




Number of Cases Filed with the Board Over Time
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Subject Matter .
Nearly two-thirds (64%) of the appeals heard during fiscal year 2010-11 were of land use
determinations. These determinations were made by the Planning Department, Department
of Building Inspection, Zoning Administrator, Historic Preservation C.ommission and/or
Planning Commission. Department of Public Health determinations comprise the next largest
group of appeals (17%), followed by determinations of the Department of Public Works (14%)
and Taxi-related determinations made by the Municipal Transportation Authority (5%). The
chart below illustrates the number of appeals heard by the Board, identified by the
department, Commission or other entity11 issuing the underlying determination:
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Department of Building Inspection and Planning Department
One-third (33) of the 101 appeals heard during the year stemmed' from determinations
made by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) that also involved Planning
Department review. These appeals focused on both Planning Code and Building Code
issues, and include:

11 DBI =Department of Building Inspection; PD =Planning Department; ZA =Zoning Administrator;
DPH =Department of Public Health; DPW =Department of Public Works; Taxi =Municipal
Transportation Authority Division of Taxis and Accessible Services; HPC =Historic Preservation
Commission; PC =Planning Commission.
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• Thirty appeals protesting the issuance of a building permit
~ Protest appeals are often filed by neighbors concerned that propOsed

construction will infringe upon the enjoyment of their property. For instance,
when a new deck may create sightlines into a neighbor's windows, or when
a rear yard addition may obstruct the mid-block open space.

• Three appeals of denied building permits
~ Property owners appeal permit denials seeking permission fora project

that has been disapproved by OBI and/or Planning. These disapprovals
are often made by OBI at the request of the Planning Department, based
on a determination that the proposed project is inconsistent with
provisions of the Planning Code Or Residential Design Standards. 12

The Board upheld 52% (17) of these determinations and overruled 39% (13), placing
conditions on the underlying permits in eleven of these cases. Of the remaining three cases
(9%), one appeal was pending at the close of the year, one was withdrawn and one was
administratively dismissed by the Board after the underlying environmental determination
was rescinded causing the permit to become moot and the Board to lose jurisdiction over it.

Department of Building Inspection Only
Fourteen appeals were heard of determinations made solely by the Department of
Building Inspection:

• Eight appeals protesting the issuance of a building permit

• Six appeals protesting the imposition of penalties
~ Penalty appeals typically are filed by property owners who have been

assessed fines for performing work without a permit or for exceeding the
scope of a permit. In some cases, the Board reduces penalties where it
finds that the property was purchased after the unpermitted work was
performed or upon other extenuating circumstances.

The Board upheld 43% (6) of the OBI determinations and overruled 43% (6), imposing
conditions on five of the overruled matters, all of which involved the reduction of
penalties. Of the remaining 14% (2) one appeal was pending at the close of the year and
the otherwas continued to the Board's Call of the Chair calendar. -

Zoning Administrator
The Board heard eighteen appeals of Zoning Administrator (ZA) determinations:

~ Eight appeals of Variance decisions, six of which protested variances that were
granted and two were appeals of variances that were denied

~ Five appeals of Notices of Violation and Penalties, dealing with issues such as
alleged construction beyond the scope of a permit or the unauthorized use or
expansion of commercial property

~ Three appeals of Requests for Release of Suspension, all of which dealt with
construction on commercial property with historic elements

12 The Res'idential Design Standards (formerly known as the Residential Design Guidelines)
promote residential building design that protects neighborhood character, preserves historic
resources and promotes the goal of environmental sustainability.
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~ One appeal protesting a Letter of Determination (LOD)
) LODs are written interpretations of how certain sections of the Planning

Code should be applied to specific factual situations. This appeal addressed
the construction of a roof deck and related structures where the subject
property exceeded the height limit set for the relevant zoning district.

~ One appeal of a Request for Revocation, related to a permit to install a painted
wall general advertising sign that was issued by the Department of Building
Inspection over-the-counter, without Planning Department review

The Board upheld the determination of the Zoning Administrator in eleven cases (61 %),
overruled the ZA five times (28%) and two cases (11 %) remained pending at the close of
the fiscal year. Conditions were placed on all five of the overruled determinations.

Department of Public Health
Eighteen appeals were of determinations made by the Department of Public Health (DPH),
all but two of which related to the suspension of tobacco sales permits where the permit
holder was charged with selling tobacco to a minor. These suspensions resulted from an
ongoing operation conducted by DPH in conjunction with the San Francisco Police
Department, using underage decoys attempting to buy cigarettes. The length of the DPH­
imposed suspension was upheld in six cases and reduced in ten cases. The two
remaining DPH-related appeals were of revocations of permits to operate a massage
establishment and a tattoo and body piercing parlor. Both revocations were upheld.

Department of Public Works
Fifteen appeals were heard relating to determinations made by the Department of Public
Works (DPW). Ten appeals were of tree removal permits, two were of wireless site
permits, and the remaining three appeals were of a minor sidewalk encroachment
permit, a street occupancy permit and a permit for sidewalk tables and chairs. The Board
upheld the DPW determination in half of the fourteen cases decided, and overruled half,
with conditions imposed in all of the overruled cases. The one remaining case was
pending at the close of the fiscal year.

Municipal Transportation Authority - Division of Taxis and Accessible Services
The Board heard five taxi-related appeals, four of which were of the Municipal
Transportation Authority's (MTA) decision to deny the appellant a medallion or ramp
medallion. The fifth appeal was of the revocation of both a medallion and color scheme13

permit. The Board upheld the MTA in three cases, overruled one and one appeal was
pending at year's end.

Historic Preservation Commission
The Board heard its first appeal of a decision by the Historic Preservation Commission
during the year. The appeal was of a denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness sought
for the reconstruction of a landmarked carriage house located behind a landmarked
home originally constructed in 1885. The HPC's denial was based on an assessment
that the proposal would not appropriately reflect the historicism of the main house. The
case was not decided during the year, but continued to allow the parties more time to
work with Planning Department staff to come up with a mutually agreeable design.14

13A color scheme permit allows the permit holder to operate a taxi company.

14 With no compromise reached, the case returned to the Board on July 27, 2011, and the Board
upheld the HPC denial.
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Planning Commission
The one Planning Commission decision appealed to the Board was a Motion that
allowed a reduced setback in a proposed large office building at 350 Mission Street.
Owners of an adjoining office building objected to the encroachment and the Boar9
upheld the Planning Commission's decision.

Action Taken
Overall, the Board upheld the underlying departmental decision in 53 of the appeals
heard and overruled the department in 42 cases.. Conditions were imposed by the Board
in 38 of the departmental determinations it overruled. One case was withdrawn, one sent
to the Call of the Chair calendar, and one dismissed due to a lack of jurisdiction. The
remaining seven cases were pending at the close of the fiscal year.

Overruled with
Conditions

38 (36%)

Overruled without
Conditions'

4 (4%)

Upheld
53 (50%)

Withdrawn Call of the Chair
. 1 (10/.) 1 (1%)

pendmg _______ 0 \ Di~missed

7 (7%) ~ 1(1%)

Outcome of Appeals Heard

Other Matters Heard
In addition to appeals, the Board routinely considers Rehearing Requests and
Jurisdiction Requests.

Rehearing Requests
Once an appeal is heard and decided by the Board, the parties associated with the case
have ten days within which they may request that the Board reconsider its decision.15

Pursuant to the Board's Rules, upon the vote of a supermajority of Board members, a
motion for rehearing may be granted based on a showing that "new or different material
facts or circumstances have arisen" since the Board's consideration of the matter that, if
known at the time, "could have affected the outcome of the original hearing."16 The
Board considered seventeen rehearing requests during the fiscal year; two were granted
and the remaining fifteen were denied.

Jurisdiction Requests
The Board may allow an appeal to be filed after the relevant appeal period has expired
where the reason for the failure to file on time is due to some error on the part of the

15 See, S. F. Business and Tax Regulations Code, Article 1, §16; and Rules of the Board of
Appeals, Article V.9.

16 Rules of<the Board of Appeals, Article V.9(b).
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City.17 For example, if the City didn't issue a required notice to neighbors of a permit
application or issuance, or the notice did not accurately describe what is being permitted,
allowing late jurisdiction might be considered. Again, a supermajority of votes is needed
for such a request to be granted. Of the twenty-nine Jurisdiction Requests heard during
the year, eighteen (62%) were denied by the Board and sb( (21%) were granted. Four
requests (14%) were withdrawn and one (3%) was pending at the close of the, fiscal
year. By granting a Jurisdiction Request, the Board provides the requestor with a new
five-day appeal period within which to file an appeal.

Call of the Chair
During the year, the Board began an effort to reduce the number of matters pending on
its Call of the Chair calendar. The Call ofthe Chair calendar is used to place cases on
hold because some factor suggests that the matter is best decided at a later time.
Typical reasons include allowing related litigation to resolve, providing time for the
parties to seek other necessary approvals or review from the City, and when the parties
ask for an extended stay of the proceedings in order to attempt a negotiated resolution
of the underlying dispute.

Of the 38 cases sitting on the Board's Call of the Chair calendar, some dated back as
much as thirteen years. Eleven of the pending cases were resolved as of the close of the
fiscal year. Of the 27 remaining cases, twelve are pending due to ongoing litigation, six
are awaiting Planning Department action, five are awaiting action by the appellant (e.g.,
to decide what changes to make to a project) and four are awaiting changed
circumstances (e.g., for a tenant to move out of a unit or for a temporarily disabled taxi
medallion applicant to be able to drive more).

LITIGATION
Parties dissatisfied with a Board determination may seek further review and relief in
Superior Court. During this year, the following appeals were the subject of new or
ongoing court proceedings:

);> Clear Channel Outdoor, Inc. v. Board of Appeals ofthe City & County of
San Francisco, challenging the 'issuance of a permit to reconstruct a sign
located at 2283-2297 Market Street. Clear Channel filed a permit application to
remove a billboard. The permit was issued, and the property owner appealed. On
October 28, 2008, the Board granted the appeal, revoked Clear Channel's permit
and authorized a revision of the building permit to allow the property owner to
refnstall a billboard. The City won this case on demurrer at the trial court. On
Febru'ary 25, 2011, the Court of Appeal reversed the trial court, in part,
concluding that Clear Channel had standing to challenge the Board's decision to
overturn its permit, but not its decision to grant the property owner the right to
reinstall and maintain a sign on their property. Clear Channel has not yet
indicated whether it intends to pursue this ruling further.

? 50 Beale Street LLC v. City & County of San Francisco, et. aI., challenging
the Board's decision on April 20,2011 to uphold a Planning Commission Motion
allowing a reduced setback on a proposed 24-story office building at 350 Mission
Street. A hearing in Superior Court has not yet been scheduled.

17 See, Franklin v. Steele, 131 Cal. App. 3d 558 (1982); Rules of the Board of Appeals, Article V.1 O.
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~ Robert Michael Friedman v. San Francisco Taxi Commission, et. aL,
challenging the Board's decision on July 23, 2008 to uphold the Taxi
Commission's revocation of a taxi driver permit and taxi medallion. A hearing in
Superior Court has not yet been schedUled.

~ Friends of the Landmark Filbert Street Cottages, et. aL, v. City & County of
San Francisco, et, aL, challenging, among other matters, the Board's denial on
March 16, 2011 of late jurisdiction on three permits for a project that was given
Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission. The underlying writ
petition has not been briefed or heard.

~ Wes Hollis v. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, et. aL,
challenging the Board's decision on August 18, 2010 to revoke Mr.Hollis' color
scheme permit and to suspend his taxi medallion for one year. The MTA had
revoked both entitlements and the Board overturned the MTA with respect to the
medallion, suspending it instead. On October 8, 2010, the Court granted Mr.
Hollis' request to stay the Board's decision while his legal claims are pending.
The underlying writ petition has not yet been briefed or heard.

~ NextG Networks of California, Inc. v. City & County of San Francisco, et. aL,
challenging the Board's decision on April 20, 2011 to revoke a wireless site permit
issued by the Departmentof Public Works to a telecommunications services
provider. On July 18, 2011, the City filed a motion to dismiss the appeal along with
its opposition to NextG's petition to enjoin the City from removing the wireless
facility at issue pending resolution of the underlying lawsuit. On September 29,
2011, the Court of Appeal granted NextG Networks' request for a stay. Briefing and
a hearing on the merits have not yet been scheduled.

~ Nob Hill Association, et. aL, v. City & County of San Francisco, et. aL,
challenging the Board's decision on January 13, 2010 that effectively affirmed a
Letter of Determination issued by the Zoning Administrator stating that the existing
entertainment-related use of the California Masonic Memorial Temple is a lawful
non-conforming use and that the operators of the Temple may apply for a conditional
use authorization which could intensify the entertainment-related use of the property.
On June 29, 2011, the Superior Court issued a decision overturning the Board's
decision thaUhe proposed renovation of the MasonicMemorial Temple could be
approved through conditional use authorization. The City and Masonic Temple have
appealed; a briefing and hearing schedule has not yet been established.

~ San Francisco Architectural Heritage v. City & County of San Francisco, et. al.,
challenging the Board's decision on April 15, 2010 to uphold the issuance of
permits that allow the demolition of the building located at 1450 Franklin Street
and the construction of a new 13-story mixed-use project at that site. This project
was part of a Redevelopment Agency Plan that expired shortly before the Board
heard this appeal. A hearing in Superior Court has not yet been scheduled.

~ Greg Schoepp, dba Bay Area Compassion Health Care Center v. City &
County of San Francisco, et. aI., challenging the Board's decision on February
9,2011 to deny a building alteration permit for the construction of a medical
cannabis dispensary. A hearing in Superior Court has not yet been scheduled.

Board of Appeals
Page 12

Annual Report
Fiscal Year 2010·11



~ 350 Beach LLC v. City & County of San Francisco, et. aI., challenging the
Board's decision on March 3, 2010 to uphold a Zoning Administrator's Letter of
D~termination regarding a Notice of Special Restrictions recorded against the
petitioner's property that requires the provision of parking for the benefit of a
neighboring property. On August 23, 2011, the Superior Court denied the writ
petition finding that the Board did not abuse its discretion and relied on substantial
evidence when it upheld the Zoning Administrator's decision. Issuance of the final
Superior Court order is pending, which will be followed by a sixty day appeal period.

~ Tu Lam v. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, et. aI.,
challenging the Board's decision on May 29, 2009 to revoke Mr. Lam's taxi
drlving permit and taxi medallion. On December 7, 2009, the Court denied the
petitioner's request for a stay of the revocation of his driving permit and medallion
while his legal claims are pending. A hearing on the merits of the underlying writ
petition has not yet been scheduled.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
All City departments are required to report on specific statistical measures as a way of
assessing and reporting on performance. The two measures unique to the wCJrk of the
Board of Appeals look at how quickly the Board decides cases, and the timeliness with
which Board staff issues written decisions.

The speed at which the Board decides cases is measured by looking at how often cases are
decided within 75 days of filing. Before the start of the year, a seventy percent target was set
for this measure, which the Board exceeded by seven percent. Most often, when cases are
decided beyond the 75 day window, it is because of continuances requested by the parties
to allow time for settlement negotiations or further case preparation. On occasion, Boara
decisions are delayed when additional evidence is needed in order for the Board to make a
fully informed decision, for instance, when a permit holder fails to provide architectural plans
and the Board cannot accurately assess the impact of a project without them.

The Board's second performance measure looks at how often written decisions are
released within 15 days of final Board action. A 97% target was set for this measure, .
which the Board exceeded by one percent; with one decision released beyond the 15
day timeframe. This decision was for an appeal of a Variance that had also been
appealed by a second party. This second party filed a rehearing request, which had to
be considered before both written decisions could be released, since any decision in one
case would impact the other.
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BOARD STAFF
The work of the Board is supported by an Executive Director, Legal Assistant, two Clerk
Typists and a Legal Process Clerk. The Legal Process Clerk position is new to the Board,
filled at the start of the fiscal year after a vacant third Clerk Typist position was upgraded.
Candidates for the Legal Process Clerk position are required to have administrative
experience in a legal setting and familiarity with processing and managing the types of
appeal-related documents frequently in use at the Board. Hiring from a pool of applicants
with this experience strengthened the department's skill base in support of the law­
oriented work of the Board. Depicted below is the Board's current organization structure:

Organizational Chart

8173
Legal I

Assistant

(1 FTE) ~

8106
Legal Process

Clerk

(1 FTE)

1426
Senior Clerk

Typist

(1 FTE)

1424
Clerk
Typist

(1 FTE)

BUDGET
Fiscal year 2010-11 presented the Board with its third consecutive year of budgetary
challenges. As the national and local economies continued to struggle back to health,
the Board's revenue streams cO\ltinued to suffer.

The Board's budget is derived from two sources. The majority (95%) comes from
surcharges placed on permit applications for those types of permits that have a recent
history of being appealed to the Board.18 The remainder (5%) comes from fees paid by
individuals, community groups and businesses at the time a new appeal is filed. 19

Legislation allows for the adjustment of the surcharge rates each year, if necessary to
provide sufficient income to cover the Board's actual operating expenses. 20 Having
experienced a deficit in surcharge revenue in the prior two fiscal years, the surcharge
rates were adjusted slightly upward at the start of fiscal year 2010-11, in an effort to

18 Surcharges are calculated by (1) determining the number of appeals filed in the prior fiscal year
that originated with actions taken by each funding department, (2) applying the percentage of
appeals for each department to the Board's bUdget to determine the dollar amount each funding
department should contribute, and (3) dividing this dollar amount by the anticipated number of
appealable permits issued by each funding department.
19The Board's fees are found in S.F. Business and Tax Regulations Code Article 1, Section 8.

20 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 10G.
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mitigate another deficit. Filing fees were not increased, since they had been raised
(some significantly) at the start ,of the prior fiscal year.

The Board's revenue budget of $931 ,631 was based on projected surcharge revenue of
$885,594 and filing fee revenue of $46,037. As depicted below, the Board ended the
year having realized $878,828 in total revenue (94% of projected); with $825,953 from
surcharges (reflecting a $59,641 or 7% shortfall) and $52,875 from filing fees (reflecting
a $6,838 or 15% surplus). On balance, this left the Board with a 6% revenue deficit of
$52,803.

Revenue: Projected v. Actual
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While stiWchalienging, this deficit is smaller than those of the past two years, down from
9% ($71,805) in fiscal year 2009-10 and from 16% ($125,949) in 2008-09.

During the fiscal year, the Board's expenditure budget was increased to $971,926 to
account for additional fringe benefit costs I with no corresponding increase made on the
revenue side. This imbalance, in conjunction with the surcharge revenue shortfalls
experienced in prior years, and the City's slow economic recovery, prompted the Board
to take steps throughout the year to limit its expenditures wherever possible. When a
member of the Board's staff took a six month leave of absence, the position was left
unfilled in'order to recoup available salary savings. Since appeal volume continued to be
lower than average, the Board was able to reduce spending on neighborhood notification
services and other non-personnel expenses associated with the processing of appeals.
Decreased appeal volume also allowed the Board to reduce its utilization of services
provided by other City departments, including the services of the Department of
Technology personnel involved with recording and broadcasting Board meetings, as well
asthe services of the City Attorney. Overall, expenses were reduced by 13.6%
($132,921). Offset by the revenue shortfall described above and the increase in the
department's expenditure budget, these savings allowed the Board to end the year with
a surplus of $39,823.

As the chart below reflects, nearly three-quarters (72% or $602,808) of the Board's total
expenditures of $839,005 were used to pay for the salaries and fringe benefits of its
employees. Twenty percent ($168,280) paid for services provided by other City
departments, inclUding advice and assistance provided by the City Attorney, the
broadcasting and closed captioning of Board meetings by the Department of
Technology's SFGTV services, and support provided by the Department of Technology
for the Board's computer systems, website and the construction of a database to track
and report on Board cases. The expenditures for infrastructure costs such as rent,
phones and the rental of a photocopier, represented 5% ($40,705) of the Board's total
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expenditures. Two percent ($18,788) paid for specialized services such those of a
contractor who researches and prepares the neighborhood notification labels, couriers
delivering meeting materials to Board members and interpreters who attend Board
meetings to assist limited-English speaking parties. Materials and supplies represented
one percent ($8,424) of the Board's expenditures, paying for commodities such as
postage, paper and other office supplies.

Specialized
Services

2%

Infrastructure

S%

Services of Other
Departments

20%

Materials &
Supplies

1%

Expenditures by Category

Salary & Fringe
72%

IMPROVEMENTS TO INFRASTRUCTURE
During fiscal year 2010-2011, the Board undertook a variety of initiatives to increase the
accessibility of its services to the public and to improve its operating systems:

~ The Board continued working with the Department of Technology on the development
of an automated case tracking system that will streamline the process for filing
appeals, improve the Board's ability to track and report on its cases, and provide a
platform for conveying case-related information to other City departments and the
public. Due to ongoing staffing reductions at the Department of Technology, this
project's completion has been delayed; the system is now slated for implementation in
ea-rly 2012.

~ The Board improved accessibility to its services for limited-English speakers:

o Working with the Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs, the
Board translated its key informational materials into Spanish and Chinese
and made this information available on the Board's website and in its offices.

o To assist limited-English speaking members of the public who come to the
Board for assistance, the Board began contracting with Language Line
Services to provide as-needed interpretation services in over 170 languages.

~ Board member biographies were added to the department's website.
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>' Hie Board continued to create electronic versions of historical Board decisions for
public access and inclusion in the Planning Department's Parcel Information
Database.

>' A critically out-of-date clerical workstation was upgraded.

LOOKING AHEAD
In the coming year, the Board will continue to make operational and programmatic
improvements to enhance the Board's ability to provide the public with an efficient, fair
and expeditious appeal review process. This includes:

>' Implementing the case tracking database currently in development;

>' Working with other City departments, in particular Planning and the Department
of Building Inspection, to continue to develop electronic methods of sharing and
tracking Board decisions to ensure ongoing enforcement;

>' Continuing to review and update the department's resource materials to better
assist the public with filing and responding to appeals and in understanding the
appeal process.
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To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Police Report 110-854-137 against Gascon Campaign for District Attorn ey.

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Emile Lawrence" <emilelawrence@juno.com>
Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
10/24/2011 04:22PM
Police Report 110-854-137 against Gascon Campaign for District Attorn ey.

October 24, 2011

Interim Mayor Ed Lee
Members of the Board
City hall, Room 400
One Carlton Goodlett Plaza
San Francisco, CA 94102

Interim Mayor Lee & the Board of Supervisors:

SUBJECT: George Garcon District Attorney Campaign Violations and Criminal
Acts Under Present Laws: Police Report Case # 110-854-137

This letter is being sent to your office due to the civil and criminal
violations under the. present campaign laws and statutes, which pertain to my
election of a San Francisco Mayor and George Garcon as San Francisco District
Attorney. I am accusing the George Garcon campaign of political campaign
violations.

My run-in with this phony COP goes back to 20 months ago, to when Garcon was
top COP and started sucking up a paycheck for $310,000 a year as SFPD Police
Chief. This was after his failing to make an income as an attorney. And, in
that capacity as TOP COP in this CCSF he caused me to file an Office of
Citizen's Complaint against one SFPD officer Woods, who threatened me with
harm and assault inside the Hall of Justice, when I attempted to deliver a
letter to Gascon. In that case and incident, two DMV tab registration
violations, which were paid on my personal Peugeot 504 in San Mateo County,
were listed as not paid ~tSuperior Court at the Hall of Justice in San
Francisco County and were on the CCSF Court's Docket in Criminal Court. These
highly irregular and illegal listings caused me to lose my driver's license
and income for up to sixty days.

Now, I am a candidate for the Office of San Francisco Mayor, and in this
capacity, I have filed police report against the man and Campaign of George
Garcon for the Elective District Attorney's Office. I feel, the facts will
show, that with this man's complete approval and total and authorization he
and his campaign officials have attempted to undermine my the
LawrenceSFMayorCampaign by destroying or removing and signs, tables, chairs
sitting in/on open public space in San Francisco. Pertaining to my campaign
for office.

The Evidence

The evidence shows, on the morning of the 22snd of October, a Saturday, prior
to a big meeting of Gascon Campaign District Attorney Officials, Lawrence



Campaign equipment was removed and destroyed. In front of the Marina Safeway,
in a very a very legal public spot, three tables, six chairs and five signs
that displayed, Emil Lawrence for San Francisco Mayor were removed. The
displays were used daily by the LawrenceSFmayorCampaign and were anchored by
cables and pad lock~, with the locked .

signs and tables together on CCSF public property. The locks were cut with
torches and cable cutters. All of this equipment was quickly removed on the
orders of George Gascon, or his henchmen with an ok by him, prior to his
Campaign kic~off at this same

Marina Safeway, which is adjacent to his rental home and the Marina murder
which was next to the Starbucks coffee shop. Also, used as a
LawrenceSFMayorCampaign location. District Attorney Gascon authorized the
either the OPT, the SFPD, the nearby Park and Rec Department or his own
campaign officials to do this despicable act.

And, due to the timing and nature of Mr. Gascon's office, I am calling for an
official investigation of this crime. Mr. Gascon should not be able to use
his office to manipulate election proceedings.

Sincerely,

Emil Lawrence MBA
P.O. Box 281287
San Francisco, CA 94128

CA Department of Real Estate
Agent License - 0138873

IRS Registered Tax Preparer,
Agent License - P01364976

SF Taxi Driver, Badge/License #47921
SF Ramp Taxi Medallion Owner 9015

SF Wheelchair Access Taxi 9015
1~415-513- 7705 PCS (Voicemail)

emilelawrence@juno.com

60-Year-Old Mom Looks 27
Mom Reveals Free Wrinkle Trick That Has Angered Doctors!
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/4ea5f3326ff72a25bgest03vuc

~
Mayor Lee GASCON COMPLAINT.doc



Support Bird-Safe Building Standards
Melissa Knoeferl to: Board.of.Supervisors

Defenders of Wildlife
Sent by: <ecommunications@defenders.org>
Please respond to Melissa Knoeferl

10/30/201103:47 PM

Oct 30, 2011

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Dear Board of Supervisors,

As a San Francisco resident and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I
am writing today to urge you to support the Standards for Bird-Safe
Buildings.

Tens of millions of birds are killed each year when they collide with
buildings and windows. Many are night-migrating species that migrate
from Central and South America to breeding grounds in the U.S. and
Canada. These include federally listed species and birds of
conservation concern.

Millions of birds depend on the San Francisco Bay estuary system, not
only during migration but throughout the winter. San Francisco's
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings direct the most serious efforts to
those areas that are most at risk.

The Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings are based on sound scientific
research, are well founded and are strongly supported by many
architects and other members of the construction industry.

These standards provide guidance to help make smart choices when it
comes to designing buildings. They also offer guidance on other
remedies such as window treatments, lighting design, and lighting
operation.

Please support the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings to prevent the
deaths of thousands of migratory birds each year in the Bay Area.

Sincerely,

Miss Melissa Knoeferl
908 43rd Ave
Rock Island, IL 61201-6725
(309) 737-6263



Support Bird-Safe Building Standards
Mary Carufe to: Board.of.Supervisors
S t b . Defenders of Wildlife

en y. <ecommunications@defenders.org>
Please respond to Carufe

10/29/2011 07:49 AM

Oct 29, 201.1

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Dear Board of Supervisors,

As a San Francisco resident and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I
am writing today to urge you to support the Standards for Bird-Safe
Buildings.

Tens of millions of birds are killed each year when they collide with
buildings and windows. Many are night-migrating species that migrate
from Central and South America to breeding grounds in the U.S. and
Canada. These include federally listed species and birds of
conservation concern.

Millions of birds depend on the San Francisco Bay estuary system, not
only during migration but throughout the winter. San Francisco's
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings direct the most serious efforts to
those areas that are most at risk.

The Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings are based on sound scientific
research, are well founded and are strongly supported by many
architects and other members of the construction industry.

These standards provide guidance to help make smart choices when it
comes to designing buildings. They also offer guidance on other
remedies such as window treatments, lighting design, and lighting
operation.

Please support the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings to prevent the
deaths of thousands of migratory birds each year in the Bay Area.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Mary Carufe
5920 Standing Oaks Ln
Naples, FL 34119-1232
(239) 594-7051



Support Bird-Safe Building Standards
John Lewis to: Board.of.Supervisors

Defenders of Wildlife
Sent by: <ecommunications@defenders.org>
Please respond to John Lewis

10/29/2011 03:44 AM

Oct 29, 2011

Clerk of the Board of Supervis0rs

Dear Board of Supervisors,

As a San Francisco resident and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I
am writing today to urge you to support the Standards for Bird-Safe
Buildings.

Tens of millions of birds are killed each year when they collide with
buildings and windows. Many are night-migrating species that migrate
from Central' and South America to breeding grounds in the U. S. and
Canada. These include federally listed species and birds of
conservation concern.

Millions of birds depend on the San Francisco Bay estuary system, not
only during migration but throughout the winter. San Francisco's
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings direct the most serious efforts to
those areas that are most at risk.

The Standards for Bird-S~fe Buildings are based on sound scientific
research, are well founded and are strongly supported by many
architects and other members of the construction industry.

These standards provide guidance to help make smart choices when it
comes to designing buildings. They also offer.guidanceon other
,remedies such as window treatments, lighting design, and lighting
operation.

Please support the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings to prevent the
deaths of thousands of migratory birds each year in the Bay Area.

Sincerely,

Mr. John Lewis
3 Everett Rd
Carmel, NY 10512-2001
(845) 225-4328



Support Bird-Safe Building Standards
Melissa Wise to: Board.of.Supervisors
S t b • Defenders of Wildlife

en y. <ecommunications@defenders.org>
Please respond to Melissa Wise

liD 7 'is

10/25/2011 06:07 PM

Oct 25, 2011,

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Dear Board of Supervisors,

As a San Francisco resident and a supporter of Defenders of Wildlife, I
am writing today to urge you to support the Standards for Bird-Safe
Buildings.

Tens of millions of birds are killed each year when they collide with
buildings and windows. Many are night-migrating species that migrate
from Central and South America to breeding grounds in the U;S. and
Canada. These include federally listed species and birds of
conservation concern.

Millions of birds depend on the San Francisco Bay estuary system, not
only during migration but throughout the winter. San Francisco's
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings direct the most serious efforts to
those areas that are most at risk.

TheStandardi for Bird-Safe Buildings are based on sound scientific
research, are well founded and are strongly supported by many
architects and other members of the construction industry.

These standards provide guidance to help make smart choices when it
comes to designing buildings. They also offer guidance on other
remedies such as window treatments, lighting design, and lighting
operation.

Please support the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings to prevent the
deaths of thousands of migratory birds each year in the Bay Area.

Sincerely,

Ms. Melissa Wise
'5928 Beverly Dr W
Apt 1214
Benbrook, TX 76132-2773
(817) 377-2305



From:
To:
Cc:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Gail Johnson/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: File 111164: OWS

mxyz <mxyz@earthlink.net>
board,of.s.upervisors@sfgov.org
mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org
10/29/2011 08:32 AM
OWS

Do any of you ever consider the actual taxpaying residents of this city? Of
course not. Here we have hordes of lawbreakers camping out in the city and
you all side with them. Or say nothing. None of you have any respect for the
law, or pUblic health. I sincerely hope that a group, that has in the past
paid the city to hold a rally, will be suing soon for reimbursement.

Somehow I have a feeling you would not be so indulgent if the "protesters"
were Christian pro-lifers in SF to rally for change to abortion laws. Would it
would be fine for them to camp out anywhere in the city? For as long as they
like ..And if not, why not?

You're all just political hacks, who would do anything to continue slurping at
the public trough.

M & R Recker
S.F.



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: . BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Occupy San Francisco

P Segal <mspsegal@gmail.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
10/25/2011 08:41 PM
Occupy San Francisco

I'm not certain if this is the best way to get a personal message through to the board, but I thought
I'd try it I read today about John Avalos proposing that the city support the Occupy protest, and I
just wanted to say that I am wholeheartedly supportive of this idea.

I'm a city native, and throughout my life, I've witnessed social changes that swept the world
germinate here. The spirit of activism is alive, even now that it is harder than ever for poor
people to survive here and the cost of living escalates every day. Most of the people I grew up
with can't afford to own a house here or find jobs in the city. Corporate interests ruin out
neighborhoods, driving out businesses that have thrived for years. One successful business in my
neighborhood that had been here for decades just lost its chance to renew its lease because Chase
Bank: offered the landlord more than they could afford. This is shameful.

The Occupy protest is out there in this increasingly chilly weather to speak for everyone who is
troubled by the state of the economy, which is the work of greedy corporate interests. We should
be thanking them, rewarding them, and facilitating their efforts, not arresting, harassing, and
driving them out, for speaking for the welfare of the people.

The city as a whole has suffered from this economic downturn, and they are working for it as
well as for the individuals who have suffered. Cities and states are getting less funding to meet
their needs in this crisis. In this city, our mental health services are sadly diminished, for
example, just when we need them most Our politicians, the people who represent us, should be
out there in the front lines protesting against the corporate stranglehold on our economy, and the
police, who are supposed to be protecting the public interest, should be supporting them too,
because they're as much a part ofthe 99% as the rest of us.

As for the legislation to create a city bank:, that's a great idea-- or just switch to the SF Federal
Credit Union.

Sincerely,

Roberta Segal



From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

To: Gail Johnson/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: File 111164: OCCUPYSF. PRECEDENT & PERSPECTIVE

patnlisa@sbcglobal.net
ED LEE <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>, "Shih-WeLLu@sfgov.org" <Shih-WeLLu@sfgov.org>,
Avalos John <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, AVALOS JOHN <JOHN.AVALOS@sfgov.org>, Campos
David <David.Campos@sfgov.org>, CAMPOS DAVID <DAVID.CAMPOS@sfgov.org>, CAVILLO
ANGELA <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, Chan Connie <connie.chan@sfgov.org>, Chin
Lin-Shao <LinShao.Chin@sfgov.org>, CHIU DAVID <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, CHIU DAVID
<DAVID.CHIU@sfgov.org>, CHU CARMEN <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, CHU CARMEN
<CARMEN.CHU@sfgov.org>, Chung Rose <Rose.Chung@sfgov.org>, COHEN MALIA
<MALlA.COHEN@sfgov.org>, Costello Cassandra <Cassandra.Costello@sfgov.org>, FARRELL
MARK <MARK.FARRELL@sfgov.org>, Hsieh Frances <Frances.Hsieh@sfgov.org>, KIM JANE
<JANE.KIM@sfgov.org>, King Nicolas <Nicolas.King@sfgov.org>, Krell Rebekah
<rebekah.krell@sfgov.org>, Mar Eric <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>, MIRKARIMI ROSS
<ROSS.MIHKARIMI@sfgov.org>, Ross MIRKARIMI <ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, Scanlon Olivia
<olivia.scanlon@sfgov.org>, Sean ELSBERND <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, St Croix John
<john.st.croix@sfgov.org>, Stefani Catherine <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, Tang Katy
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>,vicki·leidner <vleidner@astound.net>, WIENER SCOTT
<SCOTT.WIENER@sfgov.org>
10/28/201111:11 PM
OCCUPYSF. PRECEDENT &PERSPECTIVE

I am reminded that yesterday, Oct 27th, marked the anniversary of that day back in 1985, when Steve Russell
PLAZA, 24x7, for almost TEN YEARS; setting up tents; sleeping in a public space; setting up a kitchen; pre]
If a small percentage of the tens of thousands of dollars, and climbing hourly, that has already been paid out i
and petition, we would have avoided these problems and confrontations, and the money saved could have bet
how recently they were deprived oftheir rights, the long fight many of us waged to end that discrimination, a:
Just my 2e.
Patrick Monk.RN. Noe Valley.



From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bee:
Subject: File 111164: Occupy SF

" " <lgoodin1@mindspring.com>
ericamaybaum@sfgov.org, "board.of.supervisors" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>,
"MayorEdwinLee" <MayorEdwinLee@sfgov.org>, "john.avalos" <john.avalos@sfgov.org>,
"David.Chiu" <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, "david.campos" <david.campos@sfgov.org>
10/28/2011 06:24 PM
Occupy SF

I am unable to attend the hearing, however I fully support and urge approval of the
resolution as written. The Occupy movement is trying to return economic and social
justice to this country. Instead of sending in storm troopers to beat up and arrest these
largely peaceful protester, the city of Saint Francis should do all it can to assist Occupy SF
by setting up safety, s9nitation, food preparation and other facilities. Using violent police
tactics will only lead to more violence.

Lee Goodin Major USAF (Retired)
600 Chestnut Street #408
SF 94133
415 346-4335
19oodin l@mindspring.com



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: thanks!

P Segal <mspsegal@gmail.com>
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
10/27/2011 03:00 PM
thanks!

Two nights ago, I wrote to commend the supervisors (particularly Avalos) for introducing a
measure to support the Occupy protest, and to encourage the supervisors to get out there in the
front line, as our citizens and our city have all suffered from the economic situation. Last night,
several of the supervisors showed up at the protest to give their personal support. I know it had
nothing to do with my email. However, I would just like to send my congratulations and thanks
to them for their courageous participation. With the potential for police action rumored, it
showed a genuine commitment to serving the needs of the public-- and they just got my votes.

Bravo!
Roberta Segal
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Thank you!
Chris Miller
to:
Board.of. Supervisors
10/27/2011 10:05 AM
Hide Details
From: Chris Miller <screamingcheetahI212@gmail.com>

To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

History: This message has been forwarded.

Thank you those SF Board of Supervisors members who stood their ground to the Mayor Ed
"$l-dollar bill" Lee and the Police Raid last night.

-D.S.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesC7A056\~web6996.ht... 10/28/2011'
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Chaffee -- False Arrest Suit -- Chaffee v. David Chiu, et al. Moved to Federal Court
James Chaffee
to:
board.of.supervisors, Carmen.Chu, David Campos, David Chiu, Eric L. Mar, Jane Kim,
John.Avalos, Malia Cohen, Mark Farrell, Ross.Mirkarimi, Scott Wiener, Sean.EIsbernd
10/24/2011 04:14 PM
Hide Details
From: "James Chaffee" <chaffeej@pacbell.net> Sort List...

To: <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, "David Campos"
<David.Campos@sfgov.org>, "David Chiu" <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, "Eric L. Mar"
<Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>, "Jane Kim" <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>,
<John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, "Malia Cohen" <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, "Mark Farrell"
<Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, "Scott Wiener"
<Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org>, <Sean.EIsbernd@sfgov.org>

Dear Friends,

Actually the term is "Removed" to Federal court. This was once just technical legal terminology, but it
certainly has political overtones now.

At face value the decision of the San Francisco City Attorney to move the case to Federal Court can be
considered straight forward - the case includes First Amendment issues and those are federal
questions. In fact the City is going "forum shopping" and their advantages in Federal court are
complex.

There is a chance that it is a blessing in disguise. The silver lining is that transfer to Federal Court
exponentially increases the number of people who have something at stake if I lose. The question is
whether unreconstructed slime like David Chiu can use state police power whenever it suits them. If
David Chiu can established that precedentin Federal Court it will be a foundation stone out of our
already unstable democratic structure.

As a legal matter there is a different set of immunities and defenses available to public entities and
agents of the state. At this point I don't know what defenses the City and David Chiu will offer. One of
the reasons that you can't see the light at the end of the legal tunnel is because you don't know how
many bends and twists there are in the tunnel. This is why everyone hates lawyers. You should be

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesC7A056\~web6082.ht... 10/26/2011
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able to stand at the entrance to the courthouse and see the glimmer of justice at the other end. No
chance of that. In the meantime, I have thirty days to figure out whether I am better off in State Court
and object if I can.

There are two curious side issues. The City Attorney has requested a jury trial. The City Attorney
almost never does this. Second, the City Attorney has not automatically appeared for David Chiu or
the Sheriff's office. Mayoral political being what it is in this city, the City Attorney probably wants a
process server to show up at David Chui's door.

Probably the most important factor is the unmitigated arrogance ofthe federal judges. If you think of
the social distance between Billionaire hedge fund managers and those who sleep on subway grates to
keep from freezing to death, that is one percent ofthe soCial distance between Federal District Court
judges and those who come into court without attorneys and don't even know they have fools for
clients. As a matter fact, their attitude is that those who are in prison and have nothing to do but hang
out in the law library all day, and those who are not yet in prison and have nothing to do but hang in
the law library all day is a distinction that will soon be remedied anyway. To a Federal judge, an
ordinary citizen is just a criminal in waiting. But that is the attitude of a Supervisor.

James Chaffee

file:IIC:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesC7A056\~web6082.ht... 10/26/2011



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure

ryanjm10014@gmail.com
"Board.of.Supervisors@sfgoY.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgoY.org>
10/30/201107:59 PM
SFas a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure

October 30, 2011
Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco,CA 94102-4689

Dear Angela Calvillo,

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our
wireless devices. Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed
to real-time interaction that is flexible and convenient. I expect and depend on reliable service
when I go to work, to baseball games or even tD dinner. This is why maintaining and building
new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the building of new cell sites in our
city. I welcome with open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless service.

Sincerely,

Ryan J. McCaffrey
172 Ellsworth St.
San Francisco, CA 94110-5641



SUPPORT item # 6, File #110899
david.chiu, john.avalos, david.campos,

Marian Monks to: carmen.chu, malia.cohen, sean.elsbernd, 10/24/201105:19 PM

Please SUPPORT item # 6, File #110899. First Report is preying on young confused women with their
false advertising.
Thank you,
Marian Monks



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

Please OPPOSE Item # 6, File #110899
David.Chiu, John.Avalos, David.Campos,

Roger Knopf ~o: Carmen.Chu, Malia.Cohen, Sean.Elsbernd, 10/24/201110:08 PM
Mark.FarreIJd~,Kim, Eric;L.M~ ~__

Dear Supervisor Chiu and Members of the Board of Supervisors:
I urge your NO vote on Supervisor Cohen's ordinance entitled "False Advertising by Limited Services Pregnancy
Centers".

On October 18,2011, the Board of Supervisors approved an ordinance which unequally applies the law to regulate
and restrict speech)y pregnancy centers which are not abortion minded.

By doing so, the local supervisors have improperly targeted and potentially harmed First Resort and
other pregnancy help centers in San Francisco - and thus will potentially harm the many wom.en who
might be helped by the medical services and support provided by First Resort.

First Resort provides all clients with full disclosure on the types of services they provide. The
ordinance is vague about what constitutes "untrue and misleading" speech, but has draconian
penalties for what the government may view as a violation: The baseless charges against First
Resort aren't a basis for new, heavy handed legislation. -Neither the Committee hearing, nor the
added material from Supervisor Cohen provides any example of First Resort misleading,
manipulating or deceiving women or their clients.
Simply stated, the Board disagrees with the services prOVided by abortion alternative centers, and
therefore seeks to limit what they say ,and how they say it to the women served.

It's hard to believe that an attack on one group of pregnancy resource providers, but not another group
with a competing message, would garner the support of the Board of Supervisors. It is unfair and
unnecessary and will have a chilling effect on those who value free speech and respect a woman'~ right
to choose.

Roger Knopf


