






























































2012 FTAANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS
-Light Rail Projects - Capital Costs/New Rider
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2012 FTA ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS
New Riders as Percentage of Total Riders
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• CHAR

• DAL
• HOU-N
• HOU-SE

• LA
• MESA
• MSP
• PORT
• SAC
• SEA
• SF-CS
• SLC-D
• SLC-MJ
• VAN

List of Light Rail Projects
Charlotte LNY,X Blue Line Extension -- NE Corridor

. - .

NW/5EMinimum Operating Segment
Houston North Corridor
Houston Southeast Corridor
Los Angeles Downtown Regional Connector
Central Mesa (AZ)Extension
Minneapolis-Saint Paul Central Corridor
Portia nd-Milwaukie
South Sacramento Corridor Phase 2

Seattle University Link Extension
San Francisco Central Subway
Salt Lake City Draper Corridor
Salt Lake City Mid-Jordon
Vancouver-Portland Columbia River Crossing
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SAN FRANCISCO CENTRAL SUBWAY
Capital Cost Projections Sent to Washington
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SAN FRANCISCO CENTRAL SUBWAY
Annual Operating Cost Effect on Muni
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SAN FRANCISCO CENTRAL SUBWAY
Ridership Projections Sent to Washington
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SAN FRANCISCO CENTRAL SUBWAY
Ridership Projections Made in San Francisco! Including,
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From Pacific and Stockton to CalTrain

Bus (No ProjectJTSM 10.0 15.3

Central Subway 11.1 6.3 25.4

0 5 10 15 20 25 3D

Perceived Total Trip Time (minutes)

D Walk to Transit D Wait for Transit D Riding Time ~ Walk From Transit I
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From Pacific and Stockton to Muni Metro

Bus (No ProjectJlSM ~.2 9.0 4.5

Central Subway 11.1 23.1

o 5 10 15 20 25

Perceived Total Trip Time (minutes) .

D Walk to Transit D Wait for Transit D Riding Time ~ Walk From Transit I



From Powell Street Station to CalTrain
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From Third and Carroll to Embarcadero
Station

Bus (No ProjectJTSM 33.0 42.9

Central Subway I 4.4 27..5

0 10 20 ]0 40 50

Perceived Total Trip Time (minutes)

IoWalk to Subway I]] Wait for Subwa'v I]] SUbway RideTime III VVait for T-Line D T-line Ride Time I



Travel Time Assumptions:
1. ,Average walking speed: 3.25 feet/second,~

2. As travelers regard walking/waiting time as more onerous
tha~ time in motion, according to FTA, a "penalty" of 2.0 to
2.5 times is normally applied; a 2.3 factor was used: 1.0
minute actual =2.3 minutes perceived.

3. Per Muni schedules} average time between buses on
Stockton is 2~2 minutes. Average isl.1 minutes, with
penalty, 2.5 minutes.

4. Planned time between trains on Central Subway is 5.0
minutes, average is 2.5 minutes, with penalty, 5.8 minutes.

5. Bus travel times reduced by 1.0-1.5 minutes to reflect Muni
and TEP bus operational improvements such as low-floor
buses now in planning.



SAN FRANCISO METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
Cummulative Operating Loss, With and Without Central Subway 2012
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POTENTIAL FUNDING RECAPTURE IF
CENTRAL SUBWAY CANCELLED:

• Original Capital Funding:

• Operating Subsidies:

• Capital Renewal/Replacement:

Total

$475-595 million

. 189 million

190 million---

$854-974 million



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Please Support Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal - 3 emails

Mary Dinino <skysage88@gmail.com>
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
10/20/2011 09:58 PM
Please Support Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal
In Defense of Animals <takeaction@idausa.org>

Oct 20, 2011

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Dear Supervisors,

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

There is an oversupply of adoptable pets in the city, requiring ACC to
unnecessarily euthanize many adoptable animals at taxpayers' expense.
Meanwhile, "new" pets are bred im often horribie conditions
and then sold in this city at pet stores and from small breeders, all
for profit. This is grossly inconsistent with how the city of St.
Francis of Assisi feels towards animals, yet most San Franciscans
aren't aware of this when they decide to purchase a pet.

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

- More adoptions and less euthanasia
- A decrease in cost for Animal Control and Welfare
- Pet stores as partners in reducing euthanasia
- Healthier pets with fewer behavioral problems

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

Please support the San Francisco Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal and
make San Francisco a leader in animal welfare.

Sincerely,

Ms. Mary Dinino
3521 W Hillsboro Blvd Apt J104
Coconut Creek, FL 33073-3244

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

Susan Mazza <suzzen623@hotmail.com>
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
10/21/2011 02:28 AM
Please Support Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal
In Defense of Animals <takeaction@idausa.org>

Oct 21, 2011

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Dear Supervisors,



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

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

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

- More adoptions and less euthanasia
- A decrease in cost for Animal Control and Welfare
- Pet stores as partners in reducing euthanasia
- Healthier pets with fewer behavioral problems

Sec. 48 of the San Francisco Health Code already prohibits the sale of
rabbits and certain birds as pets. Other cities like Albuquerque,
Austin, Los Angeles, and South Lake Tahoe have already prohibited the
sale of dogs and cats. So San Francisco has several precedents that
s0pport strong and decisive action for all species.

Please support the San Francisco Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal and
make San Francisco a leader in animal welfare.

Sincerely,

Miss Susan Mazza
3790 70th Ave N
Pinellas Park, FL 33781-4605

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

"Alison N." <therealbadtzmaru@web.de>
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
10/21/201101:59 PM
Please Support Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal
In Defense of Animals <takeaction@idausa.org>

Oct 21, 2011

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Dear Supervisors,

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

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

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

- More adoptions and less euthan~sia

- A decrease in cost for Animal Control and Welfare
- Pet stores as partners in reducing euthanasia
- Healthier pets with fewer behavioral problems



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

Please support the San Francisco Humane Pet Acquisition Proposal and
make San Francisco a leader in animal welfare.

Sincerely,

Miss Alis.on N.
Jakob--Blenk-Str.
Kaiserslautern, None 67659



JACKIE SPEIER
12TH D[STRIC~, CALIFORNIA

211 CANNON HOUSE OFFiCE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-0512
12021225-3531

FAX: 12021 226-4183

400 S. EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 410
SAN MATEO, CA 94402

1650) 342-0300
FAX: (650) 375-8270

WWW.SPEIER.HOUSE.GOV

Qrongregg .of tbe Wnitd.J ~tate5'

J!}ou~e of ~epre%entatibe~

mta~btngton, 11BQC 20515 ..0512

f,'1e IJo1fe,~ (30~-/f.
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY

11l4Je. SU8COMMITTEES: t3 r-j;:
'-1.---' RANKING MEMBER OF COUNTERTERRORISM,. W

AND INTELLIGENCE '--

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND
GOVERNMENT REFORM

SU8COMMITTEES:
REGUlATORY AFFAIRS, STIMULUS OVERSIGHT AND

GOVERNMENT SPENDING

TARP, FINANCIAL SERVICES AND

BAILOUTS OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE PROGRAMS

TECHNOLOGY; INFORMATION POLICY, AND

PROCUREMENT REFORM

I am writing regarding recently-proposed legislation that would instruct the city to negotiate with
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) to transfer Sharp Park to the GGNRA. I
want to infonn the city that, at this time, I will oppose the use of federal funds for purposes of
managing Sharp Park as proposed in the legislation. There are several reasons.

First, pending federal budget cuts will likely be felt by nearly every household in my district. On
top of this, 14 million Americans remain unemployed.. In the best of all worlds, there would be
ample money to fund all priorities, including habitat conservation and jobs programs aimed at
putting many of the 14 million distressed Americans back to work.

However, the current majority in the House ofRepresentatives insists upon making substantial
cuts to human services programs, privatizing Medicare, and it opposes any meaningful jobs
programs. Under these circumstances I must oppose the use of federal funds that would lead to
an increase in long-term discretionary spending by the National Parks Service when such an
increase does not have to occur and other far more urgent federal priorities are being savaged.

Second, the City of San Francisco and San Mateo County have entered into negotiations over the
management of Sharp Park Golf Course, negotiations that may result in golf course revenues and
philanthropic contributions·being able to restore the habitat of the threatened frog and
endangered snake. Sharp Park offers an affordable recreational option for thousands of persons
each year. Under the current circumstances, and barring other developments, it would seem
irresponsible for the National Parks Service to a~sumenew long-term obligations when the city
and private interests can likely fund needed projects and, niore importantly, ongoing costs of
operation.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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I realize that many argue that golf and restoration work are incompatible. In fact, I am informed
that many golf courses throughout the country operate with habitat conservation programs,
including Crystal Springs golf course located a few miles from Sharp Park.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter. I think that everyone involved in this discussion
is sincerely committed to having great city parks. Sometimes, however, the most viable path is
the one less travelled- in this case a cooperative agreement with a sister agency. Circumstances
may well change at some point or the negotiations themselves may fail. But until either occurs, I
must respectfully oppose the use of federal funds for operating activities at Sharp Park, and I
urge you and the Board of Supervisors to work closely with all parties to identify non-federal
resources that can be relied upon over the long-run to save the threatened and endangered species
as well as a valuable recreation resource.

All the best,

e Speier
ber of Congress

cc: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

KJSlbp
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SUPPORT FOR THE RE-APPOINTMENT OF DR. TOYE MOSES
COHEN2222
to:
Jane.Kim, Sean.Elsbernd, Mark.Farrell
10/20/2011 11 :22 AM
Cc:
malia.cohen, alisa.miller, Board.of.Supervisors
Show Details

OCTOBER 20, 2011

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE RULES COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS.

I, BARBARA L. COHEN, A RESIDENT OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY
ENTHUSIASTICALLY SUPPORT THE REAPPOINTMENT OF DR. TOYE MOSES TO THE
IMMIGRANT RIGHTS COMMISSION.

DR. MOSES EPITOMIZES THE QUALITIES REQUIRED OF AN IMMIGRANT
RIGHTS COMMISSIONER. HE HAS DEMONSTRATED KNOWLE;DGE OF AND
INTEREST IN THE HEALTH, HUMAN SERVICES, EDUCATIONAL AND EMPLOYMENT
ISSUES THAT AFFECT IMMIGRANTS RESIDING IN SAN FRANCISCO.

HE SERVED AS AN EMPLOYER, EMPLOYEE, COMMITTEE MEMBER, AND/OR
DIRECTOR OF NUMEROUS ORGANIZATIONS, AGENCIES, TASK FORCES AND
COMMITTEES. WORKING AND SERVING IN THESE POSITIONS HAS GIVEN HIM
PERSONAL EXPERIENCE IN HEALTH, HUMAN SERVICES, EDUCATION AND
EMPLOYMENT. THESE EXPERIENCES HAVE GIVEN HIM FIRSTHAND KNOWLEGE OF
THE EXPERIENCES OF IMMIGRANTS AND THEREFORE HE IS BEST ABLE TO
ADDRESS AND ADVISE ON THE ISSUES.

DR. MOSES ISA VERY ACTIVE LEADER IN THE AFRICAN AMERICAN AND AFRICAN
COMMUNITIES OF SAN FRANCISCO AND THE BAY AREA.

HE IS A NATIVE OF NIGERIA AND NOW A RESIDENT OF SF SINCE 1974.

MOST SIGNIFICANT IS DR. MOSES WOULD BE A CONTINUING MEMBER OF THE
COMMISSION AND WOULD BRING CONTINUITY TO THE COMMISSION, ESPECIALLY ~

AS WE LOOK TO POSSIBLY NEW ADMINISTRATORS IN THE MAYOR'S OFFICE AND
OTHER CITY OFFICES.

I STRONGLY SUPPORT YOUR REAPPOINTMENT OF DR. TOYE MOSES TO THE
IMMIGRANTS RIGHT COMMISSION.

SINCERELY,

@lf~C@~

415532-9181

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web2679.htm 10/24/2011



Cathy T. Sui
Manager of Legal, Labor Relations and Equity Assurance

Legal Division
Tel: (415) 241-60541 Fax: (415) 241-6371

E-mail: buic@sfusd.edu

SFUSD SAN FRANCISCO
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 555 Franklin Street, Third Floor ISan Francisco, California 94102

MEMORANDUM

Maribel S. Medina, General Counsel
Angie Miller, Assistant General Counsel
David Goldin, Chief Facilities Officer
John Bitoff, Executive Director ofFacilities Maintenance and Operations
Larry Burnett, Director ofBuilding and Grounds

TO:

FROM:

cc:

T)ATE:

RE:

,.....,
<:::l

\ -
; c:>

The Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Education b ~
Carlos A. Garcia, Superintendent F N

Board of Supervisors, County of San Francisco \ -;

Cathy Bui, Manager of Legal, Labor Relations and Equity Assurance c:J:5 \ ~
\

October 25, 2011

2011-2012 Williams Facilities Inspection Report for Deciles 1-3 Schools

Pursuant to SB 550 (Williams Settlement), SFUSD is required to contract out to independent auditor(s)
the site inspection of schools that rank in deciles 1-3 of the Academic Performance Index (API) to
monitor for adequate facilities and sufficient instructional materials, the correctness of this information
on the School Accountability Report Card (SARC), and the notification and provision of intensive
instruction and services to students who do not pass CAHSEE.

Please find attached the report from our independent auditor for your review. Below is a quick bullet
point summary of this report. A more detailed summary is provided within the report.

• Twenty-eight deciles 1-3 schools were inspected with the average score of94.8% and an average
of schools ranking of "Good" - the chart below provides a breakdown of this distribution:

An Equal Opportunity Employer

I* To View fUll documen
i Request file #_ IIILSI " A-Jl ~.~



The Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Education
Carlos A. Garcia, Superintendent
Board of Supervisors, County of San Francisco

Cathy T. Sui
Manager of Legal, Labor Relations and Equity Assurance

Legal Division

Tel: (415) 241-60541 Fax: (415) 241-6371
E-mail: buic@sfusd.edu

MEMORANDUM
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SAN FRANCISCO
PUBLIC SCHOOLSSFUSD

TO:

FROM:

cc:

Cathy Bui, Manager of Legal, Labor Relations and Equity Assurance ~

Maribel S. Medina, General Counsel
Angie Miller, Assistant General Counsel
Daisy Santos, Curriculum Resources, Libraries and Media

DATE: October 25, 2011

RE: 2011-2012 Williams Textbook Inspection Report for Deciles 1-3 Schools

Pursuant to SB 550 (Williams Settlement), SFUSD is required to contract out to independent auditor(s)
the site inspection of schools that rank in deciles 1-3 of the Academic Performance Index (API) to
monitor for adequate facilities and sufficient instructional materials, the correctness of this information
on the School Accountability Report Card (SARC), and the notification and provision of intensive
instruction and services to students who do not pass CAHSEE.

Please find attached the report from our independent auditor for your review. Below is a quick bullet
point summary of this report. A more detailed summary is provided within the report.

• All visits were completed within four weeks from the first day of instruction with at least 25% of
the visits were unannounced as required by California Education Code 1240 (i)(3)(A).

• All visits found that all school sites had the Williams Uniform Complaint notices posted in every
classroom and the common areas in the three languages (English/blue, Chinese/yellow, and
Spanish/pink) in the uniform color scheme.

• All schools had sufficient books in the core academic area of English/Language Arts,
Mathematics, Science, and History/Social Sciences in all grade levels.

* To view full document
Request file # II , 151-

An Equal Opportunity Employer

15



i I

• All of the Williams High Schools were in compliance with the spirit and the substance of the
Valenzuela Settlement.

• The independent auditor provided four recommendations (page 2) for improvement which
should be addressed. '

1. Due to the high turnover of District staff, the Textbook Office and Office of Equity
Assurance should collaborate in providing Williams Compliance training during the
annual Administrative Institute Training as well as throughout the year depending on the
issues that arise.

2. Replacing lost or damaged textbooks is costly and is an issue that many schools face. The
District may want to research the use of electronic books (e-books) and how other
Districts are managing this problem.

3. Due to over-enrollment issues, many classes were formed shortly after the start day of
instruction to better serve the students and class sizes. This issue caused an unanticipated
need for additional textbooks.

4. Although the confusion ofthe LAU plan had significantly decreased this year, the
District may consider education the teachers on what they are entitled to.

We have provided each Board Member with a USB,thumb drive ofthis report as well as the individual
school inspections. Both binders ofthe Williams Textbook Inspection Report and Williams Facilities

lspection Report are available for review in the Board Office and Office of Equity Assurance.



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY AnORNEY

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

DENNIS J. HERRERA

City Attorney

MEMORANDUM
Mayor Edwin Lee
Board of Supervisors President David Chiu
Members, Board of Supervisors

Dennis J. Herrer~'\\J
City Attorney C/
October 24,2011

Code Enforcement

Direct Dial:
Email:

(415) 554-4748
tara.collins@sfgoY.org

I write in response to statements Mayor Lee made' about this Office's code enforcement
efforts in the October 18th Board of Sllpervisors meeting at question time. I am pleased that
Supervisor Cohen raised this issue at question time, but unfortunately Mayor Lee's response to
her question appears to misrepresent the facts regarding my Office's role in the City's code
enforcement process.

As part of his answer to the question, Mayor Lee said: "... if the owners still refuse to
cooperate OBI can refer these cases to our City Attorney's Office. DBI refers roughly 15 new
cases per year to our city attorney's office. As for the last report to my office, the City Attorney's
office has over 100 cases he has yet to resolve. Yet, the City Attorney's Office continues to bill
DBI, for these unlitigated cases, discouraging the department from sending more cases for
consideration..."

First, lam not certain what report Mayor Lee refers to in his comment because I am not
aware of any report regarding code enforcement that the Mayor's Office has requested the
City Attorney's Office to submit. But the City Attorney's Office does prepare and submit a
thorough and attorney-client privileged confidential report for the Department ofBuilding
Inspection (DBI) about DBI's referrals for code enforcement action. In this detailed report we
describe the status of all active matters that DBI has referred to the City Attorney's Office for
code enforcement. In the most recent report, dated September 2011, there were 106 active
matters.

Second, Mayor Lee states that "over 100 cases" have yet to beresolved. This statement
is not accurate. Most of those cases in the report have in fact been resolved and the status of
those cases is described in detail in the 36-page document. Indeed, most matters that this Office
has already litigated or otherwise finally resolved through settlement remain in the report
because there is an ongoing injunction in effect, and therefore those matters remain"active" for
purposes offuture enforcement if the defendant were to fail to comply with the injunction. Other
matters are on the report because City departments, with advice from this Office, are still
investigating the complaints before we can take action, and litigation is premature. The bottom
line is that this Office has litigated, is litigating or is working with departments to diligently
investigate ,every matter the report to DBI lists-there is no backlog. If there is any confusion
over this report, I invite Mayor Lee or his staff to contact our Code Enforcement Unit for
clarification. .

CITY HALL' 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETI PL.,ROOM 234 . SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4682
RECEPTION: (415) 554-4700 . FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4715

n:\spclproj\ismilh\ccsfodmn.97\djh\ codeenforcemenl10.19,11 fnLdoc
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

MEMORANDUM

OFfiCE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

TO:

DATE:
PAGE:
RE:

Mayor Edwin Lee
Board of Supervisors President David Chiu
Members, Board of Supervisors
October 24,2011
2
Code Enforcement

Third, Mayor Lee's subsequent comment seems even more troublesome. He states that
the City Attorney's Office continues to bill DBI for these "unlitigated cases" and this practice
discourages the department from referring more cases. I am not sure if this was his intent, but if
there is a suggestion that the City Attorney's Office is billing the department for work this Office
is not performing, that is simplynot true. In fulfilling our professional responsibilities, the City
Attorney's Office bills the client department only for legitimate and necessary work done on a
matter. Indeed, in code enforcement cases, we must document fees and costs for the Court's
approval.

We do bill our time investigating and evaluating a referred matter before we file a
complaint. Upon receiving a referral, we must perform this due diligence to prudently evaluate
the merits of the matter so we prosecute only those matters that justify litigation, given the
significant costs of litigating in this day and age. In some cases, we can resolve matters before
we heed to file a complaint. Other times there is conduct or subsequently discovered evidence
that obviates the need for litigation in court. In either circumstance, it takes billable time of
deputies in this Office to resolve the matter short of litigation.

In these extraordinarily challenging budgetary times, I understand how our City clients
may be discouraged from referring matters to the City Attorney's Office for enforcement because
litigation can be very expensive and time consuming. Yet, to suggest that departments are
discouraged from referring matters for litigation because the City Attorney's Office has been
dilatory is untrue and unsupported by our proven track record of success.

I am proud of the job that the hard-working and dedicated professionals and staff in my
Office do every day for this City. That is especially true ofmy Code Enforcement Team, which
has been nationally recognized for its efforts and its results. The members ofthat Team go
above and beyond, spending time in the community making themselves available to hear and
evaluate complaints. But my Office must work hand-in-hand with City departments to help
ensure that neighborhoods are protected from the harms of code violations. We have been and
remain committed to doing so.
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