. .

ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS:
No violations were· issued.

·INVESTIGATION STATUS:
Thi.s investigation is clos~d.

\1..~~'
Jo~~ ~ Fassell, CHP
Chief, Radioactive Material Inspection, CompHanc,e and Enforcement Section'



State of California-Health and Human Services Agency

California Department of Public Health

RON CHAPMAN, MD, MPH'
Director &State Health Officer

Date:'

To:

Subject:

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Governor .

September 24,2012 .

Michael Tymoff
Project Director
Treasure Island Development Project

.One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA, 94130

Treasure Island Development.concerns regarding elevated'
radiation levels in residential backyards and Bldg. 3

REPORTSUMMARY:
. .

Following a request from the Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA), the RHB
performed and has completed walk through surveys of the areas noted below using
properly calibrated Ludlum Model 19 microR meters. No radiation contamination wipe
samples were collected. There were no locations in the areas-surVeyed that indicated
any radiological concerns or any reading above background. . .

1312-A through F backyards Gateview Ave, Village at Treasure Island
1313-A through F backyards Gateview Ave, Village at Treasure Island
1314-A through D backyards Gateview Ave, Village at Treasure Island
1315-A through F backyards GateviewAve, Village at Treasure Island'
1316-A through F backyards Gateview Ave, Village at Treasure Island
1318-A through Fbackyards Gateview Ave, Waldon House .

.Bldg 3 interior including the large open hangar space and perimeter offices

. The surveys of the' six areas indicated that background radiation levels were
approximately (6-9) micro rem p.er hour, and the radiation levels measured in the six
locations visited Were noted to be approximately (6-9) micro rem per hour or .
background radiation levels.

All backyards were surveyed with the' assistance of Mr George Hfistov of the Treasure
Island Villages office. These areas were in or near the former USS Pandemonium Site
(NW). All results were at background levels.

Radiologic Health Branch, MS 7610. P.O. Box 997414 • Sacramento, CA 95899-7414
. (916) 327-5106 • (916) 440-7900 FAX '

Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov

,
I
I

,I



REPORTING:
Reporting to the NRC is not required.

HEALTHAND SAFETY:
No health and safety concerns were identified in our surveys in or around the five
locations at the Treasure Island.

ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS:
No violations Were issued.

INVESTIGATION STATUS:
This investigation is closed.

\rL4~·
.Q~n G. Fassell, CHP
Chief, Radioactive M~teriallnspection, Compliance and EnforcementSection
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State of California-Health and Human Services Agency

California Department of Public Health

RON CHAPMAN. MD. MPH
Director&State Health Officer .

Date:

To:

Subject:

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Governor

October 5,2012

Michael Tymoff
Project Director
Treasure Island Development Project
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA, 94130

Treasure Island Development concerns regarding elevated
radiation levels in the interior of the Waste Water Treatment Plant,
3 Little League Ball Fields, and the Great Lawn

REPORT SUMMARY:

Following a request from the Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA), the RHB
performed and has completed walk through·surveys of the areas noted below using
properly calibrated Ludlum ;Model19 microR meters. No radiation contamination wipe
samples were collected. There were no locations in the areas surveyed that indicated
any radiological concerns or any reading above background other than one baseball
infield which showed readings twice background. This infield had areas with higher than
average readings because the natural materials brought in as baseball field top
dressing were from another natural source of higher background (a granitic material).

Ball Field, Avenue N and 5th Streets
Ball Field, Avenue M and 8th Streets
Ball Field, Avenue H and 9th Streets
Great Lawn, Avenue of the Palms and 9th Street
Waste Water Treatment Plant interior areas including buildings

The surveys of the five areas indicated that background radiation levels were
approximately (6-9) micro rem per hour as observed with recently calibrated Ludlum
Model 19 survey meters. Radiation levels measured in the five locations were also
between 6 and 9 micro rem/hr except for one area where they were 10 to 16 micro
rem/hr. Surveys were conducted by walking the areas with about 3-4 feet between
surveyors. With one exception the radiation levels in the areas surveyed did not exceed
the background values. The one exception was the baseball field located at H and 9th

streets. The bare dirt area (infield area), with the exception of the area around third
base, had a uniform radiation level that was slightly less than twice background. The
soil in the affected area was noticeably darker. The little league groundskeeper

Radiologic Health Branch, MS 7610. P.O. Box 997414 • Sacramento, CA 95899-7414
(916) 327-5106 • (916) 440-7900 FAX

Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov



indicated he had been bringing in fill material as top dressing for the infield from off site
as part of his maintenance of the field. Because of the uniform, and low, radiation levels
associated with the material RHB personnel concluded that the material contained low
levels of Naturally Occurring Radioactive·Material (NORM). This NORM does not pose
a health threat.

REPORTING:
Reporting to the NRC is not required.

HEALTH AND SAFETY:
No health and safety concerns were identified in our surveys in or around the five
locations at the Treasure Island.

ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS:
No violations were issued.

INVESTIGATION STATUS:
This investigation is closed.

~A~
John G. Fassell, CHP
Chief, Radioactive Material Inspection, Compliance and Enforcement Section
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TIV 415.554.3488O~I.Le~~
c '. CD B

B+~ CM{~

cptL~~Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

San Francisco
.Water Sewer

October 10, 2012

Subject: Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) Release of
Reserves Requests for CUW392 Program Management $34,897,331 and.
CUW395 Program Reserve $27,356,361

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

en

C) (Ii

c.-:>

I would like to request your assistance to have calendared the release of
reserves for WSIP Projects CUW392 Program Management and CUW395

Program Reserve.

The release of reseNed funding from Project CUW392 Program Management
is now needed as planned to continue WSIP Program management, Program
Constf\.;lction Management and Communications.

I'm also requesting the release of reserved funding of $27,356,361 from Project
CUW395 Program ReseNe and the reallocation of these funds to Projects
CUW373 San Joaquin Pipeline System, CUW384 Tesla Treatment Facility,

CUW359 New INington Tunnel, CUW382 Habitat ReseNe Program to fund
Vegetation Restoration of WSIP Construction Sites, and CUW392 Program

Management.

Regards,

rft&K~~
General Manager

Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Anson Moran
President

Art Torres
V'ice President

Ann Moller Caen
Commissioner

Francesca Vietor
Commissioner

Vince Courtney
Commissioner

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.
General Manager

Attached: Release of ReseNe Summary by Project



Summary of the WSIP Release of Reserves & Allocation Request

CUW392 Program Management Project

CUW395 WSIP Program Reserve for:

San Joaquin Pipeline System:

1. San Joaquin Pipeline

3. Tesla Treatment Facility

New Irvington Tunnel:

1. New Irvington Tunnel

2. Alameda Siphon NO.4

Vegetation Restoration of WSIP Construction Sites

Program Management

CUW395 Total

$34,897,331

$12,557,134

$2,042,227

$6,500,000

$1,600,000

$2,200,000

$2,457,000

$27,356,361


