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Petitions and Communications received from May 23, 2009, through June 1,
2009, for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters or
to be ordered filed by the Clerk on June 9, 2009.

From Office of the Mayor, submitting the Mayor’s proposed Budget for fiscal year
ending June 30, 2010. (1)

From Budget Analyst, submitting the management audit of the SF Muhicipai
Transportation Agency Proof of Payment Program. (2)

From Planning Department, regarding California Pacific Medical Center long-
range Development Plan. Copy: Each Supervisor (3)

From State Department of Parks a.ﬂd Recreation, regarding the National Register
of Historic Places for Roos House. Copy: Each Supemsor Historic Preservation
Commission (4) :

From Office of the Treasurer, submitting the investment activity (for fiscal year o
date) of the portfolios under Treasurer’'s management. (5)

From Office of the Controller, submitting report “The San Francisco Forty Niners
owe the City more than half a million dollars in parking: [ot rent” dated May 27,
2009. (6) ~

From Law Offices of Daniel Reidy, submitting the Blue and Gold fleet's response
to issues raised by complaint of the Golden Gate Bridge District, and the Golden
Gate Bridge District’'s answer to complaint as permitted by ordering paragraph 4
of Administrative Law Judge’s ruling issued May 13, 2009. (7)

From Kimo Crossman, regarding the Municipal Transportation Agency Budget
controversy at the Board of Supervisors meeting on May 27, 2009. (8)

From Kimo brossman, regarding ARRA Broadband application for San
Francisco. (9)

From Human Services Agency, regarding proposed fiscal year 2008-2010
Human Services Care Fund Budget. Copy: Supervisors Avalos, Mirkarimi, Chu
(10)

From Planning Department, submitting notice of availability of draft
environmental impact report for the New Irvington Tunnel Project. (11)

From Capital Planning Commission, regarding recommendation on the
November 2009 Safe Streets and Road Repair General Obligation Bond. (12)



From Municipal Accessibility Council, submitting strong support for continued
Muni service to Laguna Honda Hospital. Copy: Each Supervisor (13)

From Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector, submitting the annual report of
businesses that filed for tax credits for the 2008 calendar year. (14)

From Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector, submitting the annual report of
businesses that filed for biotechnology exclusion for the 2008 calendar year. (15)

From Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector, submitting the annual report of
businesses that filed for the clean energy technology business exclusion for the
2008 calendar year. (16)

From Planning Department, submitting public notice of the availability of draft
environmental impact report for Sunol Valley Water Treatment Plant Expansion
and Treated Water Reservoir project. {(17)

From Parkmerced Residents Organization, submitting opposition to the
urbanization and commercialization of the Parkmerced landscape. Copy: Each
Supervisor (18)

From Human Services Agency, submitting report on the interim plan to

_ coordinate all foster care placement improvement plans among Juvenile
Probation, Department of Public Health and the Human Services Agency for
children and youth in need of high-end residential treatment. File 081008. Copy:
Each Supervisor (19)

From Department of Technology, submitting request for release of reserved
funds in the amount of $900,000, to support the creation of the Data Center at
200 Paul Street and to decommission the current One Market Plaza Data Center.
(20) |

From Aaron Goodman, regarding the lack of an overall historical analysis and
review of the multiple libraries that are considered “modern” designed libraries by
the firm Appleton & Wolfard. (21)

From GroundSpark, submitting notice that the Alameda School Board has
approved their Igbt-inclusive bullying prevention curriculum. (22)

From concerned citizens, regarding the proposed amendments to the “Renter’s
Economic Relief Package.” Files 090278 through 090281. Copy: Each
Supervisor (23)

From Arthur Evans, submitting letter entitled “progressives fail to sink muni
budget” dated May 27, 2009. (24)



From Dr. Ahimsa Sumchai, regarding her plans to file a complaint with Ethics
about the underestimation of the gift the Board of Supervisors received from the
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce for their trip to Washington D.C. (25)

From James Corrigan, commenting on the Board of Supervisors budget
priorities. (28)

From J & R Stone, subfnitting opposition to charging admission to the botanical
garden in Golden Gate Park. (27)

Erom Norman Rolfe, urging the Board of Supervisors to contact state and federal
legislators and tell them that schools and health care are more important than
spending money on freeways. (28)

From Public Utilities Commission, submitting request for release of reserved
funds in the amount of $1,300,000 for the Community Choice Aggregation
Implementation Plan. (29)

From Office of Contract Administration, regarding request for a list of contracts
under $10 million issued by the Purchasing Division of the Office of the City
Administrator in fiscal years 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10. (Reference No.
20090428-002) (30)

From Ray Lucas, submitting support for charging admission to the botanical
garden in Golden Gate Park. (31)

From Department of Public Works, regarding status of removing graffiti from
various locations in District 5. (Reference No. 20090505-006) (32)

From Department of Public Works, regarding status of removing graffiti from
various locations in District 5. (Reference No. 20090512-006) (33)

From Human Services Agency, responding to request for a detailed accounting
and breakdown of $189 million reportedly spent by the City on homeless
services. (Reference No. 20090428-001) (34)

From Department of Public Works, regarding status of removing graffiti from
various locations in District 5. (Reference No. 20090414-003) (35)

From Department of Public Works, regarding status of removing graffiti from
various locations in District 5. (Reference No. 20090331-006) (36)

From Department of Public Works, regarding status of removing graffiti from
various locations in District 5. (Reference No. 20090324-007) (37)



From Department of Public Works, regarding status of removing graﬁiti. from
various locations in District 5. (Reference No. 20090324-005) (38)

‘From Francisco Da Costa, commenting that the United States Navy has an
obligation to clean up the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. (39)

From Alexandra Post, regarding the water pollution in the San Francisco Bay
from the sewage plant at Fisherman’s Wharf. (40)

From State Fish and Game Commission; submitting notice of proposed
reguiatory action relating to waterfow! hunting. (41)

From State Fish and Game Commission, stubmitting notice of proposed
regulatory action relating to commercial lobster permits. (42)

From international Association of Fire Fighters, submitting opposition to
proposed Charter amendment that eliminates the 48.7-work week for fire fighters.
File 090606. Copy: Each Supervisor (43)
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Office of the Mayor Gavin Newsom

City & County of San Francisco

June 1, 2009 '
!/ %

Angela Calvillo ,
Clerk, San Francisco Board of Supervisors S
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett P1.

San Francisco CA, 94102

Madame Clerk,

On behalf of the Mayor, it is my pleasure to present to you the Mayor’s Proposed June Budget
Book for 2009-2010.

I look forward to working with you throughout the budget process. If 1 can be of any assistance,
please do not hesitate to call upon me or my staff. I can be reached via phone at 554-6293.

Sincerely,

N O oth.ttd

Nani A. Coloretti
Mayor’s Budget Director

cc:  Members of the Board of Supervisors
)
<~ 3
Document is available INg =
at the Clerk’s Office R

Hd

Room 244, City Hall
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Management Audit
of the

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
Proof of Payment Program

Prepared for the
Board of Supervisors
of the City and County of San Francisco
by the
San Francisco Budget Analyst

May 27, 2009

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




SAN FRANCISCO

. To Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, and Interested Parties: \ “\?

“\\

RE: CASE NO. 2005.0555E ~ CALIFORNIA PACIFIC MEDICAL CENTER (CPMC) LONG RANGE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-referenced
project, described below, has been issued by the Planning Department. This notice is sent to you because
you have been identified as potentially having an interest in the project or the project area. The NOP is
either attached or is available upon request from Devyani Jain, whom you may reach at (415) 575-9051
or at the above address. A copy of the NOP can also be obtained for public review and comment at the
Planning Department offices at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor Plarming Information Center, or the report
~ can be viewed on-line starting May 27, 2009 at www.sfgov.org/planning/mea. Case anaterials are
available for review by appointment at the Planning Department's office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400. (Please call (415) 575-9051 to schedule an appointment.)

Project Description:

The proposed project is CPMC’s multi-phased strategy to meet State seismic safety requirements for
hospitals, expand medical facilities, and create a 20~year framework and Institutional Master Plan for its
four existing medical campuses (Pacific Campus at Sacramento and Buchanan Streets; California
Campus at Maple and California Streets; Davies Campus at Castro and 14th Streets; and St. Luke’s
Campus at Cesar Chavez and Valencia Streets), and a proposed new medical campus (Cathedral Hill
Campus at Van Ness Avenue and Geary Boulevard) in San Francisco. The proposed Cathedral Hill
Campus would include development of a 15-story, 555-bed hospital and two medical office buildings
(MOBs). The new Cathedral Hill hospital would house acute care, women's and children's services, and
primary emergency services. When completed (2015), Cathedral Hill Campus would allow CPMC to re-
focus and renovate/redevelop its existing four campuses. Proposed development at Pacific Campus
would include a new Ambulatory Care Center and underground parking. Proposed development at
Davies Campus would include two new MOBs and parking improvements. Proposed development at St.
Luke’s Campus would include a new six-story, 86-bed replacement hospital (2014) and an expansion
building. CPMC would sell California Campus by 2020 after relocation of its inpatient services to the
new Cathedral Hill Hospital and other services to Pacific Campus. The proposed project would require
General Plan Amendments, Planning Code Text and Map changes for creation of a subarea within the
Van Ness Area Plan Special Use District (SUD) for Cathedral Hill Campus, and reclassification of
existing Height and Bulk Districts for Cathedral Hill and St. Luke’s Campuses; General Plan Referral and
Encroachment permits for Cathedral Hill and St. Luke's Campuses; and Conditional Use authorization
(CU) for Planned Unit Development (PUD) and exceptions related to building height, parking, and
permitted use at some of-its campuses,

The NOP reflects revisions to the proposed project that occurred following publication of the original
NOP on July 1, 2006. The current proposal is similar to the original project, but also includes: (1) future
hospital development at St. Luke’s Campus per the City’s “Blue Ribbon” panel; (2} reduction in size of
the proposed Cathedral Hill Hospital and conversion of the 1375 Sufter Street office building to a MOB
under Cathedral Hill Campus development; (3) development of the Neuroscience Institute (formerly

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St
Soite 400

CA 94139429,

Heceplion: '
418.558.6378

Fax:
415.558,6400

Planning
Information:
£15.558.6377
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at the Clerk’s Office
Room 244, City Hall
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Bres . Lovnns
STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ) Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

(916) 653-6624  Fax: (916) 653-9824
calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov

N

May 27, 2009

City and County of San Francisco
Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr.Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, California 94102-4689

RE: National Register of Historic Places for
Roos House

Dear Board of Supervisors:

Pursuant to the Certified Loca! Government Agreement between the Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP) and your governmental entity, we are providing you as the chief elected
local official with a sixty (60) day review and comment period before the State Historical
Resources Commission (SHRC) takes action on the above stated National Register of Historic
Places (National Register) nomination at its next meeting. Details on the meeting are enclosed.

Please review the enclosed nomination and send your comments to OHP. Pursuant to the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, we have also provided a copy of the
nomination to your local preservation commission. Your local preservation commission may
comment on whether or not the nominated property, in its opinion, meets the criteria for the
National Register and forward their comments to you. Please transmit your local preservation
commission’s comments with your comments to California- State Parks, Attn: Office of Historic
Preservation, Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, State Historic Preservation Officer, P.O. Box
942896, Sacrarento, California 94296-0001. So that the SHRC may have adequate time to
consider them, it is requested, but not required, that you provide written comments fifteen (13)
days before the SHRC meeting. If you have questions or require further information, please
contact the Registration Unit at (916) 653-6624. ‘

As of January 1, 1993, all National Register properties are automatically included in the
California Register of Historical Resources and afforded consideration in accordance with state
and local environmental review procedures. '

Supplemental information on the National Register is available on our website at the following
address: www.ohp.parks.ca.gov.

Thank you for your assistance in this program.

Sincerely,

S WP

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer .

Enclosures: Nomination, Meeting Notice NR_CLG County Local Nouce_srir{“%\:i_doc

e, ,
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NPS Form 10-800 OMB No. 1024-CD18
(Cct. 1990)

United States Depariment of the interior
National Park Service

_National Register of Historic Places = ™=
Registration Form

This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts. See instructions in How to Complete the
Nationa! Register of Historic Places Registration Form (National Register Bulletin 184). Complete gach item by marking "x" in the appropriate box or
by entering the information requested, f any iiem does not apply to the property heing documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable.” For funclions,
architectural classification, materiais, and areas of significance, enter only categories and subcategeries from the instructions, Place additional
entries and narrative itams on continuation sheets (NPS Form 10-900a). Use a typewriter, word processor, of comptiter, (o complete all Hems,

1. Name of Property

historic name Roos House

pther names/site number

2. Location

street & number 3500 Jackson Street ‘ : [[] not for pubiication N/A
city or town San Francisco [} vicinity N/A

state California code CA  county San Fréncisco code 075 zipcode 94118

3. Statel/Federal Agency Certification

As the designated authority under the Netional Historic Preservation Act of 1888, as amended, | hereby ceriify that this [[] nomination
[T request for determination of efigibility meets the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of
Misioric Places and mests the procedural and professional requirgments set forth in 36 CFR Part 60, In my opinion, the property
"} meets [ does not meet the National Regisigr Criteria. | recommend that this properiy be considered significant [ nationally
L] statewide [ locatly. { ] See continuation sheet for additionat comments.)

Signature of certifying official/Tille Date
Californiz Office of Historic Preservation '
Siate or Federal agency and bureau

in my opinion, the property 1 meets [J dees not meet the Natioral Register criteriz. ( L] See continuation sheet for additional
commenis.}

Signature of commenting or other official Date

Siate or Federal agency and bureau

4. National Park Service Certification
| hereby certify that this property is: Signature of the Keeper Daie of Action
1 entered in the National Register :
7] See continuation sheet,
[} determined etigible for the
National Register
71 See continuation sheet.
7] determined not eligible for the
National Register

7] removed from the National
Register

[3 other (expiain):




Roos House San Francisco, CA
Name of Froperty County and State

5. Ciassiﬁcati.on.

Ownership of Property Category of Property Number of Resources within Property
. (Check as manyboxes as apply)  {Checkonlyonebox) - (Do not include previously lisied fesourees I the count,)
private building(s) ?omnbuung Nonﬁcontributmg i
1 public-locat [1district 3 5 sies g8
[] public-State [ site 5 % struct
[7] public-Federal [ ] structure - UCres
[ object 0 0 objects
1 1 Total
" Name of related multiple property listing Number of confributing resources previously listed in
(Enter "N/A" if property is not parl of a multiple property fisting.) the National Register
N/A , _ 0

6. Function or Use

.Historic Functions Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions) (Enier categories from insiructions)
DOMESTIC/single dwelling DOMESTIC/single dwelling

7. Description

Architectural Classification Materials
(Enter categories from instructions) (Enter categories from instructions)
LATE 19™ & 20™ CENTURY REVIVALS foundation WQOD
Tudor Revival ‘ roof STONE/Slate
walls STUCCO
other WOOD

Narrative Description
(Describe the historic and cusrent condition of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)



Rooes House

Name of Property

San Francisco. CA

County and State

8. Statement of Significance

Applicable National Register Criteria
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria quahfy%ng the ;Jroperty
- for-National Register-isting) - -

"] A Properiy is associated with events that have made

[lB

X

(D

a significant contribution fo the broad patierns of
our history.

Property is associated with the lives of persons
significant in our past.

Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of
a type, period, or method of construction or
represents the work of a master, or possesses high
artistic values, or represents a significant and
dnstmgwshable entity whose components lack
individual distinction.

Property has vielded, or is likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations
(Mark *X" in ali the boxes that apply.)

Property is:

1A

18

Mca

[ID
LIE
(¥
[iG

owned by a religious institution or used for
religious purposes.

removed from its original location.

birthpiace or a grave.

a cemetery.

a reconstructed building, object, or structure.
a commemorative property.

jess than 50 years of age or achieved significance
within the past 50 years.

Narrative Statement of Significance
(Expiain the significance of the properiy on one or more continuation sheets.}

Areas of Significance
{Enter categories from instructions)

Archifecfure -

Period of Significance

1909-1926

Significant Dates
1913, 1926

Significant Person
{Complete if Criterion B is marked above)

Cultural Affiliation

Architect/Builder
Mavbeck, Bernard

9. Major Bibliographical References

(Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheels.)

Previous documentation on file (NPS):
[] prefiminary determination of individual listing (36

CFR 67) has been requasted.

] previously listed in the National Register
[} previously determined eligible by the National

Register

7] designated a National Historic Landmark
"1 recorded by Histaric American Buildings Survey

#

[ recorded by Historic American Engineering

Record #

Primary Location of Additional Data
7] State Historic Preservation Office
[] Other State agency
[] Federal agency
Local government
[} University
11 Other

Name of repository:

San Francisco Planning Department




‘Roos House . San Francisco. CA

Name of Property ‘ County and State

10. Geographical Data

Acreage of Property Less than 1 acre.

UTM References

{Place additional UTM referances on a confinuation sheet)

Zone Easting Northing Zone Easling Northing
i 10 .8

7 see continuation sheet,

Verba!l Boundary Descripfion

(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.}

Boundary Justification, .
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.}

11. Form Prepared By

nameftite Caitlin Harvey, Architectural Historian

organization:_Page & Turnbull date November 14. 2008
strest & number _724 Pine S‘i;eet ' telephone (415) 593-3225
city or town_San Francisco ' _ state CA zip code 94108

Additional Documentation

Submit the foliowing ftems with the completed form:
Continuation Sheets

Maps .
A USGS map (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's location.

A Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or nUMerous resources,

Photographs

Representative black and white photographs of the property.

Additional items
(Check with the SHPO or FPO for any additional ftems)

Properfy- Owner

(Complete this rem at the request of the SHPO or FPO )

Name Jane Roos LeRoux

Strest & number 3500 Jackson Street telephone

City or town San Francisco state _CA

zip code 94118

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being coliected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to nominate
properties for listing or determine eligibility for iisting, to list properties, and to amend existing listings. Response to this request is required to obtain

a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.5.C. 470 et seq.).

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 18.1 hours per response including the time for reviewing
instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form. Direct commenis regarding this burden estimate or any aspact
of this form to the Chisf, Administrative Services Division, National Park Service, P.0. Box 37127, Washingion, DC 20013-7127; and the Office of

Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduciions Project {1024-0018}, Washinglon, DC 20503,



NPS Form 10-800-2 Ol Approval No. 1024-0018
{8-86}

United States Department of the interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section number_7_ Page 1 Roos House, San Francisco, California

7. Narrative Description

The Roos House is located on a rectangular-shaped lot on the northwest corner of Jackson and
Locust streets in the Presidio Heights neighborhood, an upper middle-class subdrvision of tree-
lined streets in San Francisco, California. Designed by nationally prominent master architect,
Bernard Maybeck and built in 1909, the Roos House is a three-story-over basement, wood frame,
single-family residence designed in the Tudor style with half-timbering and Gothic
ornamentation. Roughly T-shaped in plan, the two distinct sections of the house are each capped
by a gable roof. A detached garage, in the same style and materials as the house, is located at the
northwest corner of the property.

The primary facade of the house fronts south onto Jackson Street and is set behind foundation
plantings and a landscaped lawn which slopes slightly toward the street. A Joggia 1s located at
the southeast corner of the house and extends under the second story along Locust Street. Large,
fixed sash, diamond paned windows comprise the west wall of the loggia while the east side 15 an
open arcade with a series of square columns. Flower boxes are situated in the spaces between the
colurrms. The columns are replaced by a solid wall opposite the double doors at the main
entrance. The entry doors feature an escutcheon incorporating the Roos’ family crest designed by
Maybeck. :

To the west of the loggia, on the front facade, are two large, fixed sash, leaded-glass diamond
paned windows that serve the dining room. A series of tall, narrow windows are located at the
center of the facade. In the western bay of the facade, columns support a projection of the second
story that overhangs a porte cochere.

A balcony is located at the second story level and to the west of the entry loggia between two
projecting wing walls and extending over the front garden. The balcony rests on three projecting
beams, the center beam supported by a diagonal brace anchored to the facade below. The
balcony railing has a decorative carved quatrefoil design. The front wall of the dormer associated
with the balcony is aligned with the plane of the front fagade and has interrupted eaves supported
by quatrefoil panels that rest on the sloped roof of the wing walls flanking the balcony. East of
the balcony is a double-hung wood-sash window that overlooks a deck that is enclosed by flower
boxes. The steeply pitched gable roof is clad in slate tiles and features one shed roofed dormer at
the western end.

The secondary facade faces east and because of the sloping grade of Locust Street, the house
gains an extra story at the rear. The southern portion of the facade is built to the property line and
consists of the entry loggia at the first story. At the second story are three double hung wood sash
windows, each with a flower box below capped by an asymmetrical low gabled roof that is
supported by corbels embellished by quatrefoils. The northern portion of the east facade steps



NPS Form 10-800-a OMB Approval No. 1024-0018

{885}

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service -

'National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section number_7 _ Page 2 Roos House, San Francisco. California

Narrative Description (continued)

back, allowing for foundation plantings. The center of the solid wall features an exterior chimney
that rises from ground level and projects high above the roofline, terminating in a decorative
gabled cap. At the main floor Jevel a projection of the chimney supported on corbels indicates
the firebox inside. The width of the chimney is gradually reduced by a series of tapers. The
chimney is flanked by paired, fixed sash, leaded glass djamond paned windows with transoms on
the main story level. Above this wing, a slate covered gable roof raises steeply, its ridge
paralleling Locust Street. '

The rear facade faces north and features a solid wall with one fixed sash window slightly above
grade and an additional fixed sash window at basement level. The main story overhangs the
lower story and is supported by beams. A large picture window is located at the main story level.
A low pitched gable roof supported by corbels embeliished with quatrefoils caps the bay which
contains the picture window. A projection supported by diagonal braces and containing two
diamond paned leaded glass windows is situated to the west of the picture window. This
projection is also covered by a low pitched gable roof.

Enterior Description

The interior of the house is divided into three floors and a basement. The public rooms are
located on the first floor and consist of an entry hall, living room and dining room, as well
service rooms such as the kitchen, pantry and servant’s dining room. The second floor contains
family living quarters, including a “Morning Room” added in 1926. The third floor contains two
guest bedrooms and a bathroom. The daylight basement contains a playroom (finished m the
1920s), servant’s quarters and bathroom, and furnace and laundry rooms. '

The wide, rectangular entry hall extends from the main entrance and runs east-west across the
house. The floors are finished in oak and the walls and ceiling are covered in redwood paneling.

" The ceiling has a six-pane laylight fitted with translucent glass. Flush doors, including the main
entry doors are covered in amethyst velvet.

On the south wall of the entry hall, a wide doorway leads to the dining room and a similar door
in the north wall leads to the living room. The walls between these rooms are unusually thick,
allowing for storage of hinged panels sheathed in velvet. The panels slide out to close off the
dining and living rooms from the entry hall.

The dining room floor is covered in polished quarry tile. The walls and beamed ceiling are also
clad in redwood panels. The perimeter of the dining room exhibits lowered ceilings that create
alcoves. A cast stone fireplace is set in the alcove on the west wall. The east wall is occupied by
the leaded-glass diamond pane windows looking onto the loggia and on the south wall are
similar windows in an alcove, which contains a small fountain.
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United States Depar‘tmen‘t of the interior
National Park Service

"National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section number_7_Page 3 Roos House, San Francisco, California

Narrative Description (continued)

The large, rectangular living room is given a sense of monumentality by the beamed cathedral
ceiling and massive cast stone fireplace rising from floor to ceiling on the center of the east wall.
Ieaded-glass diamond paned windows with transoms windows above flank the fireplace.
Opposite the fireplace, steps lead to a landing which gives access to the upper floors. The north
wall of the living room (fully fifty feet from the entrance), contains an alcove with a lower
ceiling and contains a large rectangular, plate glass picture window, affording views of the
nearby Presidio and San Francisco Bay beyond. To the left of the alcove, diamond paned French
doors lead to a small sitting room that features leaded-glass diamond paned windows on the
north and east walls and a beamed ceiling. The walls and ceiling of the living room are sheathed
in redwood paneling and the floors are covered in oak planks.

Maybeck designed the light fixtures throughout the house. In the entry hall and dining room,
sconces featire open metal work in three dimensions, while others are two dimensional plaques
with open metal work revealing the same velvet as on the doors. In the living room suspended
chandeliers are composed of cast metal from which tiers of exposed light bulbs are suspended
several feet below, In addition, Maybeck designed much of the furniture and the fireplace irons
in the Hving room, incorporating the Roos family crest. : '

The “Morning Room” is located on the second floor at the rear of the house. The arched entry
alcove leads to a rectangular room that has an oak covered floor and a gabled ceiling clad in
redwood board and batten. Tasseled light fixtures hang from the ceiling. Two plate glass picture
windows are located opposite the entry and overlook the rear of the property. Windows line the
west wall, while the east wall contains a fireplace with a ceramic surround. Redwood
wainscoting lines the north and west walls below the windows.

A one-story garage, echoing the bouse in design and materials, is set at the northwest corner of
the lot and is reached by a short driveway from Locust Street.

Alterations

© Since its construction, the property has undergone very few alterations, all of which were
designed by the original architect, Bernard Maybeck. Alterations occurred in 1913, when a
balcony on the first story at the rear of the house was enclosed to become the sitting room off the
living room alcove. A garage, constructed in 1916, was later demolished in 1982 and rebuilt in
the same style and materials as the house. A dressing room was added to the second floor in
1919. In 1926, the “Morning Room” was added onto the second story at the rear of the house.
Alterations to two rooms and a bathroom located in the attic also occurred in 1926 and required
the addition of a new dormer window.
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Narrative Description (continned)
Originally, the grounds extended behind the house to encompass a formal vegetable garden
designed by Maybeck. Following the Loma Prieta earthquake in 1989, this rear portion of the

property was sold to raise money for earthquake repairs.

The property is in excellent condition and appears much as it did at the time of its construction.
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8. Narrative Statement of Significance

The Roos House is an exceptional example of the work of nationally prominent master architect, .
Bemard Maybeck. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of Tudor Revival style of
architecture as interpreted by Maybeck and possesses high artistic value in its complex massing
and intricate Gothic decorative details. The Roos house meets National Register Criterion C in
the area of Architecture and retains integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling and association. The period of significance for the Roos House is 1909-1926,
encompassing the original design and construction of the house, as well as all later alterations,
which were also the work of Maybeck.

History of Presidio Heights

Presidio Heights, which is the area roughly bounded by Presidio Avenue, California Street,
Arguello Boulevard, and Pacific Avenue, is an affluent residential district in the western portion
of San Francisco.

When the Spanish established the Presidio, the area immediately surrounding the settlement was
a vast expanse of sand dunes and chaparral, and it remained relatively unsettled until well after
the Gold Rush. In 1846, Pio Pico, the last Mexican governor, granted Rancho Punta de los Lobos
to Benito Diaz. Diaz left his lands, which encompassed what is now the Richmond District,
unimproved, and except for a few squatters, no one showed any interest in settling th1s remote
part of the city until the 1870s.!

In the 1850s, the City annexed the Western Addition, a tract encompassing five hundred blocks
between Larkin and Divisadero Streets, under the Van Ness Ordinance. This ordinance gave land
ownership rights to squatters who had been living in the Western Addition, including what is
now Pacific Heights (located just to the east of Presidio Heights). Between the 1850s and the
1870s, Pacific Heights was sparsely developed, and with only one graded street into the area,
access was difficult until the early 1870s.

Hoping to further facilitate the development of the outer reaches of the city, the Board of
Supervisors passed the Clement and Outside Lands Ordinances in 1866 and 1868, respectively.
These ordinances provided means to settle land claims and set aside public lands for parks in ali
unsurveyed “outside lands” within the city’s corporate boundaries, which included the
Richmond, Mission, and Potrero Districts, among others. An “Official Map of the Outside
Lands” was published in 1870, extending the street grid of downtown and the Western Addition
into Presidio Heights and the Richmond. 2

! Christopher VerPlanck, “Soctal and Architectural History of the Richmond District,” San Francisco Apartment
Magazine {Decernber 2000).
* Ibid
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. Narrative Statement of Significance (continued)

By the turn of the century, San Francisco’s rectangular street grid had been extended all the way
to the ocean. However, transportation issues still hindered the development of the western:
neighborhoods. Public transportation was provided by Antoine Borel (1840-1915)—a Swiss
immigrant who was one of the city’s most successful early businessmen—and Adoelph Sutro
(1830-1898)—a banker and real estate magnate who served as the city’s 24" mayor and owned
most of the land west of Twin Peaks—each of whom had built electric railroad lines that
extended to this part of the city by 1896.> Grading the streets was another important task that had
to be completed before the western neighborhoods could become a fully populated residential
district. In the late nineteenth century, the responsibility for grading and paving fell on the local
landowners. According to a November 1, 1889, article in the San Francisco Examiner, Geary
and Arguello boulevards were the first streets in the area to be paved. Sewage, water, and
electricity soon followed, and by the turn of the century development was clustered around the
principfl transportation lines along California Street, Geary Boulevard, Arguello Boulevard, and
others. '

After the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, most of downtown San Francisco, the South of Market
Area, and parts of the Western Addition and the Mission were in ruins, and many San
Franciscans sought refuge in the erpty parcels on the city’s western edge. Many parcels were
subdivided after the disaster, and houses of all shapes and sizes began to appear in Presidio
Heights and the Richmond District. Upscale development in Presidio Heights spread westward
from Pacific Heights after the earthquake, and due to its proximity to good public transportation
along California Street, Presidio Heights was established as an especially fashionable
neighborhood.5

The increased popularity of the antomobile also helped encourage the development of Presidio
Heights and surrounding neighborhoods, such as Laurel Heights, Pacific Heights, Presidio
Terrace, and the Richmond District, and by the late 1920s, these neighborhoods had been largely
built out with single-family homes with automobile garages.

Tudor Revival Style Architecture

Tudor Revival was a popular architectural style in the United State in the early 20" century.
Deriving its inspiration from easly England, Tudor Revival buildings are reminiscent of
buildings from the 16th-century Tudor moenarchy. Tudor Revival buildings are known for steep,
multi-gabled roofs that feature massive chimneys, constructed of brick or stone and capped with
elaborate chimney pots. The exteriors are clad in brick, stone, or stucco and feature decorative
half-timbering. Mullioned windows are grouped in two, three or four, and most often have

3 Patrick McGrew, Historic Houses of Presidio Terrace (San Francisco: Presidio Terrace Association, 1995), 9-10.
4 Christopher VerPlanck, “Social and Architectural History of the Richmaond District,” San Francisco Apartment
Magazine (December 2000).

> Tbid.
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Narrative Statement of Significance (centinued)

casement sashes as opposed to double-hung. The windows are often glazed with leaded glass that
is multi-paned, with panes sometimes arranged in a diamond paftern. The entryways are often
arched and surrounded by decorative brick or stone work. The Roos House exhibits the
characteristics of Tudor Revival style, however it is Maybeck’s personal interpretation of this
style, rather than a more faithful revival interpretation.

Roos House

The Roos House was a wedding present to Elizabeth Leslie Meyerfield from her father Morris
Meyerfield, a partner in the Orpheum Theatre Circuit Company, upon her marriage to Leon L.
Roos, partner in the San Francisco based Roos Brother’s Clothing Company. Known for
designing buildings that had a theatrical presence, Maybeck’s flait for drama appealed to
Elizabeth Meyerfield. She had accompanied her father on his travels to Burope in search of talent
and these tours gave her a lasting enthusiasm for the theater and theatricality. To create the
theatrical presence that Elizabeth Meyerfield desired, Maybeck “ranged over the architectural
styles freely, picking and choosing forms and motifs™®, drawing inspiration from Tudor and
Gothic architectural styles to create a “work that is unlike that of any other architect.”

Designed just three years after the 1906 San Francisco Earthquake and Fire, Maybeck and Leon
Roos were extremely interested in seismic safety. The house was constructed with an extensive
foundation of wooden piles driven into the hillside, an unusual type of foundation system for
residential construction. Maybeck’s engineer, Herman Kower, carefully calculated the dead
loads on the wooden basement colummns and the detailed drawings illustrate exactly how the
columns were to be bolted to the foundation and tied to the upper floor.® The exterior gives no
indication of the massive foundation within - all the engineering is hidden by decoration. The
result is a building that exhibits sound engineering in conjunction with creative architecture.

Bernard Ralph Maybeck ’

Rernard Ralph Maybeck was bomn on February 7, 1862 in New York City. His father, a
woodcarver, had immigrated to the United States from Germany in 1848 and his mother died
when he was just three years old. After failing several subjects in school, at the age of seventeen
Maybeck was apprenticed to a woodcarver for a short period of time and later went to work in
his father’s woodcarving shop. At eighteen Maybeck’s father sent him to Paris, France to study
furniture design. While there, Maybeck decided to enroll in the prestigious Ecole des Beaux-Arts
to study architecture.

S McCoy, Esther, Five California Architects {Los An geles: Hennessey and Ingalis, 1975), 5.

? Longstreth, Richard, On the Edge of the World: Four Architects in San Franciscoe ai the turn of the Century
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998). :

® Tobriner, Stephen, Bracing for Disaster: Earthquake-Resistant Architecture and Engineering in San Francisco, 1838-
1933 (Berkeley: Heyday Books, 2006) 260-231.
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Narrative Statement of Significance (continued)

In 1886, after more than five years of training at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, Maybeck returned to
New York and began working for former classmate, Thomas Hastings, at the newly founded firm
of Carrére and Hastings. Maybeck worked closely with Hastings on the design of the Ponce de
Leon Hotel in St. Augustine, Florida for Henry M. Flagler. The following year, Maybeck and
Hastings designed a hotel, two churches and a residence in St. Augustine for Flagler.

 In 1888, Maybeck and another former classmate, James Russell, established a practice in Kansas
City. Because of the nationwide economic depression of the late 1880s, they were unable to
obtain any commissions nor find work as dranghtsmen in Kansas City. However, they did meet
architects Willis Jefferson Polk and Mark White, who would later encourage Maybeck to move
to San Francisco. While in Kangas City he was introduced to White’s sister, Annie, whom he
would marry in 1890.

Maybeck moved to San Francisco in 1889 and settled in Berkeley. He got a job as a drafisman in
the office of A. Page Brown in 1891. In 1894, Maybeck accepted a teaching post at the
University of California, Berkeley Department of Drawing where he taught descriptive
geometry. In addition, he also held informal architectural courses at his house where he taught
students such as Julia Morgan, John Bakewell, and Arthur Brown Jr. Out of this beginning grew

the University’s College of Architecture, of which he served as the first chair from 1898 through
1903. In 1901, Maybeck administered an international competition that was sponsored by
Phoebe Apperson Hearst to design a master plan of the University.

In 1902 he opened an architectural office in San Francisco, specializing in houses, churches, and
club buildings. In March 1930, Maybeck received an honorary doctorate from the University of
California, Berkeley. The American Institute of Architecture honored Maybeck twice during his
lifetime — with citation in 1913 and with 2 Gold Medal in 1951. Maybeck died in California on
October 3, 1957 at the age of 95, one year after the death of his wife Annte. o

Maybeck developed an eclectic and personal style combining Spanish mission, Gothic, and
Japanese influences. Hallmarks of Maybeck’s work include use of native woods, large windows,
handerafted details, masterful use of color, and integration with the landscape.

Not only did Maybeck experiment with different architectural forms, but he often chose
materials that were unusual for his time, experimenting with cement, industrial steel sash
windows and cement-asbestos insulation panels. He later tried untested "fireproof" materials
such as bubblestone, a type of aerated cement, and burtap covered in cement gunite.

Tn addition, “Maybeck was profoundly influenced by the indigenous buildings he found in the
Bay Area... Many of his practices came from the indigenous house, whose virtues of plan
orientation, temperature control, and direct use of materials were to later influence a whole
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Narrative Statement of Significance (continued)
California school of architecture”™, known as the First Bay Tradition.

The First Bay Tradition is a unique architectural idiom of the San Francisco Bay Area and an
expression of regional identity. In the late nineteenth century, Bay Area elites, including Bernard
Maybeck, developed a sense of Bay Area living based on contact with and appreciation of the
region’s attractive landscapes and mild climate. From this emerged an architectural style that
expressed eclecticism, cultivation, and appreciation for the physical environment. It incorporated
modernist ideas but retained its essential identity through its use of native woods (particularly
redwood), large windows, and open, airy spaces that allowed comfortable contact with the mild,
clement outdoors.

Richard Longstreth writes that although “Maybeck gave no evidence of striving for distinctly
regional architecture, his work was so unique that is came to be seen as a regional phenomenon.
As such, it has influenced many architects in San Francisco up to the present day. Maybeck
remains the figure with whom Bay Area design is most often identified.”

Most of Maybeck’s early domestic work exhibited a plan developed under a simple gable roof
with exterior walls shingled in wide redwood board and batten. The Roos House can be seen as
an evolution in Maybeck’s personal forms, with an emphasis still on the gable roof but with a
greater concentration of forms borrowed from historic styles as well as an abundance of
ornament on wall surfaces and balcony railings. His use of natural materials and large windows
in the Roos House shows appreciation for the physical environment.

Rather than rejecting the past, Maybeck consistently called upon its forms to give satisfying
shape to the present’ as he did in the Tudor Revival style architecture of the Roos House. At
approximately 9,000 square feet, the Roos House is the largest Tudor Revival style residence
designed by Maybeck. '

Sally Woodbridge writes of Maybeck’s designs in the early 1900s, “Maybeck’s plans were often
rectangular or L-shaped compositions that adjusted to the terrain and he became a master at
stacking volumes of spaces in complex vertical masses. In these plans he frequently treated the
living hall as a separate spatial volume to call attention to its importance. Maybeck obviousty
found the living hall indispensable to creating a congenial setting, for he used it over and over
again in houses large and small, changing materials and colors as he saw fit.”!!

Maybeck later incorporated the use of vivid colors as decorative accents, for example the red

® MeCoy, Esther, Five California Architects (Los Angeles: Hennessey and ingalls, 1975}, 3,
¥ Gray Brechin, Ph.D. hitp://www.maybeck.org/scholars.hamt
U Woodbridge, Sally and Richard Bamnes, Bernard Maybeck: Visionary Architect (New York: Abbeville Press, 1992).
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Narrative Statement of Significance (continued)

backing for some of the light fixtures and doorbell surround, as well as the amethyst velvet on
the doors in the entry hall in the Roos House. He stained wooden structural members with color
to deepen the tone of the shadow, as in the staining of the decorative Gothic quatrefoils used on
the balcony of the Roos House.

The interior of the Roos House balances intimacy with grandeur by juxtaposing certain elements
such as a monumental hearth and cathedral ceilings with intimate alcoves and fine-grain
decorative details. The arrangement of light fixtures suspended at different levels in the living
room gives the impression of the room being Jarger than it really by creating drama in the upper
area. The walls and ceilings of the public rooms on the first floor of the Roos House are clad in
natural redwood, exemplifying the Maybeck’s continued affinity for unadorned natural materials.
Through the use of large windows in the public rooms, Maybeck creates a connection between
indoor and outdoor space. '

Bernard Maybeck’s works listed on the National Register of Historic Places include the Faculty
Club (1900), Berkeley, California; and the First Church of Christ Scientist {1900), Berkeley,
California, which is considered Maybeck’s masterpiece with its Gothic influences, brilliant color,
and interior furnishings designed by the architect. Additional works listed on the National
Register of Historic Places includes Hearst Gymnasium for Women (1927), Berkeley, California,
designed in association with Julia Morgan; Panoramic Hill Historic District (1900-1949),
Berkeley, California, a grouping of small Arts & Crafts residences designed m association with
other architects; Swedenborgian Church (1895), San Francisco, Califomnia, in association other
architects; and the Principia College Historic District (1940), Elsah, Iilinois, a fanciful '

 interpretation of post medieval English village designed in association with Julia Morgan. The
Roos House would be Maybeck’s only Tudor Revival residence located in San Francisco to be
listed on the National Register.

The Roos house meets National Register Criterion C in the area of Architecture and retains
integrity of location, design, seiting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. The
property retains integrity of location, as it has not been moved. It has undergone very few
alterations, all of which were designed by the original architect to be compatible with the
massing, artangement of spaces, colors and materials of the building; therefore retains integrity
of design. Although the rear portion of the lot was sold in 1989, the character of the setting
remains. The use of redwood paneling throughout the first floor public rooms exemplifies the
Maybeck’s affinity for indigenous materials. The extensive foundation system, unusual in
residential construction, is an example of regional building techniques. Workmanship is
expressed in the ornamenta) detailing throughout the property. All these physical features taken
together convey the property’s historic character and give the property its unique feeling and
clearly exhibit its association with Maybeck.
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Narrative Statement of Significance {continued)

The Roos House is an exceptional example of the work of nationally prominent master architect,
Bernard Maybeck, who was one of the key figures in introducing a new architectural movement
to the West Coast. With its steeply pitched roof, massive chimney, decorative half-timbering and
diamond paned windows, the Roos House embodies the distinctive characteristics of Tudor
Revival style of architecture, as interpreted by Maybeck. 1t possesses high artistic value in its
complex vertical massing and intricate Gothic decorative details found in the quatrefoils on the
exterior, light fixtures in the interior and use of local redwood paneling in the public rooms.
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10. Geographical Data

Verbal Boundary Description
All of legal parcel number 0970002 extending 60 feet along Jackson Street and 127.69 feet along
Locust Street.

Boundary Justification _

The boundary includes the residence and garage that have historically been part of the Roes
property. The rear portion of the parcel that originally encompassed the gardens designed by
Maybeck is not included in the verbal boundary description because it was sold in 1989.
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The MTA Budget Controversy at the Supes
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A special Board of Supervisors meeting was held at noon today to discuss whether or not to
reject the Metropolitan Transit Authority’s upcoming budget which relies on 25% fare hikes
to its customers along with reduced service.

The new Board of Supervisors president David Chiu was the first to bring up the idea of
rejection because the Mayor's Office has been using the MTA as its personal cash cow,
authorizing work orders for everything from salaries for Newsom's "environmental” aides to
$80 million in compensation towards the San Francisco Police Department for vague,
undefined, nonexistent security.



The board was split pretty evenly between those who don't give a damn about their
constituents who ride Muni and those who do, so I asked Hope Johnson (above) what was

going to happen. "It all comes down to Sophie Maxweli. She's the swing vote. Everything
else is just posturing.”



As usual, Hope was absolutely correct. Supervisor Avalos, who had marched over to
Nathaniel Ford's offices a couple of weeks ago demanding a more transit-friendly budget,

started off with a grandstanding speech about "Don't Ask, Don't Tell” which didn't make a
lot of allegorical sense.



Then it was time for Nathaniel Ford, the $350,000+ Executive Director of the MTA to tell us
what had changed in the budget since last week's Board of Supervisors meeting, which
turned out to be virtually nothing.

His mendacious presentation, delivered in fluent bureaucratese, was followed by a



presentation from MTA Board Chairman Tom Nolan, who is originally from the Peninsula
where the car is king. {(For some background on how we got here, click here for an article in
Streetsblog by Bryan Goebel and click here for an article by Marc Norton on how the $2 fare

has been planned for years.)

After speeches by Supervisors Ross Mirkarimi, Eric Mar and David Campos on why the MTA
budget was a disaster, Sophie Maxwell stood up and complimented her "colleagues on
feeling so passionate about this subject.” However, she had obviously been "persuaded”
somehow before the meeting to vote with the old power structure, and she then proceeded
to stab her colleagues and all of her constituents in the back.




Supervisor Chris Daly, sitting next to Maxwell, had kept his mouth shut throughout the
entire meeting but his colleague's speech obviously stretched whatever patience he was
displaying so he slipped around the back of the chamber and went to joke quietly with the
press section,

As bad as Maxwell's speech was, the vote and speech from Board President David Chiu was
worse. Since his initial challenge of the MTA budget, Mr. Chiu has been weaseling his votes
this way and that in one committee or another, and today was no different. He started by
prociaiming that he was the only one who didn't have a car and who dependended on Muni
for transportation, and that the Board had managed $30 million in concessions during this
MTA budget controversy which was a new record. In truth, he has been playing both sides
against the middie, and who got shafted were the citizens of San Francisco (click here for
Greg Dewar's rant on this point at N Judah Chronicles).



Whenever I go to City Hall to buy my 25% more expensive Fast Pass every month, I'll be
sure to remember Mr. Chiu and Ms. Maxwell along with Supervisors Bevan Dufty, Sean
Elsbernd, Carmen Chu, and Michaela Alioto-Pier who was smiling and giggling in her
wheelchair during most of the meeting.



Above all, I will be thinking of our phony baloney environmental Mayor Newsom and his
retinue of chauffeurs and guards.

Labels: Gavin Newsom, politics, SF Supervisors
?

POSTED BY SFMIKE AT 3:53 PM



- kimo <kimo: g To Brian Roberts <Brian.Roberis@sfgov.org>

Eiif?cta c%'ssmant: ce Barry Fra§er <Barry.l“~*raser@sfgov.org>, Chris Vein
_ <chris.vein@sfgov.org=, dtis@sfgov.org, Emy Tseng
05/27/2009 01:20 PM <emy.tseng@sfgov.org>, Pro-SF _. » John
Please respond to bee
Kimot 7 ' Subject Re: ARRA Broadband application for San Francisco

Thank you for some reason I thought it was today.

My feedback so far is:

1. SF should advocate for a solution which preserves anonymous free speech - with
library-like safeguards and no logging of activity nor login requirement. Note even the
SF Library no longer requires a login for free WiFi usage.

2. SF should aim to create highspeed upload storefronts or locations in each library branch
to allow people to upload media content which is currently difficult to upload media
content with any reasonable speed from home on an asymetric ds or cable connection
which has much higher download than upload speed. Facilities like this would be use to
independent video makers, public access and anyone uploading content to the SF-based
Internet Archive.org

3. Anywhere broadband is provided, wide usage of open acess access points like Meraki
should be required to allow people in the neighborhood to also use the free signal. In the
same way that all receive benefit from good lighting outside a building.

On Wed, May 27, 2009 at 12:59 PM, Brian Roberts <Brian.Roberts@sfgov.org> wrote:
Dear Mr. Crossman:

The initial public meeting is scheduled for tomorrow 5/28 at the Chinatown
Branch library.

The time and place for the second public meeting will be posted by the end
of the week.

Note that Mr. Vein indicated that there would be a total of 2 or 3 public
meetings.

Sincerely,

Brian Roberts

Policy Analyst

Department of Technology

City and County of San Francisco
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TO: Benjamin Rosenfield, Controller of the City and County of San Francisco 'a\ { ‘«jj/ )
FROM: Trent Rhorer, Executive Director - |

Phil Arnold, Deputy Director for Administration J
SUBJECT:  Proposed FY 2009-10 Human Services Care Fund Budget 5

This memo notifies the Office of the Controller that pursuant to Administrative Code Section
10.100-7(e), the Human Services Commission has approved the Department of Human Services’
projection for the ¥Y 2009-10 Human Services Care Fund budget.

The Care Fund ordinance requires the Department of Human Services to submit to the
Board of Supervisors a plan explaining how the department intends to spend Care Fund
money when it submits any proposed appropriation ordinance in excess of the $11.9 million
cap. The Commission is then to adopt findings and transmit them to the Board of
Supervisors and the Office of the Controller.

The FY2009-10 Care Fund budget is based on a projected average monthly homeless caseload of
418. The Care Fund savings from reduction in CAAP homeless caseload is based on the
following formula: (3,000-418) x 12 months x average maximum grant for each CAAP program,
where 3,000 is the baseline of total homeless CAAP clients established by CNC ordinance. The
Care Fund savings from grant reductions is based on the following formula: average amount
reduced from CAAP grant x 12 months x 418 clients.

Savings from caseload reduction $12,114,275
Savings from grant reduction $ 1,552,106
Total Care Fund $13,666,382

The proposed Human Services Care Fund spending plan of $15,518,739 (see Attachment), which
are supported by $13,666,382 in projected FY09-10 revenues and $1,852,357 in prior-year
unspent revenues, are shown below:

Housing $14,387,608
Services $ 1,131,131
Total $15,518,739

Page 1 of 1
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FILE NO. RESOLUTION NO.

[Approval of FY08-10 Expenditure Plan fbr the Human Services Care Fund]

Resolution approving the FY09-10 Expenditure Plan for the Human Services Care Fund.

WHEREAS, Administrative Code Section 10.100-77 established the Department of
Human Services Care Fund for the purpose of providing housing, utilities, meals and other
services for formerly homeless CAAP recipients; and, |

WHEREAS, If planned annual expenditures from the Human Services Care Fund
exceed $11.9 million, Administrative Code Section 10.100-77(f) requires the Department of
Human Services to submit to the Board of Supervisors a plan explaining how the Department
intends to spend the money; and, |

WHEREAS, The Administrative Code requires the Board of Supervisors to approve the
expendifure plan by resolution before adopting the ordinance appropriating funds for these
expenditures; and,

WHEREAS, The FY09-10 budget for the Department of Human Services includes
proposed expenditures from the Human Services Care Fund in excess of $11.9 million; and,

WHEREAS, The Department of Human Services has submitted to the Board of
Supervisors a FY09»10 expenditure plan for the Human Services Care Fund; now, therefore,
be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves the FY09-10 expenditure
plan for the Human Services Care Fund as submitted by the Department of Human Services

pursuant to Section 10.100-77(f) of the Administrative Code.

Human Services Agency
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : Page 1

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 52172009

dme-03-06




City and County of San Francisco Human Services Agency

Department of Human Services

i . Department of Aging and Adult Services
Gavin Newsom, Mayor

Trent Rhorer, Executive Director

Human Services Care Fund

(Housing First Program)
FY09-10 Expenditure Plan

This expenditure plan for the Human Services Care Fund for FY09-10 is submitted to the
Board of Supervisors pursuant to Section 10-100.77(f) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code. The Administrative Code requires the Department of Human
Services to submit this expenditure plan if annual proposed appropriations from the
Human Services Care Fund exceed $11.9 million. This plan must include estimates of the
amounts to be spent for various purposes, as well as an explanation of who is to benefit
from these expenditures, how many people will benefit, and how the proposed benefits
will be provided.

Planned Expenditures: The FY09-10 budget for the Department of Human Services
includes proposed expenditures from the Human Services Care Fund of $15,518,739 (see
Attachment 1). The proposed expenditures are divided into two general categories:
housing and services. The proposed expenditures are supported by $13,666,382 in
projected FY09-10 revenues and $1,852,357 in prior-year unexpended revenues.

Beneficiaries: The Housing First Program is funded by the Human Services Care Fund.
The beneficiaries of the proposed spending under this plan are homeless and formerly-
homeless CAAP clients of the Department of Human Services. Since the beginning of the
Housing First Program in May 2004, a total of 2,588 homeless and formerly-homeless
CAADP clients have been placed into permanent supportive housing (as of April 24,
2009).

How Benefits Are Provided: Access to the Housing First Program is provided to any
CAAP client listed as being homeless with their assigned CAAP worker. These clients
are offered an opportunity to apply for housing if it is available. Until a housing
placement is made, shelter is offered by the CAAP worker for the time between monthly
homeless verification appointments. Each time the homeless CAAP clients see their
eligibility worker for a monthly homeless verification appointment, their worker checks
to see if housing is available, Additional outreach is done to homeless CAAP clients who
have been using shelter for long periods. As housing opportunities are available,
homeless CAAP clients are referred to the Housing Access Team that provides support
through the screening and placement process. When a client is placed in housing, the
Housing Access Team arranges with the CAAP worker for benefits to be adjusted and
routed correctly, and then notifies both CAAP and Food Stamps of the client’s new
address.

P.0. Box 7988, San Francisco, CA 94120-7988 = (415) 557-5000 = www.sfgov.orgiths



Human Services Agency

Housing First Program FY09-10

REVENUES

FY09-10 Care Fund Revenues $13,666,382
|Prior-Year Unspent Care Fund Revenues $1,852,357

Total Revenues $15,518,739

EXPENDITURES

Housing _
Adlington {St. Vincent) $86,024 |25 units. Summer 2003 start date,
Mary Elizabeth Inn (MEI) $252.864 |33 units. 2/1/05 start date.
McAllister {Conard House) $1,039,859 180 units. 5/3/04 start date,
Alder (ECS) $1,268,107 (116 units. 5/1/06 start date,
Coast Hotel (ECS) $1,232,567 124 units. 5/1/08 start date.
Eim (ECS) $1,064,356 |81 units. 6/15/04 start date.
Hilisdale (ECS) $4,088,081 {84 units. 3/28/05 start date,
Mentone (ECS) $1,041,045 {71 units. 11/15/04 start date
All Star (THC) $691,776 [86 units. 8/1/04 start date,
Boyd (THC) $759,217 182 units. 2/15/2006 start date.
California Drake {THC) $169,183 {51 units. 9/20/03 start date.
Elk (THC) $712,154 |88 units. 6/1/06 start date.
Graystone (THC) $662,954 {74 units. 5/3/04 start date.
Pierre {THC) $758,642 (87 units, 9/6/04 start date.
Royan (THC) $661,036 169 units, Summer 2003 start date.
Union {THC) $652,388 |60 units. 12/15/04 start date.
Aranda (TARC) $1,036,704 110 units. 12/15/2005 start date.

ML MPP Services (THC)

$308,344

Modified Payment Program services provided in CNC
hotels.

PMSS (THC)

$621,607

Property management and suppokt services provided in
CNC hoteis.

Capital Improvements projects

$280,000

Hotel maintenance,

Housing Sub-total $14,387,608
Services
Behavioral Health Roving Team $489,179 [Psychiatrist and Nurse Practitioners.

Citywide Case Management - Roving Team

$581,758

Roving team includes 1 SW supervisor, 1 SW, 1 SW
associate, 2 clinical supervisor, 1 subst abuse spec, 0.10
prgrm dir, 5 case managers, 0.20 clerk.

Methadone maintenance

$40,194

Serves 7 clienis at BAART.

Training

$20,000

Training for shelter case mngrs&ML support counselor,

Services Sub-total

$1,131,131

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$15,518,739

O:APlanning and Budget\Budget\FY07-08\Board of Supes\FY08-10 CNC Budget for Resolution.xls




TG WAY netiobby 1 5

PUBLIC NOTICE 1650 Misston St
Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report for e New Irvington sﬁfiﬂisw,

Tunnel Project . OA 94103-2478

Notice of Public Meetings | g 6378

Planning Department Case No. 2005.0162E Fa. |
. 415.558.540%8
State Clearinghouse No. 2006072085
Planaing

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the San Francisco Planning information:
Department in connection with this project. A copy of the report is available for public review and 413.556.6377
cornment at the Planning Department offices at 1660 Mission Street, 1% Floor Planning Information

Counter, and online at http:/ /www.sfplanning.org/mea. Referenced materials are available for

review by appointment at the Planning Department's office at 1650 Mission Street, 4% Floor {call 415-

558-6378).

Project Description: The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SPFUC) proposes the New
Irvington Tunnel project. The project would be approximately 3.5 miles long, extending west from a
new Alameda West Portal on the west side of the Sunol Valley to a new Irvington Portal in the City
of Fremont. Construction would occur at four work areas: Alameda West Portal (in Sunol Valley),
Sheridan Valley (along Sheridan Road}, Vargas (along Vargas Road adjacent to I-680) and the
Irvington Portal (along Mission Blvd in Fremont). The new tunnel would be located south and
approximately parallel to the existing tunnel, separated by a distance of approximately 100 to 700
feet. The internal diameter of the tunnel would be between 8.5 and 10.5 feet. The depth of the
tunnel would range from approximately 30 feet below ground surface at the portals to 700 feet below
the ground surface of the uplands along the alignment. The tunnel would be excavated using
conventional mining techniques. The tunnel would be excavated from three locations: west from the
Alameda West Portal work area, both east and west from the Vargas work area, and east for an
approximately 500-foot section from the Irvington Portal work area. The project would also include:

° new portals at the Alameda West Portal and the Irvington Portal work areas;

> construction of two pipelines (300 feet and 800 feet respectively} from the manifold pipe at
the new [rvington Portal to connect to other parts of the water system;

= replacement of two existing bridges over Alameda Creek with new permanent bridges;

e ancillary project components including security improvements at the existing portals,
permanent access roads; valves and valve lots; and new and replacement fencing;

*  temporary construction facilities including temporary access roads and bridges, power lines,
equipment staging areas, dewatering and water treatment facilities; and

¢ hauling and placement of excess tunnel and trench spoils.

The new tunnel would provide a redundant regional connection between the SFPUC’s Alameda

Siphons and Coast Range Tunnel {water pipelines) to the east in the Sunol Valley and the Bay
Division Pipelines (BDPLs) system to the west in the City of Fremont.

i b o, e
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This EIR tiers from the Program EIR (PEIR) prepared for the SFPUC's Water System Improvement
Program (WSIP), State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 and online at
www.sfplanning.org/mea. The proposed project is a component of the SFPUC's WSIP. As a
component of the WSIP, it contributes to the impacts that the WSIP, as a program, may have on the
environment.

The DEIR identified that significant impacts may occur to aesthetics; air quality; bioclogical resources;
cultural resources; geology, soils and seismicity; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and
water quality; land use; noise and vibration; recreation; transportatioic and circulation; mineral and
energy resources; agricultural resources; and utilities and service systems. Most impacts would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels; however, a significant impact that may not be avoided
through feasible mitigation measures was identified for paleontological resources. The DEIR
identifies that, with mitigation, the project would not have cumulatively considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts when viewed in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects.

As stated, the proposed project is one of several improvement projects that comprise the SFPUC’s
WSIP. Implementation of the WSIP would support growth in the SFPUC service area, thereby
contributing indirectly to environmental impacts caused by that growth. Because the proposed
project is part of the WSIP and would contribute to the WSIP’s growth inducement impact, the project
therefore would contribute to the significant and unavoidable program-level impacts associated with
growth inducement. In addition, the proposed project as part of the WSIP, could contribute to the
following significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from implementation of the WSIP: effects on
fishery resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir in San Mateo County; and effects on stream flow in
Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras Creek. All other
impacts resulting from implementation of the WSIP can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

A public hearing on this Draft EIR and other matters has been scheduled by the City Planning
Commission for Thursday, July 9, 2009, in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102, beginning at 1:30 p.m. or later. (Call 415-558-6422 the week of the hearing for a
recorded message giving a more specific time). A public meeting will be held on: Wednesday, June
24, 2009, Fremont Main Library, Fukaya Room B, 2400 Stevenson Blvd., Fremont, CA 94538. The
Fremont public meeting will begin promptly at 6:30 p.m. Representatives will be available to
answer questions at the Fremont public meeting beginning at 6:00 p.m. '

Public comments will be accepted from June 1, 2009, until July 16, 2009, at 5:00 p.m. Written
comments should be addressed to Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or provided via fax to
415-558-6409, or by email to steve.smith@sfgov .org. Comments received at the public hearing and in
writing will be responded to subsequently in a Comments and Responses document. If you have
any questions about the environmental review of the proposed project, please call the EIR
Coordinator, Steve Smith, at 415-558-6373.

v sfplanning,org e & IR
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MEMORANDUM
May 18, 2009
To: Supervisor David Chiu, Board President
From: Edwin M. Lee, City Administrator and Capital Planning Committee
Copy: Members of the Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board .
Capital Planning Committee { -
Regarding: Recommendation on the November 2009 Safe Streets & Road Repair General j
Obligation Bond i T “J

In accordance with Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on May 18, 2009, the Capital
Planning Committee (CPC) rev1ewed one action item under consideration by the Board of
Supervisors. The CPC's recommendatlons on these items are set forth below as well as a
record of the members present.

1. Board File Number 090585:  Potential amendment to increase the principal
amount of the Safe Streets and Road Repair Bond
by $20,000,000 to include Utility Undergrounding.

Recommendation: Recommend approval of the following:

(1) Explicitly identify Utility Undergrounding as a
possible element of streetscape improvements;

(2) Establish policy in bond that any major streefscape
improvement project will include undergrounding,
where overhead wires exist; and

(3)-Increase total amount of streetscape funds in bond,
and thereby the total amount of the bond, by
$20,000,000 to allow for more undergroundmg
capacity (up to 5 miles).

Comments: : The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote
of 7-0, with one abstention.

Committee members or representatives in favor
include Edwin M. Lee, City Administrator; Nadia
Sesay, Controller’s Office; Gigi Whitley, Mayor’s
Office; Ed Reiskin, Department of Public Works; John
Rahaim, Planning Department; Tina Olson, Port of San.
Francisco; and Cindy Nichols, San Francisco
International Airport.

-
™,

Committee members abstaining include David Chiu,
Board of Supervisors President.




San Francisco Muni Acceséibiiity Advisory Council

¢fo SFMTA
1 South Van Ness, 7" floor #7404, San Francisco, CA 94103
ph: {415) 701-4485 fax: {415) 701-4728 TTY: {415) 701-4730
\ May 26, 2009
David Chiy, President : P
Board of Supervisors e A3
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 ”x\ !' ‘I

San Francisco CA 94102-4689
Dear President Chiu:

t am writing today on behalf of the Muni Accessibility Advisory Committee regarding the proposed
discontinuance of the 89 Laguna Honda. The Muni Accessibillty Advisory Committee {MAAC) has been
advising Muni for over 25 years on providing quality service to seniors and people with disabilities. Though
we are strongly concerned about many of the proposed service cuts due to the fiscal emergency, we are
particularly distressed by the lack of planning for the transference of the 89 Laguna Honda to Department of
Public Health. To deny service to Laguna Honda would constitute a breach of faith with the senior and

disabled community.

MAAC recognizes the severity of the budget constraints that Muni is facing, and we know that there are
many difficult decisions that must be made. However, proposing the removal of the 89 without a plan for
replacement service is unacceptable for our committee. For many MAAC members, the 89 is the only means
of accessing our doctors and friends and providing service to the critically ill residents of Laguna Honda
Hospital . Already, there are strong concerns about safe access 1o the hospital, as there are no sidewalks that
are wide enough to accommodate the typical wheelchair, and requires mobility device users to share the
roadway with cars. Further, for many, the hill is too steep 1o access for those using mobility devices, such as
wheelchairs or scooters. The 89 is the only method of safely accessing the hospital for those who cannot or
choose not to drive. Laguna Honda is a huge hospital that is used by many, including independent living
facilities, long-term care residents, and Health at Home sarvices. The 89 serves as a irreplaceable connection
to the city both for all the residents and the people who come to assist them. '

Roland Wong, a MAAC member and others have proposed a number of solutions that do not involve cutting
the 89 line, including extending the 36 Teresita to Laguna Honda, MAAC would like to ensure that a
replacement service is planned for and in place prior.to the discontinuance of the 89, and strongly advocates
that the Board of Supervisors supports the continuation of service to Laguna Honda Hospital and require'that
it is planned prior to any elimination of existing bus service. Please contact us at randallglock@gmail.com if

you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely yours,

ARandallL-Glock, MAAC Chair Elizabfeth Dawson, MAAC Vice-Chair

cc: SFMTA Board
Mayor's Office on Disability




Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector

City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 140
San Francisco, CA 94102

JOSE CISNEROS, Treasurer
Phone: (415) 554-4478

GEORGE PUTRIS, Tax Administrator
Phone: (415) 554-4874

May 29, 2009

Angela Calvilio

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

San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: 2008 Tax Credit Annual Report

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

The Tax Administrator, pursuant to the provisions of the San Francisco Business and Tax
Regulations Code, herewith submits the annual report of businesses that filed for tax credits for
the 2008 calendar year. This year the report covers the Enterprise Zone Tax Credit only.

Schedule A of the report summarizes for the 2008 calendar year the number of firms filing for
the credit, the total San Francisco employees, the number of eligible employees, and the
amount of tax credit claimed. The total number of firms claiming the Enterprise Zone tax credits
is 20. San Francisco firms reported 329 employees that qualify for this tax credit.

Schedule B of the report compares each of the tax credits by tax years from 2006 through
2008.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact me at (415) 554-4874.
Very truly yours,

George W. Putris
Tax Administrator

cG: José Cisneros '
San Francisco Public Library

Attachments




TAX COLLECTOR'S ANNUAL REPORT

Schedule _A

TAX CREDITS
CALENDAR YEAR 2008
| No. of

Type of Tax Credit No. of Firms Total SF Eligible ~ Total
' Filing Employees | Employees | Tax Credit
Enterprise Zone (approved) 8 588 5118 13,905
Enterprisé Zone (pending approval)* 12 4,503 278 1$ 130,720
Total 20 5,101 320 $ 144,625

* Pending taxpayers submission of vouchers, signed affidavit, or worksheet to support their claim

for the 2008 Enterprise Zone Tax Credit.

May 29, 2009
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector

~City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 140
San Francisco, CA 94102

JOSE CISNEROS, Treasurer

Phone: (415) 554-4478

GEORGE PUTRIS, Tax Admynistrator
Phone: (415) 554-4874

¢ ,}' .
Y.

May 29, 2009

=2
Angela Calvilio ' ' \ :
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: 2008 Biotechnology Exclusion Annual Report
Dear Ms. Calvillo,

The Tax Administrator, pursuant to the provisions of the San Francisco Business énd Tax '
Regulations Code, herewith submits the annual report of businesses that filed for the
biotechnology exclusion for the 2008 calendar year.

Schedule A of the report summarizes for the 2008 calendar year the number of firms filing for
the exclusion, their fotal San Francisco employees, the number of eligible employees, and the
amount of biotechnology payroll exclusion claimed. Eight firms claimed the biotechnology
exclusion in the amount of $24,333,555. The San Francisco firms reported 231 employees that
qualify for the exclusion. Compared to the preceding year, calendar year 2008 resulted in an
increase of 16 jobs in the biotechnology business sector in the City. Schedule B of the report
summarizes the biotechnology exclusion for calendar years 2006 through 2008.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact me at (415) 554-4874.
Very truly yours,

George W. Putris

Tax Administrator

oe: José Cisneros
San Francisco Public Library

Altachments




TAX COLLECTOR'S ANNUAL REPORT

Scheduie A

BIOTECHNOLOGY EXCLUSION
CALENDAR YEAR 2008
No. of New Total Payroll
Year No. of Firms | Total SF Eligible Bioiechnoiogy Tax
' Filing Employees| Employees Exclusion Exciuded

2008 8 237 231 $ 24,333,655 | § 365,003

2007 7 216 215 $ 21,274,886 | 319,123
Increase 1 22 16 $ 3,058,669 | $ 45,880

May 29, 2009



TAX COLLECTOR'S ANNUAL REPORT
BIOTECHNOLOGY PAYROLL EXCLUSION
FOR CALENDAR YEARS 2006 THRU 2008

Schedule B

Biotechnology
# of Firms | Total S.F. | # of Eligible Payroli Payoll Tax
Year Filing Employees | Employees Exclusion Excluded
2006 6 163 163 $ 16,796,200 251,954
2007 7 216 215 $ 21,274,886 319,123
2008 8 237 231 ] 24,333,555 365,003

May 29, 2009



Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector

City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 140
San Francisco, CA 94102

JOSE CISNEROS, Treasurer

Phone: (415) 354-4478

GEORGE PUTRIS, Tax Administrator
Phone: (415) 554-4874

May 29, 2009
2
Angela Calvillo ' ; =
Clerk of the. Board of Supervisors i
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place < b
City Hall, Room 244 ‘ ? r
San Francisco, CA 94102 h
-
Subject: 2008 Clean Energy Technology Business Exclusion Annual Report :;
Dear Ms. Calvillo, vt

The Tax Administrator, pursuant to the provisions of the San Francisco Business and Tax
Regulations Code, herewith submits the annual report of businesses that filed for the clean

energy technology business exclusion for the 2008 calendar year. The clean energy
technology exclusion was effective January 1, 2006.

Schedule A of the report summarizes for the 2008 calendar year the number of firms filing for
the exclusion, their total San Francisco employees, the number of eligible employees, and the
amount of clean energy exclusion claimed. Six firms claimed the clean energy technology
business exclusion in the amount of $15,127,037. The San Francisco firms reported an
increase of 129 employees in the clean energy technology business sector compared to the

previous calendar year. Schedule B of the report summarizes the clean energy exclusion for
calendar years 2006 through 2008.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact me at (415) 5654-4874.

Very fruly yours,

George Putris
Tax Administrator

e Joseé Cisneros
San Francisco Public Library

Attachments




TAX COLLECTOR'S ANNUAL REPORT
CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY EXCLUSION

Schedule A

CALENDAR YEAR 2008
No. of Total Payroll
Year No. of Firms Total SF Eligible Clean Energy Tax
Filing Employees | Employees Exclusion Excluded
2008 6 167 160 3 15,127,037 |1 $ 226,906
2007 2 31 31 $ 2,386,129 | $ 35,792
Increase 4 136 129 $ 12,740,908 | § 191,114

May 2¢, 2009



Schedule B

TAX COLLECTOR'S ANNUAL REPORT
CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY EXCLUSION
FOR CALENDAR YEARS 2006 THRU 2008

No. of Total No. of Total _
Year Firms S.F. Eligible Clean Energy | Payroll Tax

Filing Employees Employees Exclusion Excluded
2006 2 24 24 $ 1,626,900 | $ | 22,904
2007 2 31 31 $ 2,386,129 | & 35,792
2008 6 - 167 160 $ 15,127,037 1 § 226,906

May 29, 2009



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PUBLIC NOTICE

Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report for Sunol Valley
Water Treatment Plant Expansion and Treated Water Reservoir

Planning Department Case No. 2006.0137E
State Clearinghouse No. 2007082014

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the San Francisco
Planning Department in connection with this project. A copy of the report is available for
public review and comment at the Planning Department offices at 1660 Mission Street, 1t
Floor Planning Information Counter, and online at http://www .sfplanning.org/mea.
Referenced materials are available for review by appointment at the Planning
Department's office at 1650 Mission Street, 4% Floor. (Call 415-558-6378)

Project Description: The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) proposes
the Sunol Valley Water Treatment Plant (SVWTP) Expansion and Treated Water
Reservoir project. The proposed project is located in an unincorporated portion of
Alameda County in the Sunol Valley. The entire project site occurs on SFPUC managed
land and is contained within the SFPUC’s Alameda watershed. The nearest community is
the Town of Sunol, located 4.8 miles north of the project site.

The primary components of the proposed project would include:

AE

¢ construction of an additional flocculation and sedimentation basin, a new 17.5 f
million-gallon treated water reservoir, a new chlorine contact tank and associated
water treatment facilities, and

e construction of new effluent pipelines within the SVWTP and a new 78-inch pipeline
connecting the new treated water reservoir to the existing 78-inch plant discharg
pipeline, which transports water from the plant to the existing Alameda Siphons,
(where treated water enters the water transmission systemy).

The proposed project would improve treatment reliability by increasing the plant’s’
sustainable capacity to 160 million gallons per day. The proposed project would also
meet the California Department of Public Health requirement for the SFPUC to provide
additional treated water storage capacity at the plant.

This EIR tiers from the Program EIR {PEIR) prepared for the SFPUC's Water System
Improvement Program (WSIP), State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, available for review
at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
and online at www.sfplanning.org/mea. The proposed project is a component of the
SFPUC's WSIP. As a component of the WSIP, it contributes to the impacts that the WSIP,
as a program, may have on the environment.

www.sfplanning.org /

1650 Mission St
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2478

Receptios:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Pianning
Information:
415.558.6377




The DEIR identified that significant impacts may occur to aesthetics, cultural resources,
transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, recreation, utilities and
service systems, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, hazards and
hazardous materials, and agricultural resources. All impacts would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures. Further, the
DEIR identifies that with mitigation, the project would not have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts when viewed in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

As stated, the proposed project is one of several improvement projects that comprise the
SFPUC’s WSIP, Implementation of the WSIP would support growth in the SFPUC service
area, thereby contributing indirectly to environmental impacts caused by that growth.
Because the proposed project is part of the WSIP and would contribute to the WSIP’s
growth inducement impact, the project therefore would contribute to the significant and
unavoidable program-level impacts associated with growth inducement. In addition, the
proposed project as part of the WSIP, would contribute to the following significant and
unavoidable impacts resulting from implementation of the WSIP: effects on fishery
resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir in San Mateo County; and effects on stream flow
in Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras Creek.
All other impacts resulting from implementation of the WSIP can be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level.

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the Planning
Commission for Thursday, July 9 in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
beginning at 1:30 p.m. or later (call 415-558-6422, the week of the hearing for a recorded
message giving a more specific time). An additional public hearing will be held at Sunol
Glen Elementary School, 11601 Main Street, Sunol, CA 94586 on June 30, 2009 at 7:00 pm.
Representatives will be available to answer questions beginning at 6:30 p.m.

Public comments will be accepted from June 3 to July 17, 2009. Written comments
should be addressed to: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or
provided via fax to 415-558-6409, or by email to brett.becker@sfgov.org. Comments
received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to subsequently in a
comments and responses document. If you have any questions about the environmental
review of the proposed project, please call the EIR Coordinator, Brett Becker, at 415-575-
9045.

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

[x*]
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Parkmerced

SAT BRATCISCS, CALIEORIIA ‘

Gesigrist iy Thomas Church
Wit Salvert Sy ston

STOPNIN THE RE_URBANIZATION + COMMERCIALIZATION OF THE PARKMERCED L ANDSCAPE!

SAY NO TO “GREEN-$-GREED” AND DEMAND THE EQUAL DEVELOPMENT OF NEW AFFORDABLE RENTAL
HOUSING WITH OPEN SPACE AND AMMENITIES IN DEVELOPMENTS BEING BUILT CITYWIDE!!!

® The Cultural Landscape Foundation (T.C.L.F.) www.tclf.org President Charles Birnbaum -
"The site is without question of national significance, and is likely eligible to the national register of historic
places, + a potential national historic landmark candidate, an elite group of less than 2,600 such propetties
in america’ Parkmerced was nominated as a “Marvel of Moderism” Landscapes @ Risk 2008. '

» DOCOMOMO - (Documentation of the Modern Movement) Andrew Wolfram- issued a memo on the

. 8FSU plan regarding the uniqueness of Parkmerced as “one of the most important modern movement sites
in SF.” Noting Parkmerced as a “rare" example of Thomas Churches largest public works, which is not
found anywhere else in the country. He also noted that "scrapping” all the existing buildings, roads, and
gardens cannot be called sustainable or green. "The urban landscape of parkmerced was created as an
integral function to the primary use, housing. lts significance lies in the further development of the amefican
version of the garden city ideas by Leonard Schulize in close cooperation with Thomas Dotliver Church, and
church's designed integration of the individual sites, + execution of the garden courts, public open spaces,
and street system using new forms and native plants in the individual and unigue courtyards of parkmerced.
The inclusion of patkmerced in our historical preservation sites of the country, will help raise awareness of
the significance of modern landscape design, essential housing, and masterplanned communities in the
united stats for our nation's cultural heritage”

° The National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) — Anthea Hartig PhD, Western Region Director -
"The national trust considers parkmerced a potentially significant example of mid twentieth century
residential housing + fandscape design, we believe that any projects proposed in the SFSU campus master
plan with the potential to impact parkmerced should undergo further environmental analysis through a
project EIR, rather tahn the programmatic cultural resource mitigation plan outlined in the environmental
documents... The EIR for the SFSU Masterplan is limited in its acknowledgement of the potential historical
significance of the parkmerced development, the document confines discussion of the property solely to
buildings controlled by SFSU and offers no information about the potential for the entirety of parkmerced to
constitute a historic district, similarily the document makes not mention of the potential significance of site
planning or landscape features associated with parkmerced.” - Memo to Ms. Roberta Achtenberg Chair CSU
Board of Trustees —

The Parkmerced Residents Organization (P.R.0.) www.parkmercedresidents.org - P.O. Box 27603 San Francisco, CA
94127-06509 Voice Mail (415) 267.3961




+10,000,000 gross square feet proposed of increased density

+240,000 gsf of commercial space (SFSU Masterplan also proposes increased cormercial on Holloway +
Buckingham) We have Stonestown, Ocean Ave, West Portal, Westlake, Lakeside, Daly City? Do we really
need more?

-400,000+ gsf of open space Open space loss in the NOP is incorreetly noted by ignoring the lands sold off
prior (Parkmerced was 191 acres) and the internal interior courtyards, both hardscape and softscape
square footages that are not indicated as calculated in the overall gsf lost fo development.

Unsustainable TOTAL tear-down of all town-house units even those that have been renovated,
including the removal of all the Jandscape areas.

No alternatives or options have been developed/proposed in 200 meetings to tenants and
community organizations!!! {We have consistently asked for options that respect the original design

and layout of the landscape designs.)

Lack of new rental housing being built citywide that includes open spabe, and amenities. The city Is in
non-compliance with the 2004 Housing Eferment and General Plan Section 8.1 that denotes the need for

“options” in home ownership including RENTAL HOUSINGIHH!

- SFSU masterplan ignored community impacts on our community center, open space, housing, and
transportation/parking in their EIR, and MOU negotiatied with the city of SF.

The SFMTA Muni TEP consistently erodes public transit for parkmerced to instigate a new developer
backed transit re-routing that does not improve the speed, capacily or efficiency of muni. The 17-
Parkmerced is a lifeline for many seniors, families, students, working class citizens, and disabled residents
and its reduction in services amount o non-compliance with the general plan and charter to provide
communities with access to public transit.

Both the SFSU Masterplan and the Parkmerced ‘vision” plan EIR’s are programmatic, and ignore the
effects on the masterplanned community of parkmerced in outlining only a portion of the overall
masterplanned community of parkmerced, and have both ignored and not provided information on the
current impact on rental housing in SF in the last 10 years due to SFSU land purchases, and citywide lack of
rental housing in all neighborhoods being integrated and dispersed equally.

Stellar Management states the deterioration is “beyond repair’, yet they repainted and repaired units, without
any proof or documentation of wide-spread deterioration. Proper maintenance preservation, restoration, and
renovations which create high paying jobs and labor infensive work that can save these units for 20+ years.

The promotion by the Parkmerced owners of "life-style” change vs. substantive essential housing in
SF. Parkmerced management consistently advertises Parkmerced as “uxury living” We need essential
housing not imagery and lifestyle improvements. The need to preserve parkmerced as what they were built
for essential rental housing in SF, has not been shown as a concern by the cily, developers, bankers (see
Predatory Equity Lending) and the creation of housing by the SF architects and building community. The
planning department consistently caters to these developments, and "befler-neighborhood plans” at the
expense of true neighborhood based pians, and planning that would provide the essential housing for our
communities and future residents in a sustainable way. Providing options that discuss the partial demolition
of units or carefull added density through parking removal, and low-rise block insertion throughout
parkmerced should be a mitigation measure, complete protection and local/state/national landmarking is
also an option that should be reviewed adequately and given time to review and acquire. Demand an option,
riot complete demolition, Preserve Parkmerced, it represents the cily of san francisco’s initial reponse fo
transit oriented development and rental housing needs.

PLEASE ATTEND THE SCOPING HEARING + REMIND THE DEVELOPERS, INVESTORS, AND CITY OFFICIALS
THAT PARKMERCED WAS BUILT BY THE PEOPLE AND FOR THE PEOPLE! ESSENTIAL HOUSING IS CRITICAL
FOR LOCAL WORKING CITIZENS AND NOT PIED_A_TERRE'S FOR OUT_OF_TOWNERS. THE LANDSCAPE +
OPEN SPACE 15 THE ONE FEATURE THEY HAVE NOT RUINED TO DATE, BUT HAVE ALREADY STARTED
WORKING ON!II! DEMAND A HALT TO SUCH TACTICS AND PREVENT ONGQING SOCIO-ECONOMIC
DISPLACEMENT OF TENANTS AND THE ADDITIONAL LOSS OF ESSENTIAL WELL BUILT RENTAL HOUSING IN
SF, AND THE INTEGRITY OF A POSSIBLE NATIONAL LANDMARK CANDIDATE. THE SCOPING HEARING IS
JUNE 8TH AT THE YMCA ANNEX @ STONESTOWN 6-8PM

The Parkmerced Residents Organization (P.R.0.) www.parkmercedresidents.org - P.O. Box 27609 San Francisco, CA
94127-0609 Voice Mail (415) 26?.396 1
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Trent Rhorer, cutive Director

May 22, 2009

Angela Cavillo, Clerk

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, #244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

On behalf of the San Francisco Task Force on Residential Treatment for Youth in Foster
Care, and as required by Ordinance No. 241-08, Sec. 4.500 (¢) (1), enclosed is the report
on the interim plan to coordinate all foster care placement improvement plans among
Juvenile Probation, Department of Public Health, and Human Services Agency for
children and youth in need of high-end residential treatment. This is the first of two
reports required by the Ordinance; the second report, which is due in October 2009, will
outline a plan to coordinate the existing placement sysiems across the three public
agencies for children in need of high-end residential treatment.

The Task Force has laid solid groundwork for continued agency collaboration in serving
these children and youth. Please let me know if you have questions.

Sincerely,

A
Trent Rhorer
Executive Director

Enclosure

P.0. Box 798%, San Francisco, CA 84120-7988 = (415) 557-5000 » www.sfhsa.org/




Providing the right help, at the right t:ir}}a i the right pface for San Francisco’s children and youth with severe emotional and
behavioral disabilities and their families

Initial Report to the Board of Supervisors
May 6™, 2009

Introduction - The Instructions from the Board

By Ordinance 241-08, the Board of Supervisors established the San Francisco Task Force on
Residential Treatment for Youth in Foster Care to address care for San Francisco’s higher
need children and youth in the foster care system. The specific focus of the Task Force was
to address the need for improving the safety, well-being and permanency of children and
youth who are currently being placed outside of their homes in high-end group homes as
required by both federal and state statutes through:

o A vision and a transition plan for a new baseline system of agency coordination that
will improve San Francisco’s out of home placement system and ensure the best
possible out-of-home treatment and outcomes for San Francisco children and youth;
and,

s Development of a staged implementation plan that will improve the out-of-home
placement system through coordination among the Juvenile Probation Department,
the Department of Public Health, the Human Services Agency, and the agencies that
provide residential treatment services for youth.

In addressing these needs the Task Force was instructed to recognize that:

» There is a significant demand for specialized out-of-home treatment, including
therapeutic foster care homes, short-term residential group home care, hospital
diversion, and group homes to serve children and youth with higher need problems,
including mental illness and debilitating emotional distress;

e The ultimate goal for all San Francisco out-of-home placements is to ensure that
children and youth, wherever possible, are safely placed within their own
community, that placements are individualized, family and youth guided, least
restrictive, family and community based, clinically appropriate, and culturally and
linguistically relevant;



Family reunification and return to a safe home-like setting as soon as possible is the
goal; and,

That adequate support is provided to foster care parents and other foster care
providers. -

The Ordinance stated that the Task Force should consist of the following members:

@

The Director of J uvenile Probation, or his or her designee;
The Director of HSA, or his or her designee,
The Director of DPH, or his or her designee;

The Director of the City’s Department of Children, Youth and Their Families, or his
or her designee;

The San Francisco Public Defender, or his or her designee;

Six community members, who were to be appointed by and serve at the pleasure of
the Board of Supervisors. Four were to be Executive Directors of San Francisco
mental health service providers; with an emphasis on providers that serve youth in a
residential setting designated as RCL level 12 or 14. The other two community
members were to be former foster children, current or former foster parents, or the
parents or guardians of current or former foster children.

The remaining two positions on the Task Force were to be filled by mviting the
Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified School District, or his or her designee,
and the Supervising Judge of the Unified Family Court of the San Francisco Superior
Court, or his or her designee, to participate as full voting members. If either or both
of these officials were unable to participate, the Board of Supervisors was to appoint
another individual with expertise in the relevant area — the operation of the SFUSD
and the Unified Family Court - as necessary to fill the vacant seats on the Task
Force.'

The Ordinance charged the Task Force with developing the following documents for review
and possible adoption by the Board of Supervisors: :

L]

Within six months of the effective date of the Ordinance, a report on an interim plan
to coordinate all foster care placement improvement plans among Juvenile
Probation, DPH, and HSA, a report on an interim plan to coordinate all placements
made by Juvenile Probation, DPH and HSA for San Francisco children and youth in
need of high-end residential treatment, and a progress report to inform the 2009-2010
budget process.

I A list of the current voting membership of the Task Force is included as Appendix A.



' o  Within nine months of the effective date of the Ordinance, a transition plan to bring
San Francisco’s higher need children and youth currently in higher level placements
outside San Francisco back to their home communities whenever possible; and

o Within one year of the effective date of the Ordinance, a plan to coordinate existing
placement system improvements in the foster care system, a permanent plan to
coordinate all placements made by Juvenile Probation, DPH and HSA for San
Francisco children and youth in need of high end residential treatment for mental

- iliness and severe emotional distress, and a permanent maintenance plan for the new
coordinated system of placement services for San Francisco youth.

The Ordinance was passed in its final form on October 21, 2008. The Task Force held its
first meeting on December 3, 2008, and has continued to meet each month thereafter. In its
deliberations the Task Force has reviewed data on San Francisco's patterns of group home
utilization, contacted other counties to learn more about how they coordinate high-end
placements and services, conducted a detailed analysis of the current placement
coordination efforts in San Francisco, and developed a plan for streamlining placement
coordination among and across DPH, HSA and Probation. Besides the monthly meetings
of the Task Force as a whole, a smaller work group has been meeting regulatly to prepare
concepts and materials for Task Force review.

This document contains the three reports required by the Ordinance after the first six
months of the Task Force’s operations:

e An interim plan to coordinate the foster care placement improvement plans within
Probation, DPH and HSA;

o An interim plan to coordinate all placements made by the three agencies in high-end
residential treatment;

s A progress report to inform the budget process.

Overview — The Focus of this Initial Report to the Board

The chain of events that leads to the recommendation to use an out of home placement to
meet a child or youth’s needs is different in each of San Francisco's child serving agencies.
While some of the underlying behavioral health needs of children and youth in each of the
systems are similar — especially for children and youth who are exhibiting the highest level
of challenges - each agency has a different mandate, operates under different statutes and
regulations, has different authority, and addresses different child and family situations.

For this reason, efforts to improve the effectiveness of each system’s placement decision-
making process must be grounded in the context of that particular system while taking into
consideration that each of the three placement processes ultimately tap into the same pool of
high-end resources.



Over the past year each of the three departments has devoted significant energy to
improving its placement decision-making processes to insure that community-based
interventions are used whenever possible, and that when placements are necessary children
and youth and their families are matched with the resource most likely to help them achieve
and sustain positive outcomes.

The effort is two pronged. First, the departments are working together to align and improve
their individual decision-making processes, and to develop improved collaborative forums
for making decisions about the best responses when children, youth and families have
complex needs that span multiple systems. This work has been productive and is already
resulting in more creative responses to the needs of individual child, youth and family
situations. The new arrangements for inter-departmental review and decision-making are
also providing a platform for long-term planning about system changes that will accomplish
the ultimate goal of reuniting children and youth with their families and communities. The
refinement and restructuring of the intra and inter-departmental planning about the use of
high level placement and services is the focus of this initial report to the Board of
Supervisors.

However, the departments realize that these enhanced decision-making and planning
processes will only be effective on a large scale if the quality of the information available to
those forums is also improved. To this end all three departments have also been gathering
and analyzing data about where children and youth are placed, what their needs are, how
many are out of county and out of state and why they could not have been placed in county,
what the trends in placement and other resource utilization have been over the past 5 years
and where they seem to be heading, and most importantly, what specific steps can be taken
to decrease out of county and out of state placements and help San Francisco’s children and
youth with the highest level of needs achieve and sustain safe, stable and nurturing
connections with their families and our community.

The next report requested by the Board of Supervisors, due in three months, will present this
data and the plan for continuing the process of bringing San Francisco’s remaining out of
county and out of state children back home. That report will explain in more detail the
nature of the needs and situations that still require placements far from San Francisco, and
the resources that are being developed to respond to this challenge.

Part One:  The Interim Plaﬁ for Coordinating Foster Care Placement Improvement
Plans within Probation, DPH and HSA.

DPH - State and federal special education faw and regulations control the means by which
DPH through its Community Behavioral Health Services (CBHS) office implements high-
end group home placements. The decision is based on an assessment and report prepared
according the requirements of the special education Individual Education Plan (IEP) and
the planning process established in AB 3632, can also be driven by advocacy by the parents
of the child or youth, and is ultimately determined by an administrative hearing officer or a
subsequent court action. DPH does not have the authority to change anything about the
process itself. However, it has taken steps to make the process better informed by using



improved tools and techniques to assess the behavioral health needs of referred children,
and by making more and better community-based resources available as alternatives to high-
end, out of home and out of state placements.

Often at this level of need the question is how to provide an effective alternative to
psychiatric hospitalization. CBHS has completed a significant reorganization in its
structure, operations and resources to accomplish improvements in this area:

o It has redesigned its behavioral health crisis response system for children and youth
to provide more rapid and effective services during the critical hours and days
following a dramatic event in a child or youth's life. By providing immediate
stabilization, assessment, triage, support and case management in these moments,
the need for extended hospitalization or residential placement can frequently be
avoided.

o (CBHS has adopted a standardized, objective, and validated tool for assessing the
emotional and behavioral needs of children and youth that allows a far more precise
determination of the level and nature of services that match with those needs. The
CANS (Child and Adolescent Need and Strengths Assessment) has demonstrated
good reliability and validity in identifying and differentiating those children and
youth whose needs can be met in the community from those who require
residentially based treatment. CBHS has also linked with the child welfare and
probation offices to improve consistency in behavioral health assessments across
departments.

e The case management and intensive community support service components of
CBHS have been restructured to increase consistency, coordination and
effectiveness, so that families are better able to access the resources they need to keep
children and youth with complex needs at home. In addition, several changes have
been made to increase family voice and involvement, which has a direct impact on
improving child and youth outcomes. Evidence-based practices such as Trauma-
Focused Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy, Incredible Years, and Parent-Child
Interaction Therapy have been promulgated through the outpatient services division
and are helping to prevent placements or reduce the duration of placements.
Therapeutic Behavioral Services have been made available to children and youth
across all of the systems to help reduce the need for high level placements by working
intensively with children, youth and their families to replace entrenched negative
behaviors with pro-social alternatives.

Although CBHS is the primary case management resource for a number of children or
youth and their families, more frequently the agency is a partmer with Probation or HSA in
helping to address the complex, multi-system needs that high level children and youth and
their families in those systems present. This is because even if a child or youth is a ward or
dependent of the court and under the supervision of Probation or HSA, the behavioral
health components of that child’s plan of care usually require that the provider have a
contract with CBHS and develop and implement a treatment plan in compliance with the
federal and MediCAL requirements. In addition, authorization by CBHS is required by



statute before a child or youth can be placed in an RCL level 14 group home, or in the
Community Treatment Facility (CTF). CBIIS has been working in collaboration with HSA
and Probation to improve effectiveness in decision-making, communication and
coordination in this area. These efforts will be discussed in Part Two of this report.

Probation — The juvenile probation department has three conjoint mandates: protect public
safety, insure accountability for the misconduct committed by delinquent youth, and help
youth acquire the competencies they need to become positive assets to their families and
communities. Placement decision-making in the juvenile probation system is controlled by
state statutes and is executed pursuant to the orders of the juvenile court.

The Juvenile Probation Department is in the midst of a formal improvement effort
specifically designed to reduce placement rates. Supported by staff from the Bay Area
Academy, they are examining their current practices related to placement decision-making,
conducting four focus groups (Judges, agency supervisors, community providers, and the
agency’s multi-disciplinary committee), researching the current literature for best practice
alternatives, and conferring with peer consultants from other counties who have achieved
significant reductions in their placement rates. The results of these efforts will be captured
in a final report and system improvement plan that will be delivered to the Mayor for
approval.

The department is also tightening up the internal multi-disciplinary review process on
potential placements that takes place every Thursday to insure that decisions are based on
accurate information and assessments. One element of this improvement is to require that
every case presentation will include an assessment of the youth’s needs using the YASI
(Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument). This provides a standardized and objective
framework for determining level and nature of needs and matching needs with services.

Because at present Probation must place a significant number of youth out of state to have
their needs adequately addressed, the department is also increasing its use of intensive
community services through an agency that has demonstrated the ability to deal with youth
who have challenging behaviors that might in the past have resulted in out of home
placement.

HSA - HSA, through its Family and Children’s Services (FCS) office, has a unique double
role among the three departments who make placements into high-end residential care
facilities, because not only is it a placing agency for child welfare matters, itis also a
resource management organization which manages the payment system for the providers
who operate the group homes that are used for placements by all three departments.



Whichever agency makes the placement, FCS is responsible for coordinating payment and
paying the agency for the board, care and supervision elements of the placement costs.?

Placements made by FCS are controlled by state statute and occur pursuant to the order of
the juvenile court following formal court process.

FCS has recently completed installation of an agency-wide system to improve placement and
other childcare intervention decision-making. Called Structured Decision Making (SDM), the
process provides child welfare workers with the best tools possible to help in making critical

case assessments and decisions, including assessment of safety and risk factors and whether to
refer children and youth for placement in foster care and group homes. SDM is built on a set of
assessment tools for use by front line child welfare workers and their supervisors that been
shown through a series of evaluations to provide a reliable and valid prediction of the risk of
future abuse and neglect. Use of these tools helps to reduce unnecessary and inappropriate out of
home placement and counteract minority over-representation.

The department is also expanding the availability of Intensive Treatment Foster Care (ITFC) and
Multi-Disciplinary Treatment Foster Care homes within San Francisco County so that fewer
children and youth will have to be placed in out of county group homes because no appropriate
therapeutic resource is available locally. The agency with a contract for developing the MDTFC
resource for the county has opened its first in-county home and a child who otherwise would
have been placed out of county is in placement there, and more homes are being recruited and
brought on line. FCS and SFUSD have also developed a joint plan to recruit both regular and
therapeutic foster homes through the schools that will start in September.

Tn addition, over the past year FCS has also coordinated a work group with DPH and Probation
to improve collaborative decision-making regarding high-level placements that has provided the
forum for carrying out the mandates of the Task Force. The focus of the work group has been on
analyzing and streamlining the various interagency meetings that are currently in use, comparing
the system used in San Francisco with those in other counties, and creating a model that is useful
for all three departments that do placements. The recommendations of the work group were
presented to the Task Force and are reflected in the proposed restructuring of the collaborative
decision-making process that is outlined in Part Two of this report.

? California is unique in that group home placements for children with emotional and behavioral needs require
two separate contracts and use two separate payment and oversight systems managed by two separate
departments in each county. Behavioral health services are funded in large part through federal Title XIX
dollars, which transiate into the EPSDT componernt of MediCAL and are managed by DPH. Group home
placements themselves — what are called board and care costs — are funded in part through the federal Title TV-
E system, in part through a state addition to the IV-E payments, and in part by county revenue. For federally
eligible children and youth — those whose families fall under certain income and asset tests, about 71% of the
San Francisco children and youth who are in placement — roughly 50% of the costs are covered by federal
dotlars, 30% by county dollars and 20% by state doliars. For the remaining non-federally eligibie children and
youth, the county pays 60% of the cost and the state pays 40%. Board and care rates for group homes are fixed
by state law based on the Rate Classification Level (RCL) of the group home, but San Francisco and most
other counties must occasionally augment these rates o obtain placement for children and youth whao present
exceptional challenges.



Finally, this year FCS is mounting a major effort focusing on improving the adoption
process. The goal is to shorten the length of time it takes for a youth to be adopted and to
ensure that we have adoption plans for as many youths as possible.

The improvement resulting from these efforts by FCS and those of DPH and Probation will
have a direct impact on placement by creating more options for children and youth who
currently are in long term placement in both group and foster homes.

Interim plan for coordinating the individual department fostér care placement
improvement plans

As noted above, each department must operate under the requirements of a different set of
statutes and regulations when making placement recommendations, so the plans for
improving the decision-making process in each of the departments cannot be identical.
However, it is possible to apply the same principles to all three processes. This is the
recommendation of the Task Force and is reflected in the interim plan outlined in Part Two
of this report.

DPH, HSA and Probation are committed to the following six principles that will be used to
align the intra-departmental placement decision-making process in across the three
departments:

1. All placement recommendations should be based on one or more objective and
validated tools and processes that provide a multi-dimensional assessment of the
strengths and needs of each child or youth and-his or her family. Fach department
should choose the tools that are most effective in identifying the strengths and needs
of the population that department serves.

2. The purpose of placement is to help children and youth and their families achieve
positive outcomes. Placement should never be the default option because no other
course of action is available, and should always be chosen to achieve a specific and
articulated goal or set of goals.

3. Whenever possible, placement decisions should be made with full family
participation. Family team meetings are one example of a mechanism for insuring
effective family voice and choice in the process.

4. Placement decisions should be made as a component of a comprehensive plan of
care that respects the culture, individuality and humanity of children, youth and
families. Placement is not a one size fits all option, and the question of the most
appropriate placement goes beyond the question of the level of supervision provided
by a particular group home.

5. Children and youth should not have to fail into the most appropriate service option.
By appropriately assessing child and family strengths and needs, placing agencies
should be able to match children and youth and their families with the resource most



likely to help them achieve the three critical outcomes of permanency, safety and
well-being.

6. The process by which each department develops a recommendation for placement
should be strength-based, family-driven, outcome-oriented and sufficiently
transparent, subject to the requirements of confidentiality, so that family members
and community stakeholders such as the courts and family and child advocates can
understand the basis and criteria used in formulating the recommendation. The
process should also include some means by which families and advocates can seek
clarification or reconsideration of the recommendations if they feel inadequate or
inaccurate information was relied upon, or that the recommendation is not in the
best interests of the child or youth.

These principles will be incorporated in the training, supervision and support of the line staff
that make the initial determination to refer children and youth for possible placement for
residential treatment. They will also be applied during the internal meetings on those
referrals, and in any interagency meetings that may be required to carry out a recommended
placement, In addition the three departments will share information about the assessment
instruments and criteria that each is using to insure maximum compatibility and consistency
in their decision-making.

All three departments are using Wraparound to help improve coordination and outcomes
when out of home placement is a possibility. By convening a child and farnily team,
identifying the critical unmet needs that are the driving forces behind the behaviors and
situations that are causing major disruptions in the tives of children, youth and families, and
linking each family with a comprehensive array of services and supports to provide safety,

stability and increased self-efficacy, the need for or duration of out of home placement is
being greatly reduced.

An additional resource that all three departments are using to reduce the need for high-end

group home placements is therapeutic foster care. By increasing the availability of Intensive

Treatment Foster Care (ITFC) and Multi-Disciplinary Treatment Foster Care (MDTEC)

homes, the departments are significantly reducing their reliance on group home placements.

" Research is showing that these new resources are able to produce positive outcomes more
reliably than traditional long-term group home placement.

Part Two: An interim plan to coordinate all placements made by the three departments
in high-end residential treatment

As noted above, the plan for coordinating high-level placements was developed by a workgroup
with representatives from all three departments as well as provider agencies and community
stakeholders. They came to realize that the problem was not that meetings to coordinate resource
access for high-level services weren’t occurring, it was that over time San Francisco had
developed a complex set of 5 inter-related meetings. Each meeting had been established at a
different time to help manage one Or mOre resources as they came on line. For example, one
meeting related to the use of the Community Treatment Facility (CTF), another managed access



and utilization of SB 163 wraparound slots. The lustration below summarizes the situation as it
evolved. Column one lists the agencies that participate in the current interagency meetings; the
five meetings are listed in column two; and the primary resources considered in the meetings are

listed in the third column:

Agencies Meetings Resources

Often the same people were coming to the various meetings, but the answer wasn’t to simply

consolidate the meetings. This was because there was so much work to be done, and the matters

to be considered in the management of the various resources were different.

Another challenge was to go beyond simply making referral and intake decisions, to
effectively managing the ongoing utilization of the high-level resources. In looking at the
systems being used in other counties that was a critical discriminator. Many only focused
on intake and lacked the staff time and data tools to examine the ongoing utilization and
impact of the resources. As a result referrals were made somewhat blindly. Often the only
information available to the interagency groups was whether there were open slots in the
resource.

The goal was to establish a more proactive and consistent approach and structure for
sharing information, planning collaboratively, and making decisions. The first challenge
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was to create a framework within which the various types of meetings that are needed could
be organized.

What the group ultimately realized was that the key was not the type of meeting, but the
sequence of meetings. After jooking at the various types of meetings that occur the group
decided that all of them could be arranged in a simple, three-level progression:

Level One: Internal Level Two: ievel Three:
Placement interagency Administrative
Decision-Making Planning and Approval

Coordination

Program improvement can then be accomplished by looking at best practices for
accomplishing the outcomes that are desired in each level of collaboration, the information
and participants that are needed for each of the meeting to be effective, and the type of
process that will help the meetings function most effectively. This will allow the number of
meetings to be reduced, the focus of the meetings to be tightened, and for the participants to
better understand which meetings they should attend and their roles in each type of meeting.

Ievel One includes the meetings that occur within each department related to the decisions
about referring children and youth for placement and providing oversight for the ongoing
placements. Level one meetings provide the foundation for matching the needs of children,
youth and families with the proper resources. These meetings usually involve not only the
child or youth and family and their primary community supports, but also the line staff who
work most closely with them and have the best understanding of and relationship with them
as well as supervisors and specialists within the department. As discussed in Part One of
this report, these meetings can be aligned across departments according to shared principles,
but must be designed to fit the mandates, responsibilities and procedures particular to each
agency. Many resources, such as community-based services and support, foster homes and
lower level group homes can be accessed solely through these internal, level one meetings.

11



But when the internal decision is that certain higher-end resouzces that are shared among
agencies are the best option for a child or youth and family, the matter must be brought
forward for review by an interagency group to insure that resource utilization is coordinated
across departments.

Thus the workgroup determined that the focus of Level Two meetings should be on
coordination and communication between departments. These meetings help to manage
shared resources like Intensive Treatment Foster Care, step down from higher-level
placements, and referral for Therapeutic Behavioral Services. What the workgroup realized
was that the way to make level two meetings more productive was to insure that the level
one meetings brought forward key information about child and youth or family strengths
and needs and the desired outcomes in a consistent manner. This would prevent the people
at a level two meeting from having to revisit matters that were best resolved by those
working most closely with the family.

The participants at level two meetings have a broader perspective of the systems of care,
know the relationship between the various resources, and can make balanced
recommendations about utilization management. In addition the workgroup realized that
second level meetings also provide a forum for resolving complex issues regarding the best
match between the strengths and needs in a child or youth and family situation and the
range of available resources. Thus not only would second level meetings help to insure
interagency coordination of the use of shared resources, they would also provide an
opportunity for creative problem solving when internal agency teams wetre feeling stuck or
were running into system barriers that could not be resolved at their level.

Level Three meetings are those in which formal authorization by representatives of the
leadership from one or more of the departments is required for access to occur. The
participants at these meetings have the responsibility for insuring that all of the statutory
requirements for placement or enrollment in a particular resources, For example, state
statutes require certification of need by a representative from CBHS before placement inan
RCI, level 14 group home can occur. Level three meeting are also needed when an
exception requiring authorization by an administrator from one or more of the departments
is needed. These meetings will also continue to oversee slot management and flex fund
requests.

The illustration on the following page summarizes the focus of each of the meetings.

12
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To summarize, the workgroup recommended to the Task Force, and the Task Force 1s
recommending to the Board of Supervisors, that a more structured progression of decision-
making regarding access to high-end resources be adopted. At the first level would be the
internal decision-making meetings that are appropriate to each department. They would
manage access to the majority of resources using objective assessments of strengths and
needs, family involvement, and a thoughtful matching of help to need.

If the first level meeting process reaches the conclusion that the best match is with a higher-
end resource that requires interagency collaboration for access, then the level one team
would prepare a summary of the information and analysis they have relied upon in forming
their recommendation and bring it to a level two meeting. Additionally, if the team meeting
at level one found itself unable to come up with a good match between help and need, then
they could bring the issues that were stymieing them to the level two meeting for help in
resolution.

Finally, if the recommendation of the level two meeting were for the use of a resource that
requires a statutory authorization, or one that would require flexibility that can only be
granted at the administrative level, then those issues would be brought to a level three
meeting for consideration.

The workgroup and the Task Force are in the process of resolving the details of the plan for
restructuring the system for interdepartmental coordination of all high-end resources and
placements, but the members of the Task Force have approved the basic framework for the
new approach. Some of details yet to be resolved include:

e Developing a consistent form that can be used by level one teams from any of the
departments to present the needed information at a level two meeting. This would
include provisions for summarizing the child and family situation, the basis for their
recommendation that a high-end resource be used, and the outcomes they hope to

achieve through placement or enroliment in this resource.

o Clarifying the specific matters that can be resolved in level one, level two and level
three meetings.

e Analyzing workload issues to make sure that the proper amount of time, structure
and administrative assistance are in place to support the required data collection,
communication and coordination, and to insure that access to needed resources takes
place in a timely fashion. For example, the new structure will have to include the
capacity to respond immediately in emergency situations.

e Determining the proper personnel to have attend each of the meetings, resolving the
multiple scheduling issues that arise in making sure that the named personnel or their
designees will be available for the meetings, and providing sufficient staff support to
insure that the meetings operate quickly and efficiently. ‘
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¢ Developing methods to insure transparency, child, youth and family, and
stakeholder input into the decision-making process, while protecting confidentiality,
fairness, accuracy and efficiency.

The workgroup and Task Force are resolving these questions and should be able to begin
testing the new format by June of this year. It is assumed that additional adjustments will
have to made over the next few months, and that a final plan for interdepartmental
coordination will be prepared and implemented by the end of the year.

Part Three: Progress report to inform the budget process

The efforts to date have been carried out within the existing budget parameters. Once the
details for implementing the new three level placement decision-making system are worked
out, some workforce and resource issues may arise. Possible future budgetary
considerations might stem from the need to use reliable and validated assessment
instruments, and collecting and maintaining accurate information on resource utilization
and outcomes. Added costs to accomplish these goals would be generated by staff training,
information technology improvements, and the additional staff time needed to carry out the
assessments and to maintain the upgraded utilization database. Providing administrative
support for a more effective interagency resource management system may also produce
some added expenses.

The directive from the Board of Supervisors that is likely to have the most significant
budgetary impact will be designing a system of care that eliminates or greatly reduce the
need for out of county and especially out of state placements. These issues will be explored
in greater detail over the next three months in anticipation of preparing the Task Force’s
second deliverable.

Next Steps

As noted in the overview of this report the three departments are actively gathering and
analyzing the data needed to develop a plan for reducing out of county and out of state
placements. Although we know that overall the number of children and youth in placement
has been declining steadily over the past 10 years, we must drill down further so that we
understand more about who the children remaining in out of county/out of state placement
are and what specific needs they present that cannot be addressed through either intensive
community based services or local placement.

The needs of children and youth placed by CBHS through the AB 3632 process, those of
children and youth placed by the Department of Probation and the juvenile court, and those
of children and youth placed by FCS through the family court, and the needs and situations
of the families of each of these groups of children are different. The work groups of the
Task Force members are using the newly organized decision-making forums described in
this report, in combination with the data analysis units of each of the departments to begin
putting faces on the numbers, so that the next report to the Board of Supervisors can outline

15



in detail the specific procedural and organizational changes and the new resources that will
be needed to shorten the length of time children and youth must spend in high-end
residential placement and bring home the children and youth who are in out of county/out
of state group homes in a way that is safe, appropriate, effective and sustainable.

Summary

The Task Force has developed an interim plan for improving the internal placement
decision-making processes used in the three departments and the coordination of
placements among the three departments. Each of the departments is in the process of
implementing its own internal system improvement plans. These plans will result in parallel
decision-making structures that apply the same principles to guide assessing child, youth
and family strengths and needs and matching them with the appropriate services and
supports. In addition, the three departments are designing a new three level approach to
coordinating the utilization of high-level placements and hope to begin testing it within the
next two months.

16



Appendix A — Voting Membership of the Task Force

Department, Agency or Role Name
Department of Public Health Robert Cabaj
Human Services Agency Debby Jeter
Department of Probation Gary Levene
Department of Children, Youth and | Maria Su
Families
The San Francisco Public Defender | Rebecca Marcus
Alternative Family Services Jay Berlin
Edgewood Center for Children and Nancy Rubin
Families
St. Vincent's Kent Eagleson
Seneca Center Ken Berrick
Parent Representative Lanita Mims

Foster Parent Representative

Ruth Samson

San Francisco Unified School
District

Maya Webb
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City & County of Ssh Francisco

! s . One South Van Ness Avenue, 2nd Floor
Department of San Francisco, CA 94103-0948
Technolo v _ Office: 415-581-4001 = Fax: 415-581-4002

Powaered by Innovation

May 26, 2009

Honorable Supervisor David Chiu
President, Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco ‘
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

—

Honorable Supervisor John Avalos

Chair, Budget and Finance Committee
Board of Supervisors :

City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear President Chiu and Chair Avalos,

Funding for the replacement of the City’s Data Center of $1,188,443 was piéced on reserve
during the FY 2008-2009 budget hearings by the Board of Supervisors pending a report back to
the Budget and Finance Committee with expenditure details. While the Department of
Technology respectfully requested the release of $754,129 in funding for Data Center
equipment on March 18, 2009, the Department recognizes that it did not meet the
Committee’s requirements for the release of reserve. The Department acknowledges the
concerns voiced by the Committee at the March 18" meeting.

The Department understands the primary concerns of the Committee to be threefold:

e ‘the length of time it has taken for the planning, review, and identification of a new
permanent Data Center location, ‘ '

o the cost associated with running two primary Data Centers in parallel, and

o the cost of first moving to an interim location followed by the additional cost of moving
to a permanent Data Center.

&
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Accordingly, the Department has taken several actions to ensure fiscal accountability while at
the same time ensuring the City’s ability to operate mission critical information systems and
support the technology of projects already underway. As a point of reference, approximately
$700 million in payments are processed monthly through the City’s Data Center, or 5970,500 an
hour.

After the March 18" meeting, the Department provided fiscal data and information on current
Data Center project options to the Controller’s Office in order for them to conduct an analysis
comparing the One Market Plaza Data Center, the 200 Paul Street co-location site, and a City-
owned data center facility. The results of that study, which is attached, demonstrate that it is in
the best short term interest of the City to locate equipment at the 200 Paul co-location site for
the next 5 to 10 years, '

The 200 Paul Street Data Center location was selected after a competitive bid process and an
analysis that considered other locations within the City. One of the reasons that the planning,
review, and identification of a permanent Data Center location has taken three years was the
continuous review and analysis of new options as they came forward. All of this time has
allowed the Department the ability to thoroughly vet all possibilities and to develop from a cost
and operational perspective the best plan going forward. :

With the conclusion of the Controller’s report, the Department has developed a plan for rapid
closure over the next six months of the existing Data Center at One Market Plaza in order to
achieve savings that can be allocated to operating a new Data Center at a co-location site at
200 Paul Street. Accordingly, the Department will not be requesting additional capital funds to
construct a new facility, but instead will focus on consolidating City data center facility
operations at the 200 Paul site. S

In order to facilitate this move as quickly as possible, the Department is now requesting a
partial release of the reserves in the amount of $900,000 to support the creation of the Data
Center at 200 Paul and to decommission the current One Market Plaza Data Center. The
amount requested would fund the procurement of hardware and professionall services
necessary at the new Data Center location and coordination of the move itself. The Department
recommends that the remaining funds be left on reserve pending the outcome of the policy
decisions related to the consolidation of Citywide information technology.



If you have any guestions or require additional information, please contact Jon Walton, Deputy
Chief Information Officer at 581-3928.

Chris Vein
Chief Information Officer
Department of Technology

cc: Supervisor David Campos
Supervisor Carmen Chu
Supervisor Bevan Dufty
Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Nani Coloretti, Mayor’s Budget Director
Harvey Rose, Budget Analyst
Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Monique Zmuda, Deputy Controller
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' SUBJECT:  Data Cénter Options Analysis (Reference Number 20090331-001)

' Per your fequest, the Controller’s Office has compleied & cost-b _ A
Pepartment of Technology is considering with respect to its. current data’ center Jocated at. One Market Plaza - .

(OMP).

Qur findings and recommendations. are suminarized below. = 1

Summary of Findings:

»

- The déﬁar{ment_ had previously. prfop_ééeé_ rﬁaiﬁf&iningfi_t_'s';cé"'_iehi;iiﬁ;?iséd"si:té'_a._t:l_O'MPfand_léc.atir;g :

additional data space needs at a leased site at Paul Street, ‘The department would then-pursue 4 long-"
termrelocation to-a City-owned site while operating these:two sites. T

We 'fécdmiﬁeﬁd‘ a fuil féloéaﬁi;jn to -Pé’u_l' Stl_‘ééfizﬂf. [a'_i_i. operatlons curreﬂﬂ}’ housed atOMP, gzven our

Wi

reviéw of different site alternatives and after adjusting for capital investments at: each site to create = -

required and comparable functionality. Our analysis. indicates that full relocation to Paul Street would -

be  the most cost-effective option during-the coming: ten years,. The City can then pursue a long-term
relocation plan from this single site. .. - * . BRI R

A future relocation to a City-owned site may prove g‘nore_pbs_ti—_effe_c:tivé when -t:_-o;is idered over a twenty-
year horizon. However; this alternative requires considerable time to develop - including identification,.

development, and build-out of a suitable site — and: will benefit from.a comprehensive plan to relocate.

" other departments” data centers into this futare site. We recornmend that the Committee on Information

Technology (COLT) develop such a plan-upon relocation of current op;;;ﬁﬁbﬁsf t_(_)';ﬂf;_é Paul Street site.

Other operational requirements should be met prior to arelocation from the OMP to the Paul. Stregt site.
These include (1) development of an altemate recovery site to support the City’s financial, payroil, -
purchasing, and criminal justice systems -in the eveit that the.primary site is comproniised in-a disaster, -
and (2) the relocation of mainframe check printing to an alternate location or to a private:-check-printing
vendor. ' s '
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Options Considered:

Our analysis reviewed four site alternatives, adjusting for different levels of capital and technology upgrades at
sach site required to make each site comparable while meeting recommended operational requirements. These
options are summarized below:

Option A. Continue current operations at OMP with sufficient system and capital upgrades to allow for
expansion of this site for all anticipated data center needs. In this option, no relocation of any functions to
Paul Street would be required and the department would continue to operate a single data center site, once
the City invested in significant capital improvements.

Option B. This option represents the department’s previous proposal to continue leasing at OMP with
additional data center needs met through a limited use of the Paul Street site. In this option, the department
would operate two data center sites.

Option C. A full relocation of current data center operations at OMP to the Paul Street site, with additional
data center needs met at this site. In this option, the department would continue to operate a single data
center site.

Option D. A full relocation of current data center operations to an undetermined City-owned site. This
option is not immediately available, and would require identification, development, and build-out of a single
site.

Our cumulative cost projections at each of these sites are summarized in the table below and in Attachment 1.
Our office finds that a full relocation to the Paul Street site (Option C) is the most cost-effective in the short and
mid-term, while relocation to a future owned site is likely to be the most cost-effective over a longer twenty year
horizon (Option D). Over all time horizons, OMP (Option A) is the least cost effective alternative on a present
value basis.

Data Center Options: Camulative Present Value Costs

5-Year 10-Year 20-Year

Site Aliernatives 2009 - 2014 2009 - 2019 2008 - 2029
A. One Market Plaza 20,500,000 37,700,000 52,000,000
B. One Market Plaza + Paul 5t 14,700,000 27,400,000 49,900,000

C. Paul 5. 9,400,000 19,200,000 43,700,000
D. Future Owned Site 12,300,000 21,800,000 28,100,000

20f4



Key Projection Assumptions;

e  Our projections assume site improvements at both OMP and at a future owned site to meet operational
needs for emergency power, energy capacity, and other technical needs. The department estimates these
costs at $16.8 million and $11.0 million, respectively. Our projections assume that these costs would be
financed over the ten year useful life of these improvements. The Panl Street site meets these baseline

needs without improvements.

e Our projections assume current market rates at both OMP and the Paul Street sites, with these costs
rising in future years by 3.0% annually. Given the facility improvements noted above, we have
assumed that the City can reduce its occupied square footage at each site to approximately 2,000 square
feet.

e FEquipment replacement costs during this time horizon have been excluded from all projections, given
that these investments will be required in any relocation scenario and therefore will not change the
overall findings regarding comparative costs.

e Our projections do not assume additional colocation of other City data centers at any of these sites.
However, strategic colocation at any site will reduce overall City costs given shared physcial
improvement needs. We recommend that COIT develop a strategic plan regarding these options, which
could be pursued as part of a long-term sirategy to relocate to a City-owned facility.

3o0f4
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Attn: Bill Wycko Cﬁ?‘é}z——‘

San Francisco Planning Dept. J—
1650 Mission St. Suite 400 > -
San Francisco, CA 94103 o ( (’/
Case No. 2008.0968E North Beach Public Library + Joe Dimaggio Playground Masterplan Project
(Parkside Library Rennovations [in progress] and the Merced Branch Library scheduled for remodel)

Mr. Wycko, SF Planning Dept.

The Parkmerced Residents Organization representing over 3,400 apartments, and 10,000 renters in the

- district 7 neighborheod write to you in regards to the lack-of an overall historical analysis-and review of
the multiple libraries that are considered "modern" designed libraries by the firm Appleton & Wolfard. The
Merced branch being our most adjacent public library is also slated for re-design and enlargement on a
fast-track process, without adequate input on the effects and loss of these buildings, that ruins the original
boomerang roof, and open space elements, and the exquisite exterior/interior relationships.

These libraries are considered possible modern landmarks due fo the age, and repeated designed and
detailed work of one local architecture office in the bay area. Why there has not been adequate hearings,
and review of the library projects, and the effects large scale on the muliiple libraries designed by one
firm, in the western districts, is beyond my comprehension. There should be a significant survey of
modern buildings and sites in the western neighborhoods in coordination with DOCOMOMO prior to
further ongoing development pressures. There should be a halt on all library rennovations until an
adequate public survey and review of these buildings is properly conducted.

The photos of these libraries are availabie on the SE Public Library system, and show considerable
similar qualities and features of the modern movement in the bay area. (Some example photos of the
merced branch scheduled for closing and rennovation work are attached)

We are concerned that like Parkmerced these libraries and the open spaces they provide in relation to
reading areas is being circumvented through fast-track processes at the planning dept. and library
agencies involved in there rennovations, and re-design additions.

Please review all such projects in entirety due to multiple projects being affected, and the lack of a
bie, and preservation based alternative to the majority of these fine examples of modern library

cc: Howard Wong AlA wongaia@aol.com, angela.calvillo@sfgov.org {all SF BOS),
sfpreservationconsortium @yahoo.com, andrew.wolfram @ perkinswill.com Docomomo; PRO-Filer—-
s

i




MERCED BRANCH LIBRARY SAN FRANCISCO CALIFORNIA

The proposed addition connects directly to the winged form, and changes the relationship from the
interior to exterior courtyards.

Please see Memo from A.Goodman on the NOP/EIR in relation to the North Beach Library, and ongoing
Library renovations and the lack of overall review of the modern design of these projects by Appleton
and Wolfrard Architecs.




MERCED BRANCH LIBRARY SAN FRANCISCO CALIFORNIA

The proposed addition connects directly to the winged form, and changes the relationship from the
interior to exterior courtyards. Interior photos show the initial “fluorescent” lights, curtains, open
space, and furniture that at the time was considered “cutting edge modern”. The large open spaces
clean and open area within the library.

Please see Memo from A.Goodman on the NOP/EIR in relation to the North Beach Library, and ongoing
Library renovations and the lack of overall review of the modern design of these projects by Appleton
and Wolfrard Architecs.



SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

1650 Mission St.
Date: April 29, 2009 Suite 400
Case No.: 2008.0968E | P
Project Title: North Beach Public Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground decept
Master Plan Project ECERhD:
© BPA Nos.: N/A 415.558.6378
Zoning: Norti: Beach Neighborhood Commercial (NCD), Public (P) Use Districts  Fax
49-X and Open Space (05) Height and Bulk Districts 415.558.6408
Block/Lot: Block 74 / Lot 1; Block 75 / Lot 1 Planging
Lot Size: 4,116 square feet (Block 74 / Lot 1); 109,701 square feet (Block 75 / Lot 1);  Information:
9,861 square feet (Mason Street right-of-way) 415.558,6377

Project Spousor San Francisco Public Library and San Recreation and Park Department;
Mindy Linetzky, (415) 557-4354

Lead Agency: Sar Franciseo Planning Department

Staff Contact: Michael Jacinto — (415) 575-9033
michael jacinito@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project sponsors, the San Francisco Public Library and Recreation and Park Department, propose to demolish the
existing North Beach Branch Library and construct a2 new library and upgrade recreational facilities at the Joe
DiMaggio Playground. The project site comprises two parcels and the Mason Street right-of way o a site bounded by
Lombard Street to the north, Powell Street to the east, Greenwich Street to the south and Columbus Avenue to the
west in 5an Francisto's North Beach neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 74, Lot 001 is a triangular parcei surface parking
at 701 Lombard Street: Assessor’s Block 73, Lot 001 is an irregularly shaped parce} at 2000 Mason Street / 661 Lombard
Street that comprises library and recreation space. The project’s first phase would involve full br partial vacation of a
portion of Mason Street to vehicular traffic, landscaping improvements in the former Mason Street right-of-way,
construction of a new 8,500 sf branch library on the 701 Lombard Street parcel and a portion of the right-of-way, and
deinolition of the existing Lbrary, The project’s second phase would include excavation, renovation and
reorganization of the playground features. The project would result in a total net increase of approximately 3,200 sf of
library flodr area and about 12,100 f of new open space. The pro;ect would require rezoning of Block 74, Lot 001 to a
Public (P) use designation, General Plan and Priority Policy ¢’-nformiéy findings, as well as approval by the Library
and Recreation and Park Comunissions, Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.

FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063 (Initial
Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15063 {Mandatory Findings of Significance), and for the
reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initid] St Study) for the project, which is attached.

PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS

Written comments will be accepted untit the close of business on May 29, 2009. Written comments should be
sent to Bill Wyckoe, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103,

If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the scope and
content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed project. Your agency may neid to use the EIR when considering a permit or other
approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in your agency.

ﬂfﬁ"r,«(j« A .; ile T . Zlﬂd /.Z//'””“““‘" /”/
Daté ] Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer

wwwwe siplanning.org




Board qf ' To BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV

ce

05/27/2009 05:35 PM

bce .
Subject Fw: Alameda Approves Bullying Cuarriculumil!

*GroundSpark” .

<(iround$park@maii.vresp.co To board_of_supervisors@ci.sf.ca.us

m

cC
- 05/27/2008 04:46 PM )
Please respond to Subject Alameda Approves Bullying Curriculumtt!
"GroundSpark”

<reply-2¢75db726d-a81f7995d
c-1aSb@u.cts.vresp.com>

GROUNDSPARK

SSRGS COSNIOEE YR Ehea

Forward this to & friend

Dear friend of GroundSpark,

We are writing with thriliing news from the Alameda School Board. Last night, the board approved their

lgbt-inclusive bullying prevention curriculum, despite the outspoken conservative critics from outside the

district who flooded their town hall meetings. Their approval contains no opt-out provision, which means

every student in the district will receive insiruction on learning empathy and respect for difference. While
pponents of the curriculum are now threatening lawsuits, the board heard support from folks like you,
nd knows they have ihe strength of their community fo move forward creating classrooms that are safe
nd welcoming for every student,

ou can read more about the decision in today's San Francisco Chronicle,

All the best,

w&f Ryan Schwarlz

TR

" National Outreach and Media Relations Manager

A
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301 Grove Strest
San Francisco
CA 94102

P: 415.431.8500
F: 415.553.3068
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San Francisco "™ ¢
Association of

REALTORS

to Your Success

May 28, 2009

o /

e’

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco

Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlion B. Goodiett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4689

Re: Supervisor Daly’s Renters Econorhic Relief Package
Dear Supervisors:

Supervisor Chris Daly has proposed amendments fo city law that
would:

« Prohibit rent increases and evictions based on the addition
of occupants where the total number of occupants is within
the limits of Housing Code Section 503;

« Provide relief from rent increases where the increase would
result in the renter’s total rent exceeding 33 percent of the
renter’s gross income; and

« Limit the total amount of annual and banked rent increases
that may be imposed in any one year to eight percent of the
renter's base rent.

Supervisors Daly’s proposed ordinance, if passed, would have
severe adverse consequences for renters and rental property owners
alike.

The proposed ordinance, by the sheer numbers it will allow to
oceupy rental units in the city, has the potential for disturbing the peace
and quiet currently enjoyed by renters in many areas of the city. it also
would exacerbate parking conditions in areas of the city that have heavy
concentrations of rental housing.

May 28, 2009

www.sfrealtors.com

w f
M




May 28, 2009
Page 2

The proposed ordinance, by prohibiting rental property owners from
imposing allowable rent increases when the increase will cause a renter's
rent to exceed 33 percent of his or her gross income, will cause owners tfo
become more circumspect about qualifying applicants for rental units. This
will make it more difficult for typical San Franciscans to qualify to rent units
in the city. :

 And, the proposed ordinance, by limiting the amount of banked
increases that may be imposed in any year, will discourage banking any
increases—to the detriment of the renter population.

We believe Supervisor Daly’s proposed ordinance is reckless and
will hurt the very renters it is purporting to help. His assertion that rents in
San Francisco are overinflated is without foundation and should not be
viewed as a justification for making the city’s rent control ordinance
evermore stringent.

San Francisco should have a balanced housing policy—not one
that always favors renters at the expense of rental property owners.

We urge you to reject Supervisor Daly’s proposed ordinance.

Sincerely yoy

cc:  Mayor Gavin Newsom
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May 29, 2009

David Chiu, President of the SF Board of Supervisors
Supervisors Alioto-Pier, Avalos, Campos, Chu, Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar, Maxwell,
and Mirkarimi _

1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA. 94102 \
RE: Supervisor Chris Daly’s Proposed Renters Economic Relief Legislation t\
Dear Supervisors: : \

I am writing to urge you to vote against the subject proposed legislation. Supervisor Daly
stated at the Land Use Committee meeting that one of the reasons for the proposed
legislation was that although homeowners who took out subprime mortgage loans have
been/are being helped by the federal government there has been no similar aid for renters.
Well, renters did not take out subprime loans, etc. to pay their rents; so Supervisor Daly’s
analogy is not apt. Also, Supervisor Daly stated that rents have not come down as much
as housing prices, but it shouldn’t have as the exubcrance, if you will, has been on the
houses for sale side.

A perusal of the Rent Board minutes régarding financial hardships petitions shows that
the numbers for 2006 and 2007 were about the same, but perhaps 50% higher in 2008,
but it appears then in the last four months of 2008 and the first four months of 2009 that
the numbers have dropped to the levels of 2006 and 2007- you might want to have Rent
Board staff verify this.

The Controller’s ecopomic impact report as jt relates to the proposed Daly legislation
contains a few misleading statements. The report implies that the City gave the property
pwners vacanicy decontrol; of course, that came about via state law, Costa-Hawkins, The
report uses 2005-2007 to determine apartment tumovers. Of couxse, the recession didn’t
start unti! December 2007; now the turnovers are basically those units that are close o or
at market rents. Therefore, in this down market the housing providers do not recoup any
rent Jost to those units that rented well below market. In fact, the property owners come

out behind.

Supervisor Daly’s bid to cap banked rent increases at 8% is really unfair when the
annually allowable rent increases is only at 60% of the CPI. Additionally, a tenant
benefits when the property owner does not raise the rent annually because of the present
value of money and the rent increases are pot compounded. That is, banked rent increases
are not compounded from year to yenr, but is merely the sum of the allowable annual rent
increases, Finally, there could be many instances where au eight percent ncrease is still
way below Supervisor Daly’s 33% income standard.

Pglof2
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Regarding Supervisor Daly’s 33% income standard, that is going to dissuade me from
renting to people based on 40% of income and those with no income, but have cosigners.
T have had no problems with these categoties of tenants, especially the latter, who tend to
be students or people between jobs. For some tenants, the 33% standard amounts fo a rent
cap. Finally, this standard may violate a housing provider’s ability to raise rent to market
rates as allowed by state law when the last remaining original tenant leaves, but other
occupants remain. ‘

As for the Daly proposal t allow tenants to bring in roommates up to what the city’s
Housing Code allows that would probably cause some environmental impact because of
increased traffic congestion. Even though the proposed Jegislation has been amended to
allow property owners 1o recover increased utility costs, the proposal would still be very
problematic, especially when it comes to usage of hot water or lack thereof. I couid
imagine that some tenants, especially those who have not taken info additional
roommates may complain that they have insufficient hot water for showering and bathing,
Then the housing providers might be hit with petitions to the rent board for rent
reductions due to a decrease in housing services. Finally, I cannot see how a housing
provider can pass on increased utility costs to any particular unit if additional reormates
don’t have to be reported. Because these additional roornmates are not on any lease they
can come and go so I think it would be maddening for housing providers to keep track of
increased utility costs based on additional roommates. This could also make it even ore
tempting for Mastet Tenants to cheat the property owners by renting to people for more
than what he/she is paying to the housing provider. In fact, I have been a victim of this
seam. Also, I have seen Master Tenants who paid a disproportionate share of their rent,
which eould also decrease tumovers of units. In fact, I think that this proposal will haye
the effect of limiting vacancy decontrol; sunsetting it won’t help here.

I found it puzzling that at both the Land Use Comunittee meeting, which I attended, and
the Governmental Audit and Oversight Committee meeting, which I saw a rerun of, that
no so called low income tenants and their supporters who spoke talked about availing
themselves of the Section 8 program for low income rentexs. The Section 8 program is
funded by all taxpayers; that is the approach we should take and not single out one sectot,
a minority sectot, the housing providers to solve a socictal problem.

In conclusion, thete hasn’t been any hard data for the Daly proposals. In fact, Rent Board
hardship data seem to indicate otherwise. Furthermore, the proposals are unfair, would
violate state law in certain situations, make it more difficult for some people to rent,
would make it difficult for the housing providers to recoup their costs and lost rents
through vacancy decontrol.which might have the unintended consequence of reducing the

rental stock,

Sincerely,

J{E’)ﬂ 5-'9\ A LB

Bill Quan '
DaiyRenterEoonomicRcliafPackageMay?009CommentsToBdofSupervxsors.wd



Board of Te BOS Constituent Mait Distribution,

Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV e
05/27/2009
bee
Subject Fw: Progressives Fail to Sink Muni Budget .
agvans:
05/27/2009 03:55 PM To board.of. supervisors@sfgov.org

cc

Subject Progressives Fail to Sink Muni Budget

Dear Friends and Neighbors,

The progressive contingent at the board of supes failed today (Wedneéday, May 27) to sink
Muni’s budget for the next fiscal year. Ata special meeting held today for that sole purpose, they
were able to garner only five of the board’s eleven votes.

A week ago, Sophie Maxwell had joined the board’s six progressives (all men) in threatening to
torpedo the budget. But today, Maxwell changed her mind, as did progressive David Chiu.

That left only five supporters of the torpedo effort (John Avalos, David Campos, Chris Daly, Eric
Mar, and Ross Mirkarimi).

John Avalos wielded an ideological sword in attacking what he termed “this crappy budget.” He
charged that it did not do enough “to de-incentivize car driving” and fight global warming.

Although Muni made some changes as a result of criticisms made last week from the supes,
Avalos said “it’s disrespectful that we didn’t get more changes. “There’s nothing here, nothing at
all,” he added.

Ross Mirkarimi agreed. He said “a stronger message must still be sent out” about the dangers of
global warming and the importance of the transit-first principle. ‘

David Campos, for his part, complained that “T wasn’t consulted” about the change s made since
last week. “The only way this budget can be meaningfully changed is through rejection,” he said.

In response, Sophie Maxwell said she changed her mind because “there has been a ten million
dollar improvement” since last week. Critics, she said, were not looking at the whole picture.

David Chiu agreed. “We actually have come quite a bit” since last week, he said. “The board of
supervisors has had a major impact. It’s time to move this conversation on.” He noted that he is




the only supe who doesn’t have a car.

This latest squabble over Muni has a familiar ring. It has occurted in various forms again and
again in recent years.

In the meantime, many buses continue to be garbage cans on wheels. They smell of urine or
worse, and are splattered with graffiti and litter. Their schedules are works of fiction, and drivers

commonly have the social skills of porcupines.

That’s because the mayor is M.LA. at City Hall, the general director of Muni is a pompous hack,
the management is ineffective, the union is greedy, and the supervisors are ideological dreamers.

Too bad there isn’t an option on the ballot to require all the ones who own cars to use Muni as
their principal form of transportation.

Don’t count on it any time soon.
Yours for rationality in government,

Arthur Evans

* ok & k%

D1nnerMadeEasy~ Get'ﬁieal ideas and money-saving coupons! Get Recipe Ideas!




Board of To BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV

05/27/2009 03:01 PM

ce
bee

Subject Fw: #09014_Dr. Ahimsa Sumchai v COB/BOS

"Iy, Ahimsa Sumchai”

To Ethics Commission <ethics.commission@sfgov.org>, John
05/26/2009 06:13 PM St.Croix <john.st.croix@sfgov.org>, Ahimsa Sumchai
<asumchai@sfbayview.com>, Sunshine Task Force
<sotf@sfgov.org>, Frank Darby <frank.darby@sfgov.org>,
angela Calvillo <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>, Board
Supervisors <board_of_supervisors@ci.sf.ca.us>,
<david.chuigsfgov.org>, <home(

cC

Subject #09014_Dr. Animsa Sumchai v COB/BOS

The Sunshine Ordinance Task Force took action on this matter and while finding no violation
will be sending a letter to the BOS requesting clarification on majority members traveling
together. I will be coming in on Thursday the 28th to file a complaint with Ethics about the
underestimation of the gift the supervisors received from the San Francisco Chamber of
Commerce for airfaire, accomodations and travel, The CityTrip 2009 announcement states
costs per participant were $4,500. The supervisors who reported travels expenses reported
amounts under $1000.

AHIMSA PORTER SUMCHAI, M.D.%




Board of
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV

05/28/2009 04:47 PM

JAMES CORRIGAN

05/27/2009 09:58 PM

Dear Supervisors:

To

cc

bee
Subject

To
ce
Subject

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Fw: Budget Priorities

board.of supervisors@sfgov.org

Budget Priorities

After listening to the Public Comments from the May 18th Public Safety
Committee meeting, I have come to a conclusion.

If some Health & Humian Services programs are cut and the Chief's Drivers jobs in
the San Francisco Fire Department remain in the budget, it would constitute an

immoral act.

San Francisco needs Supervisors to stand up for the weak and it needs Supervisors
to stand "up to" the strong and politically connected.

Sincerely yours,
Jim Corrigan




Board of To BOS Constituent Maii Distribution,

Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV cc
05/28/2009 04:49 PM
bee
Subject Fw: opposed to charging admission to the botanical garden
rickstoney
05/28/2009 01:08 PM To <Board.of Supervisors@sigov.org>

CcC

Subject opposed to charging admission to the botanical garden

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors,

We are opposed to charging admission to the botanical garden. This is
a public space and should stay that way.

A study should be done to identify how much it will cost to construct
and man the admission booth and how much would be brought in. We
question its money making potential, and think few people will pay to
attend in general.

I am a native San Franciscan and my husband has lived here for over 30
years. We would just time our visits when the admission booth is
closed as we do at the Japanese Tea Garden. We get free admission at
the tea garden but rarely carry our cards. Our spontaneous visits are
thus greatly restricted.

1f you do decide to charge, perhaps only charge at peak periods and
RESTDENTS SHOULD ALWAYS BE FREE. Please do not complicate our lives
by forcing us to carry another id card. Isn't a drivers license
enough. How fat is a wallet supposed to be?

Please keep it simple,

Jocelynn Herrick Stone and Rick Stone

(members of both the sf parks trust and the sf botanical garden, and I
am a park guide at the tea garden)

eKit ~ the giobal phonecard with more!

Spend less on overseas calls, receive messages worldwide.
Visit http://www.ekit.com/ for details.




Norman Rolfe ‘ To Michela Alioto-Pier <Michela. Alicto-Pler@sfgov.org>, John
' ' Avalos <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, David Campos

05/28/2009 02:32 PM <Pavid.Campos@sfgov.org>, David Chiu
: cc

bee
Subject Misplaced Priorities

The state is robbing cities and counties of the funds
they are, or at least were, entitled to. As a result
schools, transit, childcare, health care, et al are
suffering and will probably be subjected to severe
cuts.

Meanwhile, there seems to be no shortage of funds
to build freeways. The Metropolitan Transportation
Commission is pushing a Regional Transportation
Plan that calls for freeway expansion. The powers
that be are pushing a freéway through the Presidio
of San Francisco that will cost $1.4 billion at last
reports. Money is available for them. The people
pushing these freeways will say these are
committed funds that must be spent that way. We
suggest this be reexamined with a view to
unearmarking these funds and then using them to
provide humanitarian services. The powers that be
could do this if they really wanted to. But they will
probably take the attitude that freeways are more
important than schools, health, etc. It is time to do
a lot of reviewing of how decisions are made.

] urge you to contact state and federal legislators
and tell them that schools and health care are more
important then freeways.

Norman Rolfe
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‘SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

155 Market St.. 11th Floor, San Francisco, CA 24103 « Tel, (415) 554-3155 » Fax {(415) 554-3161 » TTY (416) 554.3488

WATER i
FEouw R -
May 29, 2009 e
GAVIN NEWSOM Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
ANN MOLLER CAEN
PRESIDENT 401 Van Ness Avenue, Room 308
¢ X, CROWLEY San Francisco, CA 94102
VICE PRESIDENT
FRANCESCA VIETOR — &
GOMMISSIONER Subject: Project CUH947 Sustainable Energy Account Release of Resdrve, $15300,008;
JULIET ELLIS
COMMISSIONER
£D HARRINGTON .
GENERAL MANAGER Dear Ms. Calvillo,

1 would like to request your assistance to have calendared a release of reserve on the SFPUC
Sustainable Energy Account Project CUH%47.

As part of the FY 2007 - 08 Hetch Hetchy Capital Project Budget, $3,173,500 was placed
on reserve pending the SFPUC status report on the Community Choice Aggregation
Implementation Plan.

This $1,300,000 release is requested as spending on the CCA program is anticipated in the

FY 2009-10. Funding is needed for staff support and outside consulting expertise to assist
with analytical and technical support.

Regards,

2

Ed Harripgton
General Manager

/"




Board qf Te Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV, Alistair Gibson/BOS/SFGOV,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV Lolita Espinosa/BOS/ISFGOV, ‘

05/29/2009 05:13 PM ce
bce

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY No. *_
20000428-002 Revised Report

Naomi

Kelly/ADMSVC/SFGOV To Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, David

. 05/29/2009 01:48 PM Campos/BOS/SFGOVE@SFGOV

cc Edwin Lee/ADMSVC/SFGOV@SFGOV, Linda

Yeung/ADMSVC/SFGOV@SFGQOV, Starr
TerrellMAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV, Ben
Rosenfield/ CON/SFGOV@SFGOV, Monigque
Zmuda/CON/SFGOV@SFGOV, Bill
Jones/OCA/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sheila Chung
Hagen/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Lynn
Khaw/OCA/SFGOV@SFGOV, Jaci
Fong/ADMSVC/SFGOV@SFGOV, Annette
Reardon/CON/SFGOV@SFGOV

Subject BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY No, 20090428-002
Revised Report

In response to your request for a list of alt contracts awarded between $10,000 and $1 million during fiscal
year 07-08, please find the attached revised report. Due to a clerical error, the original submitial
inadvertently included purchases made under the Computer Store and Technology Store contracts, which
was a competitively bid as needed contract with Board of Supervisor approvals. The vendors exctuded
from the report are as follows:

For expenditures through December 31, 2008 -

Centra! Computer, Approved as amended 6/11/08, BOS Resolution 255-08

Ciber, Approved as amended 9/25/05, BOS Resolution 691-05 ‘
Pyramid/Cornerstone JV, 1/1/2004 Approved under authority of the Purchaser
EnPointe, Approved as amended 6/2/08, BOS Resolution 254-08

MicroMenders/GC Micro JV, Approved as amended 6/11/08, BOS Resolution 253-08
Xtech, Approved as amended 6/11/08 Resolution 252-08

For expenditures in 2009 - All approved 12/9/08 by BOS Resolution 508-08
ComputerLand of Silicon Valley Two contracts

Cornerstone JV

Enpointe Two contracts

Xtech Two contracts

Sl

PO for Sves Excl CompShr F‘Y-UB&GB-USThru5~28-DE|.xIs BPD far Sves Exel CompStr FYD7-08&08-09T hiuS-26-09.xls

Naomi Kelly

Director/Purchaser

Office of Confract Administration
(415) 554-6743




Board of To Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV, Alistair Gibson/BOS/SFGOV,

Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV Lolita Espinosa/BOS/SFGOV,
05/28/2009 04:51 PM cC
bee
Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY No.
20090428-002
Naomi

_ Kelly/ADMSVC/SFGOV To Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV, Edwin

Campos/BOS/ISFGOV@SFGOV
cc Sheila Chung Hagen/BOS/ISFGOV@SFGOV, Linda

Yeung/ADMSVC/SFGOV@SFGOV, Starr
TerrelMAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV, Bill
Jones/OCA/SFGOV@SFGOV, Lynn
Khaw/OQCA/SFGOV@SFGOV

Subject BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY No. 20090428-002

This e-mail is in response to the Board of Supervisors inquiry No. 20090428-002. The request was for a
list of contracts under $10 million issued by the Purchasing Division in fiscal years 2007-08, 2008-09, and
2009-10. With further clarifications with Supervisor Campos' Office, it was decided that the reports shouid
be for services only and between the thresholds of $10,000 to $10 million that are approved or '
competitively bid by the Purchasing Division. The reports do not inciude public works contracts. There
are no reports for FY 2009-10 because this fiscal year has not begun. For FY 2008-09, the report end
date is May 26, 2000.

Attached, please find Purchase Orders reports and Blanket Purchaser Orders reports by fiscal year.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

B0 for Svos Reports 10K-18 FYO7-08 & 08-09 Thiu 596-09xs  BPO for Sves Reports 10K-14 FY07-08 & 08-08 Thiu 5-26-09.x13

Naomi Kelly

Director/Purchaser

Office of Contract Administration

{415) 554-7738

(415) 554-4337 (fax)

----- Forwarded by Naomi KellyfADMSVC/SFGOV on 06/28/2009 03:31 PM -----

e Forwarded by Edwin Lee/ADMSVC/SFGOV on 05/01/2009 09:36 AM --—--

From: Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV
Ta: edwin.lee@sfgov.org

Ce david.campos@sfgov.org

Date: 05/01/2009 09:33 AM

Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY

For any questions, call the sponsoring supervisor




TO: Ed Lee

City Administrator
FROM: Clerk of the Board
DATE: 5/1/2009
REFERENCE: 20090428-002

FILE NO.
Due Date:  5/31/2009

This is an inquiry from a member of the Board of Supervisors made at the Board
meeting on 4/28/2009.

Supervisor Campos requests the following information:
Requesting a list of contracts under 8710 million issued by the Purchasing Division

of the Office of the City Administrator in fiscal years 2007-08, 2008-09, and
2009-10.

Please indicate the reference number shown above in your response, direct the original

via email to Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org and send a copy to the Supervisor(s)
noted above.

Your response to this inquiry is requested by 5/31/2009



San Francisco, Ca 94117-1110

May 23, 2009
Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi . ' \_3\
City Hall T

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca 94102-4639
Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi

Dear Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi:

I am writing in support of the proposal to charge an admission
fee to the Botanical Garden in Golden Gate Park.

The Botanical Garden, just like the Conservatory of Flowers, is @
very special attraction that needs to be preserved.

It is already operating with significant deferred maintenance, as
well as an insufficient number of staft.

Botanical gardens in other cities charge admission.

If those opposed to admission fees - either for all visitors, or only
for non-residents - are unable to suggest an alternative source of
revenue, then the process to establish a fee of some amount should
begin immediately.

Thank you for your consideration,

Ray Lucas




Board gf To Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV, Lolita Espinosa/BOS/SFGOV,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV Alistair Gibson/BOSISFGOV,

05/26/2009 05:10 PM cc
beo

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS iNQUIRY # 20090505-006

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Satisfaction form by clicking the link below. h e
http:!!www.sfgov.orgisite/bdsupvrs_form.asp‘?id=1 8548
----- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 05/26/2009 05:11 PM ~——-

"Vaing, Jonathan"

:Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.org To Board of Supervisors <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
cc "Black, Sue" <SBlack@sfwater.org>, "Brown, Vallie”
05/26/2009 04:17 PM <Valtie. Brown@sfgov.org>, "Galbreath, Rick"

<Rick.Galbreath@sfgov.org>, "Galli, Phil®
<Phil.Galli@sfdpw.org>, "Hines, Timothy"
<Timothy.Hines@sfdpw.org>, "Lee, Frank w
<Frank.W.Lee@sfdpw.org>, "Nuru, Mohammed”
<Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org>, "Pollock, Jeremy"
<Jeremy.Pollock@sfgov.org>, "Reiskin, &d"
<Ed.Reiskin@sfdpw.org>, "Rodis, Nathan"
<Nathan.Rodis@sfdpw.org>, "Stringer, Larry"
< arry.Stringer@sfdpw.org>

Subject RE: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090505-006

Here's the status of removing graffiti from the following public property
locations:

Utility Boxes:

goutheast corner Golden Gate & Scott- SRE 918447- Abated 5/7/09
Southwest corner Stanyan and Haight- SR# 9184%2- Abated 5/7/09
Northeast corner McAllister and Scott- Spi 918453~ Abated 5/7/09

Bus Shelters:
Southwest corner Pilerce & Haight-
SR% 918458 e-mail to 311 for Clear Channel

Southside of street at Halght & Buena Vista West-
SR 918459 e-mail to 311 for Clear Channel

Fillmore and Haight (all 4 bus stops, graffiti and grimej-
SR¥ 918460 e-mail to 311 for Clear Channel

Emergency Boxes:
Southwest corner Golden Gate and Gough-SR# 918461- Rbated 5/7/09

Jonathan C. Vaing

SF-DPW Graffiti Unit
Operation Act. Supervisor 11
Office: 415-695-2181




Fax: 415-641-26490
Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.org

————— Original Message-----

From: Rodis, Nathan

Sent: Thursday, May 07, 200% 2:33 PM

To: Vaing, Jonathan

Co: Nuru, Mcohammed; Stringer, Larry

Subject: FW: BOARD CF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090505-006

Jonathan,

pPlease respond directly to the Board of Supervisors and copy Supe. Mirkarimi.
Please use the reference number in your reply title, and copy Frank W. Lee and
myself because we are rracking these reguests.

Thank you!

Nathan Rodis

Assistant to the Director's Office
Department of Public Works

1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 348

San Francisco, CA 924102

Ph: (415) 55%4-6920 Fax: {415%) 554-6944

————— Original Message—-—--

From: Board of Supervisors

Sent: Thursday, May C7, 2009 11:27 AM
To: Reiskin, Ed

Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY
For any questions, call the sponsoring supervisor

TO: Faward Relskin
puklic Works

FROM: Clerk of the Board
DATE: 5/7/2009
REFERENCE: 20090505-006

FILE NO.

Due Date: 6/6/2009

This is an inguiry from a member of the Board of Superviscrs made at the
Board meeting on 5/5/200%.

Supervisor Mirkarimi requests the following information:
Requesting the Departnent of Public Works to report on the status of

removing graffiti from the following public property locations:
Utility Boxes



Southeast corner Golden Gate & Scott

Southwest corner Stanvan and Haight

Northeast corner McAllister and 3cott

Bus Shelters :

Southwest corner Plerce & Haight

Southside of street at Haight & Buena Vista West
Fillmore and Haight (all 4 bus stops, graffiti and grims)
Emergency Bozes

Southwest corner Golden Gate and Gough

Dlease indicate the reference number shown above in your response, direct
the original via email to Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org and send a copy to
the Superviser({s) noted above.

Your response to this inguiry is requested by 6/6/2009



Board qf To Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV, Alistair Gibson/BOS/SFGOV,
Sup_emsorslBOSlSFGOV Lolita Espinosa/BOS/ISFGOV,

05/28/2009 05:10 PM &
bee

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090512-006

"Vaing, Jonathan"

:Jonathan.Vamg@sfdpw.org To Board of Supervisors <Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org>
cc "Black, Sue" <SBlack@sfwater.org>, Board of Supervisors
05/29/2009 09:01 AM <Board.of Supetvisors@sfgov.org>, "Brown, Vallie"
<Vallie.Brown@sfgov.org>, "Galbreath, Rick"
<Rick.Galbreath@sfgov.org>, "Galli, Phil”
<Phil.Galli@sfdpw.org>, "Hines, Timothy"
<Timothy Hines@sfdpw.org>, "Lee, Frank W"
<Frank.W.Lee@sfdpw.org>, "Nuru, Mohammed”
<Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org>, "Pollock, Jeremy"
«Jeremy.Pollock@sfgov.org>, "Reiskin, Ed"
<Ed.Reiskin@sfdpw.org>, "Rodis, Nathan"
<Nathan.Rodis@sfdpw.org>, "Stringer, Larry"
<Larry.Stringer@sfdpw.org>
Subject RE: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090512-006

Here's the status of removing graffiti from the following locations:

Garbage Cans:
Northwest corner Haight & Fillmore- SR¥ 922071- Abated 5/20/09

Southeast corner Turk & Plerce- SR# 922078~ Abated 5/20/09
Southeast Page & Fillmore- SR#& 922120- Abated 5/20/09
Northeast Waller & Scott- SR% 922141- Abated 5/20/09
Mailboxes:

Northeast corner Laguna & Fulton- SRE 922156~ Abated 5/20/09

Scutheast corner Gough & Grove- SR¥ 922173- Abated 5/20/09

Jonathan C. Vaing

SF-DPW Graffiti Unit
Operation Act. Supervisor II
Office: 415-695-2181

Fax: 415-641-2640
Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.oxrg

————— Original Message-—-——-

From: Rodis, Nathan

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 8:53 AM

Te: Vaing, Jonathan

Cc: Nuru, Mohammed; Stringer, Larry

Subject: FW: BOARD OF SUPERVISCORS INQUIRY $# 20090512-006




Jonathan,

pPlease respond directly to the Board of Supervisors and copy Supe. Mirkarimi.
pPlease use the reference number in your reply title, and copy Frank W. Lee and
myself because we are tracking these requests.

Thank you!

Nathan Rodis

Assistant to the Director's Office
pDepartment of Public Works

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 348

san Francisco, CA 94102

Ph: (415} 554-6920 Fax: (415) 554~6944

————— Original Message-----

From: Beoard of Supervisors

Sent: Friday, May 15, 2009 9:5Z2 AM
To: Reiskin, Ed

Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY

BOARD'OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY
For any questions, call the sponsoring supervisor

TO: Edward Reiskin
rublic Works

FROM: Cierk of the Board

DATE: 5/15/2009

REFERENCE: 20090512-006

FILE NO,

Due Date: 6/13/2009

This is an inguiry from a member of the Board of Supervisors made at the
Board meeting on 5/12/200%.

Supervisor Mirkarimi reqguests rhe following information:

Requesting the Department of Public Works to report on the status of
removing graffiti from the following locations:

Garbage Cans

Northwest corner Haight & Fillmore
Southeast corner Turk & FPierce
Southeast Page & Fillmore
NMortheast Waller & Scott

Mailboxes
Northeast corner Laguna & Fulton
Seutheast corner Gough & Grove

Please indicate the reference number Shown above in your response, direct
the original via email to Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org and send a copy Lo



the Supervisor{s) noted above.

Your response to this inguiry is requested by 6/13/2009



Board of To John Avalos/BOS/SFGOV,

Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV e

cc Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV, Alistair Gibson/BOS/SFGOV,
06/01/2009 01:44 PM Lolita Espinosa/BOS/SFGOV,

bee
Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY
o \\".

Tiffany Wong f"‘ o
<‘i"|ff_any‘Wong@sfgov.org> To Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org I )
05/29/2009 05:29 PM cc Derek Chu <Derek.Chu@sfgov.org> N

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY

please find attached response to Board of Supervisors inquiry {reference:
20090428~001 }.

(See attached file: Housing and Homeless Budget 2009.05.29.xls).

Tiffany Wong

Senior Administrative Analyst

San Francisco Human Services Agency
Office: 415.557.5617

Fax: 415.431.9270

————— Forwarded by Trent Rhorer/DHS/CCSF on 05/11/2009 10:06 PM ~———~

Roard of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOVESFGOV

05/01/2009 09:33 AM To
rrent.rhorer@sfgov

.0rg
felo)

Subiject
BCARD OF
SUPERVISORS
INQUIRY




TO:

FROM:
DATE:

REFERENCE:

FILE NO.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY
For any questions, c¢all the sponsoring supervisor

Trent Rhorer
Human Services
Clerk of the Board

5/1/2009
20090428-001

Due Date: 5/31/2009

This is an inguiry from a member of the Board of Supervisors mads at the
Board meeting on 4/28/20089.

Supervisor Avalos requests the following information:

Inquiring of the Human Services Agency a detalled accounting and breakdown
of $189 million reportedly spent by the City on homeless services.

Please indicate the reference number shown above in your response, direct
the original via email to Board.of.Superviscrs@sfgov.org and send a Copy £o
the Supervisor{s) noted above.

Your response to this inguiry is requested by 5/31/2009

Housing and Homeless Budgst 2009.05.23 s



Board qf To Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV, Alistair Gibson/BOS/SFGOV,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV Lolita Espinosa/BOS/SFGOV, -

05/26/2009 05:09 PM cc
bec

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090414-003

™y

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Satisfaction form by clicking the link below.
http:h’www.sfgov.org/site/bdsupvrsmform.asp?id=1 8548
- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 05/26/2008 05:11 PM -

*Vaing, Jonathan"
<Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.org To Board of Supervisors <Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org>

-
cc "Black, Sue" <SBlack@sfwater.org>, "Brown, Vallie”
05/26/2009 04:40 PM <Vallie.Brown@sfgov.org>, "Galbreath, Rick”
<Rick.Galbreath@sfgov.org>, "Galli, Phil"
<Phil Galli@sfdpw.org>, "Hines, Timothy"
<Timothy.Hines@sfdpw.org>, "Lee, Frank W
<Frank.W.Lee@sfdpw.org>, "Nuru, Mohammed"
<Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org>, "Pollock, Jeremy"
<Jjeremy.Pollock@sfgov.org>, "Reiskin, E¢"
<Ed.Reiskin@sfdpw.org>, "Rodis, Nathan”
<Nathan.Rodis@sfdpw.org>, "Stringer, Larry"
<t arry. Stringer@sfdpw.org>
Subject RE: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20080414-003

Here's the status of removing graffiti from the following public property
locations:

Jtility Boxes:

Southeast corner Post and Broderick SR% 910855 Abated 4-19~09

Southwest corner Bush and Divisadero SR# 910884 Rbated 4-19-09

Southwest corner Broderick and Fulton aRE 910891 Abated 4-1%-09

Northeast cerner Laguna and Oak SR$ 910895 Abated 4-19-09

Southwest corner Geary and Webstexr gRE 910902 Abated 4-19-09

Southwest corner Scott and Haight SR 910904 Rbated 4-19-09

Northwest corner Waller and Scott SR# 910905 BAbated 4-19-09

Bus Shelters:

Southwest corner Pierce & Haight SRE 918458 sent to 311 for
Clear Channel .

Southside Haight & Buena Vista West SR# 918459 sent to 311 for
Ciear Channel

Fillmore and Haight (all 4 bus stops, SRE 918460 sent to 311 for

Clear Channel

Emergency Boxes:
Southeast corner Scott & Oak SR$% 910261 Abated 4-19-09

Jonathan C. Valing
3F~DPW Graffiti Unit
Operation Act. Supervisor II




Office: 415-695~-2181
Fax: 415-641-2640
Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.org

————— Original Message---—--

From: Rodis, Nathan

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2009 11:21 AM

To: Vaing, Jonathan

Ce: Nuru, Mohammed; Stringer, Larry

Supiject: FW: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090414-003

Jonathan,

Please respond directly to the Board of Supervisors and copy sSupe. Mirkarimi.
Please use the reference number in your reply title, and copy Frank W. Lee and
myself because we are tracking these requests.

Thank you!

Nathan Rodis

Assistant to the Director's Cffice
Department of Public Works

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 348

San Francisco, CR 94102

Ph: (415) 554-69%20 Fax: {415) 554-6944

————— Original Message-——--—

From: Board of Supervisons

gent: Thursday, April 16, 2009 4:21 PM
To: Reiskin, Ed

Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY

BOARD OF SUPERVISCORS INQUIRY
For any questions, call the sponsoring supervisor

TO; Bdward Reiskin
Pupblic Works

FROM: Cierk of the Board

DATE: 4/16/2009

REFERENCE: 20090414-003

FILE NO.

Due Date: 5/16/2009

This is an inquiry from a member of the Board of Supervisors made at the
Board meeting on 4/14/2009,

Supervisor Mirkarimi requests the following information:

Requesting the Department of Public Works to report on the status cf
removing graffiti from the following public property locations:



Utility Boxes

Southeast corner Post and Broderick
gsouthwest corner Bush and Divisadero
Joutnwest corner Broderick and Fulton
Northeast corner Laguna and Oak
Southwest corner Geary and Webster
gouthwest corner Scott and Haight
Northwest corner Waller and Scott

Bus Shelters

Southwest corner Plerce & Haight

Southside of Street at Haight & Buena Vista West
Fillmore and Haight (all 4 bus stops, graffiti and grime)

Emergency Boxes

Southeast corner Scott & Oak

please indicate the reference number shown above in your response, direct
the original via emall to Board.of.Supervisorsésfgov.org and send a copy to
the Supervisor(s) noted above.

Your response to this inquiry is requested by 5/16/2009



Board of To Lolita Espinosa/BOS/SFGOV, Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV

05/22/2008 01:02 PM

cC
bece

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE #
20080331-006

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Satisfaction form by clicking the link below.
http://www.sfgov.org/site/bdsupvrs_form.asp?id=1 8548
wwwww Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 05/22/2009 01:03 PM -

"aing, Jonathan”

:Junathan.Vaing@sfdpw,org To Board of Supervisors <Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org>

cc “Black, Sue" <SBlack@sfwater.org>, Board of Supervisors

05/22/2009 12:49 PM <Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Brown, Valiie"
<Vallie.Brown@sfgov.org>, "Galbreath, Rick”
<Rick.Galbreath@sfgov.org>, "Galli, Phil”
<Phit.Galli@sfdpw.org>, "Hines, Timothy”
<Timothy.Hines@sfdpw.org>, "Lee, Frank W
<Frank.W._ee@sfdpw.org>, "Nuru, Mohammed”
<Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org>, "Pollock, Jeremy”
<Jeremy.Pollock@sfgov.org>, "Reiskin, Ed"
<Ed.Reiskin@sfdpw.org>, “Rodis, Nathan”
<Nathan.Rodis@sfdpw.org>, "Stringer, Larry”
<Larry.Stringer@sfdpw.org>

Subject RE: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE #

20090331-006

Here's the status of removing'graffiti at the following private property
locations:

130 Hugo (posted 100 Hugo)} SR§ 906386 Notice Posted
~Graffiti Abated 4-28-09

600 Irving SR¥ 896797 Notice Posted
—Graffiti Abated 4-29-09

999 Oak SRE 906392 Notice Posted
_Graffiti Abated 4-15-09 '

544 Cole SR 906393 Notice Posted
~Graffiti Abated 4-23-09

%01 Haight SR# 906394 Notice Posted
_Graffiti Abated 4-17-09

1301 Haight gr# 902158 Notice Posted
_Graffiti Abated 4-08-09

1401 Haight SR¥ 892674 Notice Posted
—Graffiti Abated 3-28-09

1584 Haight SR# 905292 Notice Posted
~Second Notice Due 6-11-09

448 Haight . SRE 906399 Notice Posted
—gsecond MNotice Due 6-11-09

706 Buchanan SR# 906400 Nothing Found 4-8-09

799 Haight SR¥ 906401 Motice Posted

~Craffiti Abated 4-18-09
1213 Fell SR# 903693 Notice Posted




—Graffiti Abated 5-08-09

514 Haight SRE 906405 Notice Posted
-Second Notice Due 6-11-09

%25 Haight SR# 900480 Notice Posted
~Second Notice Due 6-11-0%9

546 Haight SR# 896252 Notice Posted
~-Abatement due 05/25/09

535 Haight SR# 906406 Notice Posted
~Second Notice Due 6-11-09

593 Haight : SR¥ 900480 Notice Posted
-Second Notice Due €-11-09

609 Halght SR¥ 890208 Notice Posted
~Second Notice Due 6-11-09

681 Haight SR# 900505 Notice Posted

~Graffiti Abated 4-~08-09

Jonathan €. Vaing

SF-DPW Graffiti Unit
Operation Act. Supervisor II
Office: 415-695-2181

Fax: 415-641-2640
Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.org

————— Original Message-----

From: Rodis, Nathan

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2002 9:22 AM

To: Vaing, Jonathan

Co: Nuru, Mohammed; Stringer, Larry

Subject: FW: BOARRD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE # 20090331-006

Jonathan,

Please respond directly to the Board of Supervisors and copy Supe. Mirkarimi.
Please use the reference number in your reply title, and copy Frank W. Lee and
myself because we are tracking these requests.

Thank you!

Nathan Rodis

Assistant to the Director's Office
Department of Public Works

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 348

San Francisco, CA 94102

Ph: {415) 554-06920 Fax: {415) 554~-6944

~~~~~ Original Message-—---

From: Board of Supervisors’

Sent: Friday, May 15, 2009 9:53 AM

To: Reiskin, Ed

Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE
1f you have already regsponded, please disregard this notlice.



For any gquestions, call (415) 554-7708.

TO: Edward Reiskin
Public Works

FROM: Clerk of the Board

DATE: 5/15/2009

REFERENCE: 20090331-006

FILE NO.
Due Date: 5/2/2009
Reminder Sent: 5/1/2009

The inguiry referenced above from Supervisor Mirkarimi was made at the
Board meeting on 3/31/2009 and a response was requested by the due date
shown above.

Please indicate the reference numb@r.shown above in your response, direct
the original via email to Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org and send a copy to
the Supervisor{s) noted above.

For your convenience, the original inquiry is repeated below.

Requesting the Department of Public Works to report on the status of
removing graffiti at the following private property locations:

130 Hugo
600 Irving
999 OCak

644 Cole
901 Haight
1301 Haight
1401 Haight
1584 Haight
448 Haight
706 Buchanan
799 Haight
1213 Fell
514 Haight
525 Haight
546 Haight
535 Haight
593 Haight
609 Haight
681 Haight



Board qf To Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV, Lolita Espinosa/BOS/SFGOV,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV e
05/22/2009 01:13 PM

bee

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20080324-007

"Vaing, Jonathan"

:Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.org To Board of Supervisors <Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org>

cc "Black, Sue" <SBlack@sfwater.org>, Board of Su ervisors
05/22/2009 01:14 PM <Board.of.Supervisors@@sfgav.org>, “Brown, Vai%EZ“
<Valiie.Brown@sfgov.org>, "Galbreath, Rick”
<Rick.Galbreath@sfgov.org>, "Galli, Phil"
<Phil.Galli@sfdpw.org>, "Hines, Timothy”
<Timothy. Hines@sfdpw.org>, "Lee, Frank W"
<Frank.W.Lee@sfdpw.org>, "Nuru, Mohammed"
<Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org>, "Pollock, Jeremy”
<Jeremy.Pollock@sfgov.org>, "Reiskin, Ed”
<Ed.Reiskin@sfdpw.org>, "Rodis, Nathan”
<Nathan.Rodis@sfdpw.org>, "Stringer, Larry”
<Larry.Stringer@sfdpw.org> '
Subject RE: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090324-007

Here's the status of removing graffiti from the following private property
locationss:,

542 Haight SRE 909357 -Second Notice Due 6-11-09

378 Fulton SR# 909358 ~Nothing Found 4-11-09

999 Oak SR¥ 909359 -Nothing Found 4-11-09

598 Laguna SR¥ 909360 -Nothing Found 4-11-09

1689 Fillmore SR# 909362 -Nothing Found 4-11-08

803 Fillmore SR# 909374 -Nothing Found 4-11-09

349 Fillmore SR¥ 909360 -Notice Posted-Graffiti Abated 4-18-09
339 Fillmore SR# 909360 -NWotice Posted-Graffiti Abated 4-22-09
600 Page SR¥ 909374 -Nothing Found 4-08-09

601 Haight SR 909374 -Nothing Found 4-11-09

500 Fillmore SR# 909374 ~Nothing Found 4-11-0%

573 Fillmore SRE 909360 -Notice Pogted-Graffiti Abated 5-10-09
276 Fillmore SR# 909360 ~Notice Posted-Graffiti Abated 4-30-09
926 Divisadero SRE 205628 -Second Notice Due 6-11-09

Jonathan C. Vaing

SF-DPW Graffiti Unit
Operation Act. Supervisor Il
Office: 415-695-2181

Fax: 415-641-2640
Jonathan.Vaing@sfdpw.org

————— Original Message-—-~-
From: Rodis, Nathan




Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2009 2146 PM

To: Vaing, Jonathan

Cc: Nuru, Mohammed; Stringer, Larry

Subject: FW: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY # 20090324-007

Jonathan,

Please respond directly to the Board of Supervisors and copy Supe. Mirkarimi.
Please use the reference number in your reply ritle, and copy Frank W. Lee and
nyself because we are tracking these requests.

Thank you!

Nathan Rodis

Assistant To the Director's Office
Department of Public Works

1 pDr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 348

gan Francisco, Ch 94102

Ph: (415) 554-69%20 Fax: (415) 554-6944

————— Original Message--—--—

From: Board of Supervisors

gent: Friday, March 27, 2009 9:04 AM
To: Reiskin, Bd

Subject: BCARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY

BOARD OF SUPERVISCORS INQUIRY
Por any questions, call the sponscoring supervisor

TO: Bdward Reiskin
Public Works

FROM: Clerk of the Board

DATE: 3/27/2009

REFERENCE: 20090324-007

FILE NO.

Due Date: 4/26/2009

This is an inguiry from a member of the Board of Supervisors made at the
Board meeting on 3/24/2003.

Supervisor Mirkarimi requests the following information:

Requesting the Department of Public Works to report on the status of
removing graffiti from the following private property locations:

542 Halght

378 Fulton

999 Oak

598 Laguna (on the Linden Alley side)
1689 Fillmore

803 Fillmore

349 Fillmore

339 Fillmore



600 Page

601 Haight

500 Fillmore
573 Fillmgre
27% Fillmore
926 Divisadero

Please indicate the reference number shown above in your response, direct
the original via email to Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org and send a copy To
the Supervisox(s) noted above.

Your response to this inquiry is requested by 4/26/200%



Board qf To Alistair Gibson/BOS/ISFGOV, Rana Calonsag/BOS/SFGOV,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV Lolita Espinosa/BOSISFGOV,

05/29/2009 05:10 PM ce
bce

Subject Fw: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE: NOTICE #
20090324-005 o

"Vaing, Jonathan"

:3unathan.Valng@sfdpw.org To Board of Supervisors <Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org>
cc "Black, Sue" <SBlack@sfwater.org>, Board of Supervisors

05/29/2009 09:11 AM <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Brown, Vatlig“
<Valiie.Brown@sfgov.org>, "Galbreath, Rick"
<Rick.Galbreath@sfgov.org>, "Galli, Phit"
<Phil.Galli@sfdpw.org>, "Hines, Timothy"
<Timothy. Hines@sfdpw.org>, “Lee, Frank W"
<Frank.W.Lee@sfdpw.org>, "Nuru, Mohammed"
<Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org>, "Pollock, Jeremy"
<Jeremy.Pollock@sfgov.org>, "Reiskin, Ed"
<Fd.Reiskin@sfdpw.org>, "Rodis, Nathan®
<Nathan.Rodis@sfdpw.org>, "Stringer, Larry”
<Larmry.Stringer@sfdpw.org>

Subject RE: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE #

20090324-005

Here's the status of removing graffiti.from the public property at the
focllowing locations:

Urility Boxes:

Southwest Post & Scott- SR$ 918129- Abated 5/7/0%
Northeast corner Post & Steiner- SR# 918133~ Abated %/7/09
Northeast corner Baker & Turk- SR 918139- Abated 5/7/09
Southeast corner Scott & Filllimore- SR¥ 918142~ Abated 5/7/09
Southwest corner Broderick & Fulton- SR# 018140~ Abated 5/7/0%
In front of 158% Haight~- gR# 918144- Rbated 5/7/09

Bus Shelters:
Southwest corner Pierce & MchAllister- SR# 918154 E-mail to 311 for Clear

Channel

Northwest corner Divisadero & Ellis- SRE 918157 E-~mail to 311 for Clear
Channel

Northeast MchAllister & Buchanan- SR# 918159 E-mail to 311 for Clear
Channel :

Fillmore & Haight {&ll 4 bus stops)- SRE 918175 E-mail to 311 for Clear
Channel

Emergency Boxes:
goutheast corner Page & Steiner- SRE 918186- Rbated 5/7/C9
Northeast corner Divisadero & Page- SR# 918195- Abated 5/7/09

Jonathan C. Vaing
SF-DPW Graffiti Unit




Operation Act. Supervisor II
Office: 415-695-2181

Fax: 415-641-2640
Jonathan.Vaing@sidpw.org

mmmmm Original Message---—--

From: Rodis, Nathan

Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 2:3%9 PM

To: Vaing, Jonathan

Car Nuru, Mohammed; Stringer, Larry

Subject: FW: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE # 20090324-005

Jonathan,

please respond directly to the foard of Supervisors and copy Supe. Mirkarimi.
please use the reference number in your reply title, and copy Frank W. Lee and
myself because we are tracking these requests.

Thank you!

Mathan Rodis

Assistant to the Director's Office
Department of Public Works

1 br. Carliton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 348

San Francisco, CA 94102

Ph: {(415) 554-6%20 Fax: (415) 554-6%44

————— Original Message-—>—-

From: Board of Supervisors

" gent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 11:28 AM

To: Reiskin, Ed

Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY - DUE NOTICE
If you have already responded, please disregard this notice.
For any gquestions, cail (415) 554-7708.

TC: Edward Reiskin
Ppublic Works

FROM: lerk of the Board

DATE: 5/7/2009

REFERENCE: 20050324~005

FILE NO.
Due Date: 4/26/2009
Reminder Sent: 472372009

The inquiry referenced above from Supervisor Mirkarimi was made at the
Board meeting on 3/24/2009 and a response was requested by the due date
shown above.



Please indicate the reference number shown above in your response, direct
trhe original wvia email to Roard.of . Supervisors@sfgov.crg and send a copy to
The Supervisor(s) noted above.

For your convenience, the eriginal inquiry is repeated below.

Requesting the Department of Public Works to report on the status of
removing graffiti from the public property at the following locations:

Utility Boxes

southwest Post & Scott

Northeast corner Post & Steiner
Northeast corner Baker & Turk )
Southeast corner Scott & #illmore
Southwest corner Broderick & Falten
in front of 1589 Haight

Bus Shelters

southwest corner Pierce & McAllister
Northwest corner Divisadero & Ellis
Northeast McAllister & Buchanan
Fillmore & Haight {all 4 bus stops)

Emergency BOXes
Southeast corner Page & Steiner
NMortheast corner Divisadero & Page



Francisco Da Costa To Mark Leno <mark leno@sen.ca.gov>, "Forrest, Linda"
<Linda.Forrest@sen.ca.gov>, Leland Yee

06/01/2009 09:35 AM <leland.yee@sen.ca.gov>, “Djibril V. Diop”
: ce

bce

Subject The U.S. Navy has an obligation to clean up the Hunters
Point Naval  Shipyard.

All the land that we call San Francisco and more belongs to the Muwekma
Ohlone. They are the First People of San Francisco. T'wo hundreds years ago
the area now called Bayview Hunters Point was pristine. Today it is a toxic
cesspool. Those that polluted the area must clean it.

The was stolen from the Ohone. The land comes under the First People and
under their

Patrimonial Jurisdiction: www.muwelkma.org Those in Sacramento must also
remember this. You are in Sacramento to represent not to desecrate and
violate the rights of the constituents.

At Hunters Point Naval Shipyard - that is a Superfund Site there are many
radiological

hot spots. The worst areas are Patcel E and E2. The entire Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard

must be clean - abated and mitigated to Residential Standards. Proposition P
passed by

eighty seven percent of San Francisco mandates the entire area be clean to
RESIDENTIAL Standards.

All of you involved in the decision making must read the Final Historical
Radiological Repott on Hunters Point. I know for sure that Senator Mark Leno
has not read it. If he did he would not agree to initiate the faulty Senate Bill
792. It is NOT too late to do the right thing.

Now, Senator Mark Leno in his ignorance and haste has initiated Senate Bill
792. SB 792 sent a

wrong message to those that should clean the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard -
it gives

them a chance to talk about capping and conveying the land without a
through cleanup.

Pushing for Senate Bill ate the Pacific Heights Mafia - the likes of Diane




Feinstein, Nancy Pelosi, Richard Blum, Gavin Newsom and I could name
mote.

What makes this matter even worse is giving it to Lennar that has wasted over
$1 Billion of CALPERS money. Lennar is Rogue Developer that has thousands
of law suits all over the Nation.

Lennat is into Land Banking and has no intention what so evet to build good
homes and should not be building any homes in the middle of Chernobyl.

Here is what I want to express to you all and please take me seriously. Before
the year 2012 there

will be a disaster at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. If before that the over 2
million tons of toxic dirt mostly radiological in nature is not removed and
hauled away - the entire San Francisco area will be adversely impacted and
thousands of San Franciscans will DIE.

This is the final CLARION call. Do not say you were NOT watned. Those of
you that do not stop this faulty BILL will have BLOOD on your hands.

Lennar is a Rogue Developer and after 10 years declared Bankruptcy at Mare
Island. It promised to build 10,000 and did nothing. In Southern California
linked to LandSoutce it wasted over $1 Billion yes BILLION - CALPERS

money.

You all have an opportunity to first clean up the Hunters Point Naval
Shipyard. Then, review a through Environmental Impact Repott, then get the
approvals from the State and Federal Regulatory Agencies - let us agtee to sign
a sound Record of Decision.

Senator Mark Leno has been misled and must either REMOVE his faulty bill
or thotoughly amend it. We cannot trade the Candlestick State Park for areas
like E and E2. We are not stupid.

The Bayview Hunters Point community does not trust Lennar.
Senator Mark Leno has NOT had one single meaningful dialog on the mattes

linked with SB 792 in the community. Senator Mark Leno cannot fool all the
people all the time.

www.hunterspointnavalshipyard.com



Francisco Da Costa
Muwekma Ohlone Tribe
Base Closure and Infrastructure Projects

San Francisc6
California 94124



Board of To BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV

06/01/2009 01:29 PM

cC
bce

Subject Fw: Bay Polilution by the City of San Francisco Sewage Plant
at Fisherman's Wharf

R

N

"Alexandra Post, Ph.D."
To David.Chiu@sfgov.org, SF Supervisors

05/29/2009 08:04 AM <hoard_of_supervisors@ci.sf.ca.us>, Pelosi Nancy
<sf nancy@smail.house.gov>, Commonweaith Club
<club@commonwealthclub.org>, Gavin Newsom
<Gavin.Newsom@sfgov.org>, Letters to the Editor
<etters@sfchronicle.com>, Wade Crowfoot
<Wade.Crowfoot@sfgov.org>, Tom Ammiano
<tom.ammilano@sfgov.org>, Ed Epstein
<eepstein@sfchronicle.com>, Jason Van Derbeken
<jvanderbeken@sfchronicle.com>,
lyzferguson: 1 ., eferguson@bayareacouncil.org,
Aron Peskin <aaron_peskin@ci.sf.ca.us>,
custsve@ebmud.com, jgrubb@bayareacouncit.org, Reinhold
Ziegler

Ccc

Subject Bay Pollution by the City of San Francisco Sewage Plant at
Fisherman's Wharf

The SF Bay water pollution by the older, art deco sewage plant at Bay and Kearny Streets is so
bad that it smells like human waste in at least three places:

1.0n the front East Corner of Pier 39 by the children's jungle jim where tourists enter
Fisherman's Wharf (particularly early am at high tide on rainy days)

2. From the gutters, particularly at Lombard and Montgomery Streets, after rain.

3. In the Butterfly Restaurant, a commercial food establishment operating according to SF City
health standards. It is so bad that the front end of the restaurant smells similar to inside a
stand-alone construction-site toilet. One can sit near the bar and watch the birds dive for food in
the same waters. Human detritus is probably not so bad; but the drugs that people take and
chemicals they dump down their toilets are surely endangering wildlife on this Pacific migratory
path. Butterfly Restaurant management has spoken several times to the SF Port Authority to no
avail.

Thanks for your heip.

Alexandra Post, PhD
CEO

UNITED SYNERGY LLC




design and Integration of renewable energy systems
111 Chestnut Street Suite 361
San Francisco, CA 94111
main 415-434-4342
direct 415-434-434()
apost@unitedsynergylle.com

or: alexisgp@me.com

www. anitedsvnergylle.com




COMMISSIONERS

Cindy Gustafson, Presidert ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER JOHN CARLSON, JR.
Tahoe City By EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Jim Kellogg, Vice President 1416 Ninth Street
‘ Concord Box 944209
Richard Rogers, Member Sacramento, C4 94244-2090
Carpinteria (916} 65348979
Michae! Sutton, Member by (916} 653-5040 Fax
Monterey T fec@fa.cagoy
Daniel W. Richards, Member Goveenor : s
Upland
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Fish and Game Commission
P A S
B RO f’ };
May 27, 2009 - L/

TO ALL AFFECTED AND INTERESTED PARTIES:

This is to provide you with a copy of the notice of proposed regulatory action relative to
Section 502, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to waterfowl hunting,
which will be published in the California Regulatory Notice Register on May 29, 2009.

Please note the dates of the public hearings related to this matter and associated
deadlines for receipt of written comments.

Dr. Eric Loft, Chief, Wildlife Branch, Department of Fish and Game, phone
(916) 445-3555, has been designated to respond to questions on the substance of
the proposed regulations.

Sincerely,

Sherrie Fonbuena
Associate Governmental Program Analyst

Attachment
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TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Fish and Game Commission (Commission), pursuant to
the authority vested by sections 202 and 355 of the Fish and Game Code and to implement,
interpret or make specific sections 202, 355, and 356 of said Code, proposes to amend
Section 502, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to waterfow! hunting.

informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview

Current regulations in Section 502, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCRY), provide
definitions, hunting zone descriptions, season opening and closing dates, and establish daily
bag and possession limits. In addition to the five proposals contained herein, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), after analysis of waterfowl population survey and other data, may
change federal regulations; if this occurs changes in existing and proposed regulations in
California may be necessary. Changes in federal regulations for season opening and closing
dates, elimination or creation of special management areas, season length, and daily bag limits
for migratory birds may occur. ltem 4 requires changes in the federal regulations and must be
approved by the Pacific Flyway Council at its meeting on July 24, 2009. ltem 5 (including the
table below) provides a proposed range of season dates and bag limits for waterfowl. The
Service will consider recommendations from the Fiyway Council at their meeting on July 30,
2009. At this time, the California Breeding Pair Survey has not been conducted and the Service
has not established federal regulation “frameworks” which will occur in August after the analysis
of current waterfow! population survey, other data, input from the Flyway Councils and the public.
Also, minor editorial changes are proposed to clarify and simplify the regulations and to comply
with existing federal frameworks. :

The Department'’s proposals are as follows:

1. Increase the white-fronted goose daily bag limit to 6 geese per day in the Northeastern,
Southern San Joaquin Valley, and Balance of State zones. Also, the white-fronted goose,
Large and Small Canada goose daily bag limits will be collectively called dark geese in the
Southern San Joaguin Valley and Balance of State zones.

2. Increase the Large Canada goose daily bag limit to 6 per day in the Southern San Joaquin
Valley and Balance of State zones. Also, the white-fronted goose, Large and Small Canada
goose daily bag limits will be collectively called dark geese in the Southern San Joaquin
Valley and Balance of State zones.

3. Change the name of the Youth Hunting Days section o Youth Waterfowl Hunting Days.

4. Modify the opening date of the Sacramento Valley (West) Special Management Area to open
concurrently with the general goose season in the Balance of State Zone. This proposal
requires approval by the Pacific Flyway Council and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

5. Provide a range of waterfowl hunting season lengths (which may be spiit into two segmentis)
between 38 and 107 days for all hunting methods. A range of daily bag limits is also given
for ducks in all zones. Also, federal regulations require that California’s hunting regulations
conform to those of Arizona in the Colorado River Zone. See the following table for season

and bag limit ranges.



Southern San Joaguin
Valley Zone

Southern California Zone

Same as regular

season exiending for 2 days.

The Saturday following the
cloging of waterfow! season
extending for 2 days.

The Saturday following the

AREA S$SPECIES SEASONS DAILY BAG & POSSESSION LIMITS .
Statewide Coots & Moorhens Concurrent w/duck season 25fday. 25 in possession
Se ai‘;ﬁﬁﬂ;ﬁ ﬁ?’;ﬁ cks, g:,:;:ﬁ %em eeﬂn?;‘ 110%5 dd;,yss 4—’Hda_y. no more than 3-7 mailards, no more than -2 hen malla_rds,
Pintail, Canvashack and Scaup. BaTvasback Between 0 & 105 days 0-3 pintail, 0-3 canvzs;::;glgh (l))!i ;ﬁgi:je;?ldss 39—7 scaup. Possession
Secaup Between  and 105 days y 0ag. )
B 8/ day, up to 6 white geese, up 1o 4-6 white-fronts, up to 2 Large
Geese 86-100 days Canada geese, only 1 Small Canada goose. Possession limit double
{he daily bag.

SOum\?;Ir:eSyazno}l‘(;aqum E;i;: Bsexwzinn%a; 110055;5?;5 4-T/day, no more than 3-7 mallards, no more than 1-2 hen mailards,
Season may be spiit for Ducks, Camvasback Betweon 0 & 105 days 0-3 pintail, 0-3 canv?splagk, %'2 ;ﬁdr:jea.lgdsé 0-7 scaup. Possession
Pintall, Canvasback and Scaup. Scaup Between 0 & 105 days imit double ihe aaky bag.

- 8/ day, up fo 8 white geese, up fo 4-6 white-fronts, up to
Geese 86-100 days 4.6 Large Canada geese, up to 6 Small Canada geese (up o 6 darl
geese). Possession fimit double the daily bag,
Colorado River Zone Ducke B O T aa¥® ! 4.7/day, no more than 3-7 mallards, no more than 1-2 hen mallards o
Canvasback Eotwean 0.& 107 days Mexican-iike ducks, 0-3 pintail, 0-3 canvasback, 0-2 redheads, 0-7
Scaup Between 0 & 107 days scaup. Possession limit double the daily bag.
B/ day, up to 6 white geese, up to 3 dark geese. Possession timnit
Geese 101 days double the daily bag,
g;gg:ﬁ;gyi‘:‘f;ﬂg g:czf g::;g: %ﬁ;fi:;ﬁosg 11005} ;gf’ 4~7lday, ho mote than 3-7 mallards, no more than 1-2 hen maila_rds,
Pintail, Canvasback and Scaup. Canvashack Betwoon 0 & 100 days 0-3 pintail, 0-3 canvs;smb;tg!;;J %—é :ﬁgzz?!dsé ;); scaup. Possession
Scaup Between 0 & 100 days Y bag- )
g B/day, up o 6 white geese, up to 3 dark geese. Possession limit
Geese 86-100 days double the daily bag. _
Balance of State Zone Ducks- Between 38 & 160 days : 0
Season may be spiit for Ducks, Pingail” RBetween 0 & 100 days 4-7fday, ne more than 3-7 mailards, no more than 1-2 hen mallards,
< Pintail, Canvasback and Staup. Canvasback Betwesn 0 & 100 days 0-3 pintail, 0-3 canvashack, 0-2 redheads, 0-7 scaup. Possession
: limit double the daily bag.
Scaup Between 0 & 100 days
8/ day, up to 6 white geese, up to 4-6 white-fronts, up to 4-6 Large
Geese 86-100 days Canada geese, up to 6 Small Canada geese {up io 6 dark geese).
Pussession limit double the daily bag.
SPECIAL AREA SPECIES SEASON DAILY BAG & POSSESSION LIMITS
Between [ & 105 days, except
for Large Canada geese which
North Coast Al Canada Geese can not exceed 100 days or 5"’?’&;:;2:%'“%“?? dii‘ﬁ{f?hg%rffjabgmse'
extend beyond the last Sunday n ty Dag.
in January.
Humboldt Bay South Spit Ali species Closed during brant season
White-fronted Ogpen concurrently with general . "
Sacramento Valley {West) geese qoose season through Dec 14 2/day. Possession limit double the daily bag.
Marro Bay Ali species Open in designated areas only Waterfow! season opens concurrently with brant season,
Martis Creek Lake All species Closed untii Nov 16
Northern Brant Black Brant Between 0 & 30 days, must end Ziday. Possession limit double the daily bag.
by Dec 15 g
Balance of State Brant Black Brant Between 0 & 30 days, must end 2lday. Possession limit double the daily bag.
by Dec 15
‘Imperial County . White Geese Between { and 102 days 6/day. Possession limit double the daily bag.
YOUTH WATERFOWL _ .
HUNTING DAYS SPECIES SEASON DAILY BAG & POSBESSION LIMITS
The Saturday fourteen days
Northeastern Zone before the opening of waterfow!

Same as regular season

season closing of waterfow! season
extending for 2 days,

The Saturday following the

Colorado River Zone closing for waterfowl season
extending for 2 days,

The Saturday following the

Balance of State Zone closing of waterfowl season
extending for 2 days.

FALCONRY OF DUCKS SPECIES SEASON DAILY BAG & POSSESSION LIMITS
Northeasiern Zone : 105 days

Balance of State Zone

Southern San Joaguin

Same as ragular

Between 38 and 187 days

3/ day, possession limit 6

Valley Zone season Between 38 and 107 days
Southern California Zone Between 38 and 107 days
Colorado River Zone Ducks only Between 38 and 107 days o




NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing,
“relevant to this action at a hearing to be held at the Yolo Fliers Club, Ballroom,

17980 County Road 94B, Woodland, California, on Thursday, June 25, 2009 at 8:30 a.m., or as
soon thereafter as the matter may be heard. -

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing,
relevant to this attion at a hearing to be held at the Yolo Fliers Club, Ballroom,
17980 County Road 948, Woodland, California, on Thursday, August 8, 2008, at 8:30 a.m., or
as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard. It is requested, but not required, that written
comments be submitted on or before July 31, 2009 at the address given below, or by fax at
(916) 653-5040, or by e-mail to FGC@fge.ca.gov. Written comments mailed, faxed or e-mailed
to the Commission office, must be received before 5:00 p.m. on August 3, 2009. All comments
must be received no later than August 8, 2009, at the hearing in Woodland, CA. If you would
like copies of any madifications to this proposal, please include your name and mailing address.

The regulations as proposed in strikeout-underline format, as well as an initial statement of
reasons, including environmental considerations and all information upon which the proposal is
based (rulemaking file), are on file and available for public review from the agency
representative, John Carlson, Jr., Executive Director, Fish and Game Commission, 1416 Ninth
Street, Box 944209, Sacramento, California 94244-2090, phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct
requests for the above mentioned documents and inquiries concerning the regulatory process to
John Carlson, Jr., or Shetrie Fonbuena at the preceding address or phone number. Dr. Eric
Loft, Wildlife Branch, Department of Fish and Game, phone (916) 445-3555, has been
designated to respond to questions on the substance of the proposed regulations.
Copies of the Initial Statement of Reasons, including the regulatory language, may be obtained
from the address above. Notice of the proposed action shall be posted on the Fish and Game
Commission website at http://www .fgc.ca.gov. :

Availability of Modified Text

If the regulations adopted by the Commission differ frorn but are sufficiently related to the action

‘proposed, they will be available to the public for at least 15 days prior to the date of adoption.
Circumstances beyond the control of the Commission (e.g., timing of Federal regulation
adoption, timing of resource data collection, timelines do not allow, etc.) or changes made to be
responsive to public recommendation and comments during the regulatory process may
preciude full compliance with the 15-day comment period, and the Commission will exercise its
powers under Section 355 of the Fish and Game Code. Regulations adopted pursuant to this
section are not subject to the time periods for adoption, amendment or repeal of reguiations
prescribed in Sections 11343.4, 11346.4 and 11346.8 of the Government Code. Any person
interested may obtain a copy of said regulations prior to the date of adoption by contacting the
agency representative named herein.

If the regulatory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained from the
address above when it has been received from the agency program staff.

Impact of Regulatory Action

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from the
proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial determinations relative
to the required statutory categories have been made:

3



(@) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Business, Including
the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in Other States:

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse economic impact
directly affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to compete with
businesses in other states. The proposed regulations are intended to provide additional
recreational opportunity to the public. The response is expected to be minor in nature.

(b) Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs within the State, the Creation of New
Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of Businesses in

California: None.
(€) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or
business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action.

{d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:
None. -

(e) Nondiscretionary CosfslSavings to Local Agencies: None.

H Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None.

@ Costs Imposed on any Local Agency or School District that is Required to be
Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, Government
Code: None.

(h) Effect on Housing Costs: None.

Effect on Small Business

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations may affect small business. The
Commission has drafted the regulations in Plain English pursuant fo Government Code sections

11342.580 and 11346.2(a)(1).

Consideration of Alternatives

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the Commission,
or that has otherwise been identified and brought to the attention of the Commission, would be
more effective in carrying out the purpose for which the action is proposed or would be as
effective and less burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed action.

FiSH AND GAME COMMISSION

A ' John Carlson, Jr.
Dated: May 19, 2009 Executive Director



COMMISSIONERS
Cindy Gustzfson, President
Tahoe City
Jim Kellogg, Vice President
Concord
Richard Rogers, Member
Carpinteria
Michael Sutton, Member
Monterey
* Dauniel W, Richards, Member

Uptand

May 27, 2009

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
’ $oy

Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Fish and Game Commission

TO ALL AFFECTED AND INTERESTED PARTIES:

JOHN CARLSON, JR.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
1416 Ninth Street
Box 344209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2000
(716} 653-4899
(916} 653-5040 Fax

fgc@fec.cagov

This is to provide you with a copy of the nofice of proposed regulatory action relative to
Section 122, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to commercial lobster
permits, which will be published in the California Regulatory Notice Register on May 29,

2009.

Please note the dates of the public hearings related to this matter and associated
deadlines for receipt of written comments.

Mr. Rob Allen, Enforcement Branch, Department of Fish and Game, phone
(916) 651-9953, has been designated to respond to questions on the substance of

the proposed regulations.

Sincerely,

.
L3

Sheri Tiemann

Staff Services Analyst

Aftachment
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TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Fish and Game Commission (Commission), pursuant to the
authority vested by sections 1050, 8254 and 8259, of the Fish and Game Code and to implement,
interpret or make specific sections 1050, 2365, 7852.2, 8043, 8046, 8250-8259, 8002-8006 and 9010 of
said Code, proposes to amend Section 122, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to lobsters,
permits to take.

informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview

Under current regulations (Section 122, T-14, CCR) there is a listing of the classes of commercial lobster
permits and stipulates the requirements for obtaining and renewing lobster permits. The regulation also
describes the transferable lobster operator permit qualification criteria and procedures; procedures and
deadline for permit renewal and forfeiture of non-renewed permits; and the procedures timelines and
initial limit on permit transfers. Current wording specifically lists equipment/activities that are illegal as
well as equipment/activities that are a mandatory part of the commercial harvesting of lobster. Restricted
jobster fishing areas are listed in the reguiation. :

The proposed regulation clarifies current wording by mandating traps used to commercially take lobster
must meet the requirements of Fish and Game Code Section 9010. The amendment clarifies that lobster
traps may only be used in Districts 18, 19, 20A, and that part of District 20 southerly of Santa Catalina
Island between southeast Rock and China Point. The current intent is for the listed districts to be the
exclusive areas for the legal commercial take of lobster but sentence structure does not fully support this
intent. Editorial changes are proposed to improve the clarity and consistency of the regulations.

The proposal mandates that all lobster permit holders shall maintain lobster trap buoys in such a
condition that buoy identification numbers are clearly readable. The purpose of marked buoys is to
establish what permittee is utilizing a specific lobster trap. Ineffective methods of placing numbers on
buoys or inadequate maintenance of buoys hinders the ability of enforcement officers to identify the
permittee using the trap. The proposal will specifically stipulate that the numbers on the buoy will be
clearly readable so that the regulatory purpose of the buoy identification number is met.

NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing, relevant to this
action at a hearing to be held at the Yolo Fliers Club, Baliroom, 17980 County Road 948, Woodland,
California, on Thursday, June 25, 2009, at 8:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard.

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing, relevant
to this action at'a hearing to be held at the Yolo Fliers Club, Ballroom, 17980 County Road 94B,
Woodland, California, on Thursday, August 8, 2009, at 8:30 a.m., or as soon thereafier as the matter may
be heard. Itis requested, but not required, that written comments be submitted on or before July 30,
2009 at the address given below, or by fax at (916) 653-5040, or by e-mail to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Written
comments mailed, faxed or e-mailed to the Commission office, must be received before 5:00 p.m. on
August 4, 2009. All comments must be received no later than August 6, 2009, at-the hearing in
Woodland, CA. If you would like copies of any modifications to this proposal, please include your name
and mailing address.

The regulations as proposed in strikeout-underfine format, as well as an initial statement of reasons,
including environmental considerations and all information upon which the proposal is based (rulemaking
file), are on file and available for public review from the agency representative, John Carlson, Jr.,
Executive Director, Fish and Game Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Box 944208, Sacramento, California
94244-2090, phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct requests for the above mentioned documents and
inquiries concerning the regulatory process o John Carlson, Jr., or Sheri Tiemann at the preceding
address or phone number. Mr. Rob Allen, Enforcement Branch, Department of Fish and Game,



(916) 651-9953 has been designated to respond to questions on the substance of the proposed
regulations. Copies of the Initial Statement of Reasons, including the regulatory language, may be
obtained from the address above. Notice of the proposed action shall be posted on the Fish and Game
Commission website at http:///iwww.fgc.ca.gov. '

Availability of Modified Text

If the regulations adopted by the Commission differ from but are sufficiently related to the action
proposed, they will be available to the public for at least 15 days prior to the date of adoption.
Circumstances beyond the control of the Commission (e.g., timing of Federal regulation adoption, timing
of resource data collection, timelines do not allow, etc.) or changes made to be responsive to public
recommendation and comments during the regulatory process may preclude full compliance with the 15-
day comment period, and the Commission will exercise its powers under Section 202 of the Fish and
Game Code. Regulations adopted pursuant to this section are not subject to the time periods for
adoption, amendment or repeal of regulations prescribed in Sections 11343.4, 11346.4 and 11346.8 of '
the Government Code. Any person interested may obtain a copy of said regulations prior to the date of
adoption by contacting the agency representative named herein.

If the regulaiory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained from the addreés
above when it has been received from the agency program staff.

Impact of Requlatory Action

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might resuit from the proposed
regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial determinations relative to the required
statutory categories have been made:

@) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Business, Including the Ability
of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in Other States: . '

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse economic impact directly
affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to compete with businesses in
other states.- The proposal clarifies and strengthens the enforceability of portions of the current
regulation.

(b) Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs within the State, the Creation of New Businesses or
the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of Businesses in California: None.

{c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or business
would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action.

(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State: None.
(e) = Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None.
6] Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None.

(@ Costs Imposed on any Local Agency or Schoo! District that is Required to be Reimbursed Under
Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, Government Code: None.

{h) Effect on Housing Costs: None.



Effect on Small Business

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations may affect small business. The
Commission has drafted the regulations in Plain English pursuant to Government Code sections

11342 .580 and 11346.2(a)(1).
Consideration of Allernatives

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the Commissioﬁ, or that
has otherwise been identified and brought to the attention of the Commission, would be more effective in
carrying out the purpose for which the action is proposed or would be as effective and less burdensome

to affected private persons than the proposed action.

FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

' - John Carlson, Jr.
Dated: May 19, 2008 ' Executive Director
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE FIGHTERS®

HAROLD A. SCHAITBEHGER

General President

May 27, 2009

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

RE: File Numbet 090606
Eiiminating the 48.7-hour work week for fire fighiers

Dear Supervisors:

I write on behalf of the International Association of Fire Fighters, representing more than 295,000 professional fire
fighters and emergency medical personnel in all 50 states, to oppose the above referenced Charter Amendment. We
respectfully ask that you vote NO on placing this measure on the ballot.

There are reasons for our opposition:

Replaces collective bargaining with a ballot measure,

This ballot r'ne.&shie‘ungiefmines the basic principle that public employers should meet with untons and asks voters to
instead set the minimum work week. There is a legitimate public safety goal in having a maximum work week.
Setting a minimum work week on the ballot simply to save money is an unwise precedent.

Eliminates binding arbitration.

In order to accomplish this goal, the Charter Amendment would eliminate binding arbitration, a widely accepted and
very effective method of dispute resolution. Since the Charter Amendment would set a minimum 52 hours, but no
maximum, it is unclear how a dispute would be resolved.

San Francisco fire fighters work the longest hours already. ‘
* When compared to comparable cities (more than 350.000 population and meyre than 10,000/sq. mile) San Francisco
fire fighters work the longest hours today. R

We hope you will choose the placement of the measure on the ballot so we can focus on our shared goals of
protecting lives and property.

Sincerely,

Harold A, Schaitbérger | | ) o
Général President . ' S e
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