
FILE NO. 250714 
 
Petitions and Communications received from June 26, 2025, through July 2, 2025, for 
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered 
filed by the Clerk on July 8, 2025. 
 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is 
subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco 
Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information will not be redacted. 
 
From the Office of the Mayor (MYR), making the following appointment to the following 
body. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1) 
 

• Appointment pursuant to Charter, Section 3.100(18) and 7.102 to the Juvenile 
Probation Commission: 

o Elijah Mercer - term ending January 15, 2026 
 
From the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), submitting the 
Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation for Temporary Street 
Closures (ISCOTT) June 26, 2025, meeting minutes. Copy: Each Supervisor. (2) 
 
From the Office of the City Administrator (ADM), Capital Planning Committee (CPC), 
pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 3.21, submitting approved action item and 
recommendation from June 23, 2025, to be considered by the Board of Supervisors. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (3) 
 
From the Planning Department (CPC), pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 
56.10(a), submitting the 530 Sansome Mixed Use Tower and Fire Station 13 
Development Agreement: Director’s report of the draft agreement and negotiations. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (4) 
 
From the Office of the Controller (CON), submitting Refuse Rates Administrator’s 
Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application. Copy: Each Supervisor. (5) 
 
From 311 Customer Service Center, submitting a response to a Letter of Inquiry issued 
by Supervisor Bilal Mahmood at the June 10, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (6) 
 
From the Human Services Agency (HSA), pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 
67.24(3)(i), submitting Sole Source Contracts Report for Fiscal Year (FY) 2024-2025. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (7) 
 
From the Juvenile Probation Department (JUV), pursuant to Administrative Code, 
Chapter 12I, submitting a Semi-Annual Report on Civil Detainers and communications 
with Federal agency charged with enforcement of the Federal Immigration Law from 
January 1, 2025 to June 30, 2025. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8) 



From the San Francisco Arts Commission (ART), submitting an agenda for the July 7, 
2025, meeting of the Full Arts Commission. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the proposed Ordinance authorizing the City to 
reallocate approximately $34,777,000 in prior appropriated revenue and unappropriated 
earned interest within the Our City, Our Home (“OCOH”) Fund, to allow the City to use 
revenues from the Homelessness Gross Receipts Tax through Fiscal Year (FY) 2026-
2027 for certain types of services to address homelessness, notwithstanding the 
expenditure percentages set forth in Business and Tax Regulations Code, Section 
2810; where future revenue and interest to the OCOH Fund exceeds amounts 
appropriated in the adopted budget for fiscal years 2025-2026 and 2026-2027, 
authorizing the City to expend up to $19,100,000 of such additional revenues and 
interest deposited on any programs to address homelessness as described in Business 
and Tax Regulations Code, Section 2810, without regard to the expenditure 
percentages in that section; temporarily suspending the limit on funding for short-term 
rental subsidies; and finding that these reallocations are necessary to achieve the 
purposes of the Our City, Our Home Fund pursuant to Business and Tax Regulations 
Code, Section 2811. File No. 250609. 125 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (10) 
 
From Bernard Maya, regarding various subjects. Copy: Each Supervisor. (11) 
 
From Dr. Emily M. Murase, regarding the Commission on the Status and Women and 
the Department of the Status of Women. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12) 
 
From a member of the public, regarding various subjects. 2 Letters. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (13) 
 
From the Lincoln Manor Neighborhood Association & Friends, regarding zoning and 
granting historical and coastal exemptions to parts of Clement Street and Geary 
Boulevard. Copy: Each Supervisor. (14) 
 
From Rose Marie Ostler, regarding immigration. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15) 
 
From Stephen Johnson, regarding public transit fares. Copy: Each Supervisor. (16) 
 
From Kasey Rios, regarding the Castro district. Copy: Each Supervisor. (17) 
 
From the Balboa Village Merchants Association, regarding PermitSF legislation. File 
Nos. 250538, 250539, 250540, 250541, and 250542. Copy: Each Supervisor. (18) 
 
From James Green, regarding a Superior Court of the State of California County of San 
Francisco case. Copy: Each Supervisor. (19) 
 
From a member of the public, regarding various subjects. Copy: Each Supervisor. (20) 
 



From Julien DeFrance, regarding various subjects. 3 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. 
(21) 
 
From Jim Conners, regarding negotiations between Blue Shield and the University of 
California (UC) medical system. Copy: Each Supervisor. (22) 
 
From Kate Langlois, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending the Administrative 
Code to amend the City’s Standard of Care for City Shelters to require City-funded 
family shelters to allow eligible families to remain in shelter for a continuous term of not 
less than one year, subject to the household’s continued eligibility and compliance with 
shelter policies. File No. 250390. Copy: Each Supervisor. (23) 
 
From members of the public, regarding lobbying activity in San Francisco government. 
24 Letters Copy: Each Supervisor. (24) 
 
From members of the public, regarding California Senate Bill 79 Housing Development: 
transit-oriented development (Weiner). 3 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (25) 
 
From Daniel Jeremiah Hoffman, regarding grants issued by the San Francisco Arts 
Commission (ART). Copy: Each Supervisor. (26) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending the 
Administrative Code to require the City to approve one new homeless shelter, 
transitional housing facility, behavioral health residential care and treatment facility, or 
behavioral health specialized outpatient clinic (collectively, “Covered Facilities”) in each 
Supervisorial District by June 30, 2026, and prohibiting the City from approving a 
Covered Facility that would be located within 1,000 feet of another Covered Facility 
unless the Board of Supervisors waives the 1,000 foot rule by Resolution based on a 
finding that approving the Covered Facility at the proposed location is in the public 
interest. File No. 250487. 31 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (27) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the proposed Budget and Appropriation 
Ordinance appropriating all estimated receipts and all estimated expenditures for 
Departments of the City and County of San Francisco as of May 30, 2025, for the Fiscal 
Years (FYs) ending June 30, 2026, and June 30, 2027. File No. 250589. 7 Letters. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (28) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending the Park 
Code to authorize the Recreation and Park Department to charge fees for reserving 
tennis/pickleball courts at locations other than the Golden Gate Park Tennis Center; and 
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act. File No. 250603. 2 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (29) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending Division I of 
the Transportation Code to reduce the time that large vehicles may be parked on City 
streets from overnight to two hours, and modify the time that commercial vehicles may 



be parked on City streets; amending the Administrative Code to require City 
departments, including but not limited to the Department of Homelessness and 
Supportive Housing, the Department of Emergency Management, and the Police 
Department, to assist the Municipal Transportation Agency with administering a Large 
Vehicle Refuge Permit Program that exempts certain large vehicles from the two-hour 
parking restriction under certain conditions; amending the Park Code to impose a two-
hour parking limit on large vehicles on park property; amending the Port Code to impose 
two-hour parking limits on large vehicles on Port property; and affirming the Planning 
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act. File No. 
250655. 56 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (30) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the regarding the 2025 Housing Element 
Rezoning and related policies. File Nos. 250700 and 250701. 8 Letters. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (31) 



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

 BOARD of SUPERVISORS  San Francisco 94102-4689 
       Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
       Fax No. (415) 554-5163 
 TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 27, 2025 

To: Members, Board of Supervisors 

From: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Subject: Mayoral Appointment - Juvenile Probation Commission 

On June 27, 2025, the Office of the Mayor submitted the following appointment package pursuant 
to Charter, Section 3.100(18). This appointment is effective immediately unless rejected by a two-
thirds vote of the Board of Supervisors within 30 days (July 27, 2025).  

Appointment to the Juvenile Probation Commission, pursuant to Charter, Section 7.102: 
• Elijah Mercer - term ending January 15, 2026

Pursuant to Board Rule 2.18.3, a Supervisor may request a hearing on this Mayoral appointment by 
timely notifying the Clerk in writing. 

Upon receipt of such notice, the Clerk shall refer the appointment to the Rules Committee so that 
the Board may consider the appointment and act within 30 days of the transmittal letter as provided 
in Charter, Section 3.100(18).  

If you wish to hold a hearing on this appointment, please let me know in writing by noon on 
Thursday, July 3, 2025. 

c: President Rafael Mandelman - Board of Supervisors 
Supervisor Shamann Walton - Chair, Rules Committee, Board of Supervisors 
Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy 
Victor Young - Rules Clerk 
Brad Russi - Deputy City Attorney  
Adam Thongsavat - Mayor’s Liaison to the Board of Supervisors 
Andre Adeyemi - Mayor’s Director of Appointments  
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

June 27, 2025 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Honorable Board of Supervisors: 

Notice of Appointment 

DANIEL LURIE 
MAYOR 

Pursuant to charter Section 3.100(18), (Charter§ 7.102), of the City and County of San Francisco, I make 
the following appointment: 

Elijah Mercer to the Juvenile Probation Commission for the unexpired portion of a four-year term ending 
on January 15, 2026 (replacing James Spingola - resigned). 

I am confident that Mr. Mercer will serve our community well. Attached are his qualifications to serve, 
which demonstrate how his appointment represents the communities of interest, neighborhoods, and 
diverse populations of the City and County of San Francisco. 

I encourage your support and am pleased to advise you of this appointment. Should you have any 
questions, please contact my Director of Appointments, Andre Adeyemi, at (415) 554-4000. 

Daniel Lurie 
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: ( 415) 554-6141 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Minutes of ISCOTT Hearing on 6/26/25 Temporary Street Closures
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:47:22 PM
Attachments: ISCOTT_1595_Minutes.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached from the SFMTA, submitting minutes for the June 26, 2025, ISCOTT hearing.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: SpecialEvents <SpecialEvents@sfmta.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:13 AM
Cc: SpecialEvents <SpecialEvents@sfmta.com>
Subject: Minutes of ISCOTT Hearing on 6/26/25 Temporary Street Closures

Hello  –

Attached are the minutes of the June 26, 2025 public hearing.

Thank you,
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Dianne Yee
Transportation Planner III, Special Events – Shared Spaces
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
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ISCOTT MINUTES  
 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL STAFF COMMITTEE 
ON TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION FOR 
TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURES 
 
Meeting of June 26, 2025 - Thursday, 9:00 AM 
1595th Regular Meeting 
Online Meeting 
 

COMMITTEE  REPRESENTATIVE 
SFMTA Bryant Woo (Chair) 
SFPD Sgt. Dion McDonnell 
SFFD Capt. Carol W. Wong, Lt. Erin Yamamura,  

Capt. Dennis Sy, Insp. Brandon Murray, Jared Franklin 
Public Health Aron Wong 
Public Works Edgar Garcia 
Entertainment Commission Dylan Rice, Andrew Zverina 
Planning Absent 

 
DEPARTMENTS REPRESENTATIVE 
SFMTA Special Events Nick Chapman, Dianne Yee, Elizabeth Hsu 
SFMTA Transit Leslie Bienenfeld, Helen Kwan, Gary Chau, Leo Masic 
SFMTA Enforcement James Sarracino 
SFMTA Temporary Signs Gretchen Rude, Houston Forrester, Bradley Wilkinson 
SFMTA Taxis Scott Leon 
Emergency Management Leo Ishoda 

 
GUESTS ITEM GUESTS ITEM 
Barry Taranto  Anne Cassidy Carew I 
Abraham G Jorge Romero-Lozano K 
Gladys Chiu J Tamara Walker H 
Angel Adeyoha, Sarah Kidder Q, R Eliote Durham N 
Phil West V Sister Desi (Andre Sanchez) L 
Franco Ferraro W Eric Larizadeh-Saito T 
Nils Marthinsen, Stuart Watts O, P Emma Marcus M 
Eva Schouten U El Davis-Greene  
Mike Doherty K Beau Timken  
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Erik Greenfrost  Jimmy Brower, Annette S 
April McCarty-Caggiano  Mich  
Mei Ho   Minimal  
Henry C Works    

  
 
MINUTES OF THE JUNE 12, 2025, MEETING (ACTION ITEM) 
The Committee adopted the Minutes. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
There was no public comment. 
 
These proposed actions are an Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
A. Laidley Street between Fairmount and Harper streets 

 Friday, July 4, 2025, 9 am to 4 pm 
 Block Party - Laidley 4th of July   

B. Alvarado Street between Castro and Noe streets  
 Sunday, September 7, 2025, 9 am to 5 pm  
 Block Party - 500 Alvarado Annual 

C. Granville Way between Ulloa and Claremont streets 
 Sunday, September 14, 2025, 3 pm to 6 pm  
 Block Party – Granville Way 

D. Beckett Street between Pacific Avenue and Jackson streets  
 Sunday, September 21, 2025, 8 am to 8 pm  
 Ghost Festival 

E. Joice Street between Clay and Sacramento streets  
 Saturday, August 2, 2025, 8 am to 9 pm  
 Cameron House Chinatown Family Fun Fest 

I I I I 
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F. Grove Street between Larkin and Hyde streets 
 Thursday, June 26, 2025, 7 pm to  
 Monday, June 30, 2025, 6 am 
 San Francisco Pride Parade and Celebration [correction] 

APPROVED (6-0) 

REGULAR CALENDAR 

G. Valencia Street between Duboce Avenue and 26th Street  
Intersections closed: Valencia Street at Clinton Park, Brosnan,15th, Sparrow 
Alley,17th, Clarion Alley, Sycamore, 19th, 20th, Liberty, 21st, Hill, 22nd, 

23rd, and 25th  
 Sunday, July 20, 2025, 10 am to 5 pm  
 Sunday Streets Mission  
 
APPROVED (6-0) 

H. Lane Street between Van Dyke and Thomas avenues; Thomas Avenue 
between 3rd and Lane streets; Underwood Avenue between 3rd and Keith 
streets  
Intersection closed: Lane Street at Underwood and Thomas avenues  
 Sunday, August 24, 2025, 7 am to 7 pm  
 Sunday Streets Bayview 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 

I. 45th Avenue between Wawona Street and Sloat Blvd  
 Thursday, August 21, 2025, 2 pm to 
 Friday, August 22, 2025, 1 am 
 UICC 50th Anniversary Gala 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 
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J. Grant Avenue between California and Clay streets; Walter U Lum Place 
between Washington and Clay streets; Commercial Street between Kearny 
Street and Grant Avenue 
(Intersection of Grant Avenue at Sacramento to remain open.) 
 Saturday, August 23, 2025, 8 am to 10 pm  
 Hungry Ghost Festival 2025 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 

K. Cortland Avenue between Bennington and Gates streets; Moultrie Street 
between Cortland and Eugenia avenues; Anderson Street between Eugenia 
and Jarboe avenues; Ellsworth Street between Cortland and Eugenia avenues 
Intersections closed: Cortland Avenue at Wool, Andover, Moultrie, Anderson, 
and Ellsworth streets 
 Friday, October 31, 2025, 4:30 pm to 8:30 pm 
 Halloween on Cortland 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 

L. Harrison Street between 10th and 13th streets;11th Street between Folsom 
and Division streets; 12th Street between Bernice and Harrison streets 
Intersections closed: Harrison Street at 12th, Norfolk, 11th streets  
 Saturday, October 18, 2025, 12 pm to 6 pm  
 Bearrison Street Fair 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 
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M. Grove Street between Larkin and Polk streets 
 Friday, August 1, 2025, 9 am to 
 Saturday, August 2, 2025, 2 am 
  and 
 Saturday, August 2, 2025, 9 am to 
 Sunday, August 3, 2025, 2 am 
  and 
 Sunday, August 3, 2025, 9 am to 
 Monday, August 4, 2025, 2 am 
  (Dead & Company) 
 
 Friday, August 8, 2025, 9 am to 
 Saturday, August 9, 2025, 2 am  
  and 
 Saturday, August 9, 2025, 9 am to 
 Sunday, August 10, 2025, 2 am  
  and  
 Sunday, August 10, 2025, 9 am to 
 Monday, August 11, 2025, 2 am  
  (Outside Lands) 
 
 Friday, August 15, 2025, 9 am to 
 Saturday, August 16, 2025, 2 am 
  (Golden Gate Park concert) 
 
 Shuttle Programs @ the Bill Graham Civic Auditorium 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 
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N. Harrington Street between Mission Street and approx. 150’ west; Norton 
Street between Mission Street and approx. 150’ west; 20 - Norton/Mission 
Lot 
 Friday, July 11, 2025, 1 pm to 11:59 pm  
  and 
 Saturday, August 2, 2025, 1 pm to  11:59 pm 
  and 
 Friday, September 12, 2025, 1 pm to  11:59 pm  
  and 
 Friday, October 10, 2025, 1 pm to  11:59 pm  
  and 
 Friday, November 7, 2025, 1 pm to  11:59 pm  
  and 
 Friday, December 12, 2025, 1 pm to  11:59 pm  
 Excelsior Night Market 
 
APPROVED (6-0) with HOLD on November date for a correction 

O. Grant Avenue between Vallejo and Green streets; Green Street between   
Columbus Avenue and Jasper Place 
(Intersection of Grant Avenue and Green Street to remain open) 
 Friday, July 4, 2025, 2 pm to  
 Saturday, July 5, 2025, 2 am  
 July 4th Block Party 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 
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P. Grant Avenue between Vallejo and Filbert streets 
(Intersections of Grant at Union and at Green to remain open) 
 Saturday, July 12, 2025, 10 am to 11:59 pm 
  and  
 Saturday, August 9, 2025, 10 am to 11:59 pm  
  and 
 Saturday, September 27, 2025, 6 am to 6 pm  
  and  
 Saturday, October 25, 2025, 12 pm to  
 Sunday, October, 26, 2025, 2 am 
  and  
 Friday, December 5, 2025, 12 pm to  
 Saturday, December 6, 2025, 2 am 
 North Beach Night Markets 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 

Q. Folsom Street between 9th and 11th Streets; 10th Street between Howard 
and Harrison streets; Dore Street between Howard and southerly terminus; 
Sheridan Street between 9th and 10th Streets (local access allowed); Juniper 
Street between Folsom Street and southerly terminus (local access allowed) 
Intersections closed: Folsom St at 10th and at Dore streets 
 Sunday, July 27, 2025, 12:01 am to 11:59 pm 
 Up Your Alley Street Fair 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 

R. Folsom Street between 7th and 13th streets; 8th, 9th, 10th, 11th,12th 
streets between Howard and Harrison streets; Dore Street between Howard 
Street and terminus; and all alleys and intersections bounded by 7th, 
Howard, 13th, and Harrison streets 
 Saturday, September 27, 2025, 5 pm to  
 Monday, September 29, 2025, 2 am 
 Folsom Street Fair 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ISCOTT Minutes 1595  Page 8 of 10 
 

S. Hayes Street between Gough and Octavia streets; Linden Street between 
Gough and Octavia streets; Octavia Street between Hayes and Fell streets 
Intersection closed: Linden Street at Octavia Street 
 Sunday, October 12, 2025, 6 am to 7 pm 
 Head West Marketplace 
 
ON HOLD 

T. Valencia Street between 22nd and 23rd streets  
 Thursday, July 10, 2025, 12 pm to 10 pm  
 Bigface x Square Pop-up 
 
APPROVED (6-0) 

U. Maiden Lane between Stockton Street and Grant Avenue  
 Friday, July 18, 2025, through  
 Wednesday, December 31, 2025, 
 11 am to 3 pm, each Tuesday through Thursday  
  and 
Maiden Lane between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street 
 Friday, July 18, 2025, through  
 Sunday, December 28, 2025, 
 11 am to 6 pm, each Friday through Sunday 
 Union Square Alliance Maiden Lane Activations 
 
ON HOLD 

 

Categorically exempt from CEQA: CEQA Guidelines Section 15304 Class 4(e) minor temporary 
use of land having negligible or no permanent effects on the environment, including carnivals, 
sales of Christmas trees, etc. and/or Section 15305 Class 5(b) minor alterations in land use 
limitations, including street closings and equipment for special events 
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ROADWAY SHARED SPACES CLOSURES (ACTION ITEMS)  
 
The following item has been environmentally cleared by the Planning Department on April 19, 
2021, Addendum #2 to San Francisco Better Streets Plan Project [Case No. 2021-003010ENV 
(addendum to Case No. 2007.1238E)]: 
 

None 

ROADWAY SHARED SPACES CLOSURES (INFORMATIONAL ITEMS) 
  
The following items are presented for informational purposes and public comment. Closures 
are subject to review and approval by the SFMTA Board. 
 

V. Commercial Street from 107-feet to 147-feet west of Sansome Street 
 Wednesday, August 6, 2025, through 
 Wednesday, August 5, 2026 
 7 am to 11 pm, daily 
 Heartwood - Shared Space  
 
Recommended for referral to the SFMTA Board (6-0) 

W. Commercial Street between Sansome and Montgomery streets; Leidesdorff 
Street between Sacramento and Clay streets;  
Intersection closed: Commercial at Leidesdorff streets 
 Wednesday, August 6, 2025, through 
 Wednesday, August 5, 2026 
 7 am to 10 pm, daily 
 Downtown SF - Shared Space  
 
Recommended for referral to the SFMTA Board (6-0) 

 



 

  

 
**SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FOR INTERDEPARTMENTAL STAFF COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS ARE 
AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT THE MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY'S OFFICES, ONE SOUTH VAN NESS, SAN 
FANCISCO, CA 94103, DURING NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS. PLEASE CONTACT TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURES 
AT specialevents@sfmta.com *** 
 
Sound Producing Devices  
The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this 
meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal from the meeting room of any person(s) 
responsible for the ringing or use of cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices. 
 
Disability Access 
To obtain a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in 
the meeting, please contact (415) 701-4683 at least two business days before the meeting. In order to assist the 
City's efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or 
related disabilities, attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to perfumes 
and various other chemical-based scented products. Please help the City to accommodate these individuals. 
 
Know Your Rights under the Sunshine Ordinance  
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decision in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, 
councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures 
that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. For 
information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) 
or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Administrator by mail to 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco CA 94102, by phone 
at (415) 554-7724, by fax at (415) 554-7854 or by email at sotf@sfgov.org. Citizens may obtain a free copy of the 
Sunshine Ordinance by contacting the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Administrator or by printing Chapter 67 of 
the San Francisco Administrative Code on the Internet, at web site http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine. 
 
Lobbyist Registration and Reporting Requirements 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be 
required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code Sec. 2.100] to 
register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San 
Francisco Ethics Commission at 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 3900, San Francisco, CA 94102, telephone (415) 581-
2200, fax (415) 581-2217, web site www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Appeal Rights under S.F. Admin. Code Chapter 31: For identified 
Approval Actions, the Planning Department or the SFMTA has issued a CEQA exemption determination or negative 
declaration, which may be viewed online at the Planning Department's website. Following approval of the item by 
ISCOTT, the CEQA determination is subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code 
Section 31.16 which is typically within 30 calendar days. For information on filing a CEQA appeal, contact the Clerk 
of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or 
call (415) 554-5184. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues 
previously raised at a hearing on the project or submitted in writing to the City prior to or at such hearing, or as 
part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.    
 
 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor San Francisco, CA 94103 SFMTA.com 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: CPC BOS Memo 25.06.23
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 3:09:57 PM
Attachments: CPC BOS Memo 2025-06-23.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached, submitted by the Capital Planning Committee (CPC), June 23, 2025
approved action item and recommendation to be considered by the Board of
Supervisors, in accordance with Administrative Code, Section 3.21.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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City & County of San Francisco 
Daniel Lurie, Mayor 

Office of the City Administrator 
Carmen Chu, City Administrator 

B1ian Strong, Chief Resilience Officer 
Oflice of Resilience & Capital Planning 

MEMORANDUM 

June 25, 2025 

To: 

From: 

Copy: 

Members of the Board of Supervisors ~ 

Carmen Chu, City Administrator & Capital Planning Committee Chair ~ 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Capital Planning Committee 

Regarding: ( 1) Sale of GO Bonds (Health and Recovery 2020) NTE $150,000,000 

In accordance with Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on June 23, 2025, the Capital 
Planning Committee (CPC) approved the following action item to be considered by the 
Board of Supervisors. The CPC's recommendation is set forth below. 

1. Board File Number: 250677 

CPC Recommendation: 

Comments: 

APPROVAL OF THE RESOLUTION 
AUTHORIZING THE SALE OF GENERAL 
OBLIGATION BONDS (HEAL TH AND RECOVERY 
2020), IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED 
$150,000,000 

The CPC recommends approval of this resolution. 

The CPC approves this item by a vote of 8-0. 

Committee members or representatives in favor: 

Brian Strong, Office of the City Administrator; Bruce 
Robertson, Public Works; Greg Wagner, Controller; 
Tiffany Young, Mayor's Budget Office; Bree Mawhorter, 
SFMTA; Stephen Robinson, Public Utilities Commission; 
Phil Ginsburg, Recreation and Parks Department General 
Manager; Judi Mosqueda, San Francisco International 
Airport. 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS)
Subject: FW: 530 Sansome Director"s Report
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 3:39:00 PM
Attachments: 530 Sansome Director"s Report 06.27.25.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the attached Director’s Report from the Planning Commission.

Thank you,

Eileen McHugh
Executive Assistant
Office of the Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2025 3:20 PM
To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Young, Victor (BOS)
<victor.young@sfgov.org>
Cc: Vimr, Jonathan (CPC) <jonathan.vimr@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC)
<richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Subject: 530 Sansome Director's Report

Angela,
Please distribute to the Supervisors.

Cheers,

Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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DATE: June 27, 2025 

TO: Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
 Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission 

FROM: Rich Hillis, Planning Director  

RE:  530 Sansome Mixed Use Tower and Fire Station 13 Development 
Agreement: Director’s report of the draft agreement and 
negotiations 

 
 
Chapter 56 of the San Francisco Administrative Code sets forth the procedure by which any request for a 
Development Agreement (or “DA”) will be processed and approved by the City and County of San Francisco.  
Administrative Code Section 56.10(a) states that the Planning Director shall prepare a report on DA 
negotiations between the applicant and the City, and that report must be disclosed to the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors no later than 20 days prior to the first hearing on the DA. The 
report must also be made available for public review.   
 
The report must include, for each negotiation session between the applicant and the City: (1) attendance 
list; (2) summary of the topics discussed; and (3) a notation as to any terms and conditions of the DA agreed 
upon between the applicant and the City.   
 
Below is the Planning Director’s report on the negotiation sessions for the DA between EQX Jackson Sq 
Holdco LLC (hereinafter referred to as “Related California”) and the City, written in accordance with San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 56.10(a).   
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Planning Department staff, Jonathan Vimr at 
jonathan.vimr@sfgov.org.  
 
1.  Introduction 
 
Related California is the co-sponsor, along with the San Francisco Fire Department and San Francisco Real 
Estate Division, of the proposed 530 Sansome Mixed Use Tower and Fire Station 13 Development Project 
(the “Project”). The Project would redevelop the approximately 24,830-square-foot project site, consisting 
of four parcels that comprise the majority of a city block bounded by Sansome Street to the west, 
Washington Street to the north, Battery Street to the east, and Merchant Street along the southern edge. 
The developer proposes to construct a new fire station and a separate mixed-use tower. The new fire 
station would be located on the 447 Battery Street parcel and would include approximately 31,200 square 
feet of building area. The mixed-use tower would be located on the remaining three parcels and would 
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include approximately 7,405 square feet of retail/restaurant space, approximately 10,135 square feet of 
event space, between approximately 372,035 and 417,230 square feet of office space, 
and between approximately 127,710 square feet and approximately 188,820 square feet of hotel space that 
would accommodate between 100 and 200 guest rooms. The Project would also improve the entire portion 
of Merchant Street between Sansome Street and Battery Street with non-standard streetscape 
improvements built and maintained by the developer. 
 
Related California filed an application with the City’s Planning Department for approval of a Development 
Agreement for the Project Site under Administrative Code Chapter 56.  Related California also filed 
applications with the Planning Department for entitlement approvals including amendments to the 
General Plan and Downtown Area Plan, the Zoning Map, and the Planning Code (including a Conditional 
Use Authorization approval process pursuant to a Special Use District); Large Cap Office Allocation; and 
required findings and approvals pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 for shadowing of certain parks 
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. 
 
2.  Development Agreement Negotiations 
 
The City’s Planning Department and Office of Economic and Workforce Development (“OEWD”) have 
negotiated a Development Agreement for the Project with Related California.  The parties began 
negotiations in 2024.  Copies of the drafts of the Development Agreement that were exchanged between 
the parties can be found in the file of the Planning Department at 49 South Van Ness Avenue.  These 
exchanged drafts reflect the items under negotiation throughout the process.  Without limiting the 
foregoing, we note that the negotiations between the parties included the following meetings:  
 

1) September 9, 2024. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  
Attendees included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Matthew Witte (Related), 
Jonathan Shum (Related), Jim Abrams (J. Abrams Law) (“JAL”). No agreements reached. 

2) September 27, 2024. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  
Attendees included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), 
Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), 
Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (Noyola Piccini Group) (“NPG”). No agreements reached. 

3) October 7, 2024. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements 
reached. 

4) October 21, 2024. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL). No agreements reached. 

5) October 28, 2024. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David 
Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 
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6) November 4, 2024. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David 
Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

7) January 6, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements 
reached. 

8) January 13, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jeremy Yan (Related), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements 
reached. 

9) January 27, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas 
Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

10) February 3, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte 
(Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements 
reached. 

11) February 10, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Jeremy Yan (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola 
(NPG). No agreements reached. 

12) February 18, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Jeremy Yan (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements 
reached. 

13) February 24, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Jonathan Shum (Related), Jim 
Abrams (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

14) March 10, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas 
Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 
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15) March 24, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Jonathan Shum (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas 
Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

16) April 7, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements 
reached. 

17) April 14, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick 
Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements 
reached. 

18) April 21, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Jim 
Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

19) April 28, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas 
Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

20) May 7, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas 
Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

21) May 14, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas 
Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

22) May 21, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola 
(NPG). No agreements reached. 

23) May 28, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew Witte (Related), Jonathan 
Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt (JAL). No agreements 
reached. 

24) June 4, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Jonathan Cherry (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew 
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Witte (Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas 
Roosevelt (JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

25) June 13, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Leigh Lutenski (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew Witte 
(Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt 
(JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

26) June 17, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Leigh Lutenski (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew Witte 
(Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt 
(JAL), David Noyola (NPG). No agreements reached. 

27) June 18, 2025. Meeting to discuss the general terms of the Development Agreement.  Attendees 
included: Anne Taupier (OEWD), Leigh Lutenski (OEWD), Carol Wong (City Attorney), Matthew Witte 
(Related), Jonathan Shum (Related), Nick Witte (Related), Jim Abrams (JAL), Nicholas Roosevelt 
(JAL), David Noyola (NPG). Tentative agreement reached. 

3.  Conclusion 
 
We believe that both parties negotiated in good faith and the end result is a project that, if constructed, will 
benefit the City.   
 
This summary is prepared for information purposes only, and is not intended to change, supplant, or be 
used in the interpretation of, any provision of the Development Agreement.  For any specific question or 
interpretation, or for any additional detail, reference should be made to the Development Agreement itself.  
My staff and I, as well as the Office of Economic and Workforce Development and the City Attorney’s Office, 
are available to answer any questions that you may have regarding the Development Agreement or the 
negotiation process.   
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; BOS Legislation, (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Final Refuse Rate Order Approved
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 3:48:33 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Final Rate Order BOS FAQ as of June_27_2025.pdf
2025 Refuse Rate Order Resolution - Final Signed.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached and below communication regarding Refuse Rate Board approval of
increases to residential refuse collection rates.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Liao, Jay (CON) <jay.liao@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2025 1:36 PM
To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>
Cc: Wagner, Greg (CON) <greg.wagner@sfgov.org>; Ma, ChiaYu (CON) <chiayu.ma@sfgov.org>;
Sewlal, Alyssa (CON) <alyssa.sewlal@sfgov.org>
Subject: Final Refuse Rate Order Approved

Dear Board Members,

The Refuse Rate Board approved of a rate order at the Refuse Rate Board hearing held
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June 26, 2025. The final rate order will increase residential refuse collection rates.
Constituents may have questions, so please feel free to direct them to me or to our
website (https://www.sf.gov/departments--office-refuse-rates-administrator). We have
also attached an FAQ to assist you in answering constituent questions. I have also
attached the final rate order for your reference.
 
I’m happy to answer any questions from your offices, or if you’d prefer a briefing, please
let me know and we can coordinate.
 
Thanks,
 
Jay
 

Jay M Liao (he/him)
Refuse Rates Administrator
Office of the Controller
(628) 239-1221 | jay.liao@sfgov.org
sf.gov/controller
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  Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on 
Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

OFFICE OF REFUSE RATES ADMINISTRATION 

Prepared by 

City & County of San Francisco  

May 21, 2025 

Exhibit A



About the Controller’s Office 

The Controller is the chief financial officer and auditor for the City and County of San Francisco. We produce 
regular reports on the City's financial condition, economic condition, and the performance of City 
government. We are also responsible for key aspects of the City's financial operations — from processing 
payroll for City employees to processing and monitoring the City’s budget. 

Our team includes financial, tech, accounting, analytical and other professionals who work hard to secure the 
City's financial integrity and promote efficient, effective, and accountable government. We strive to be a 
model for good government and to make the City a better place to live and work. 

About Proposition F 

Proposition F was an amendment to the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance that voters approved in 
June 2022. The amendment requires that the Refuse Rates Administrator conduct periodic, comprehensive 
financial and performance evaluations of the City’s refuse collection, disposal, and remediation programs and 
facilitate the process by which refuse rates are established. The Refuse Rates Administrator ensures the 
financial integrity of the refuse rate-setting process, and promotes efficient, effective, and accountable service 
by: 

 Regularly monitoring refuse rates and reporting before the Refuse Rates Board, including
recommended rate adjustments or proposed programmatic changes.

 Providing actionable recommendations to city leaders to promote and enhance accountability and
improve overall cost-effectiveness, performance and efficiency of refuse collection, processing, and
remediation.

 Facilitating and helping to ensure transparency of the refuse rate-setting process and reporting, so
the public can timely access and review information.

 Promote public input including comment, objection and protest procedures pursuant to San
Francisco Proposition F (June 2022) as well as California Proposition 218

Refuse Rate Board: 
City Administrator Carmen Chu, Chair 
SF PUC General Manager Dennis Herrera, Member 
Ratepayer Representative Steve Bowdry, Member 

Office of Refuse Rates Administration: 
Greg Wagner, Controller 
ChiaYu Ma, Deputy Controller 
Jay Liao, Refuse Rates Administrator 
Ben Becker, Refuse Rates Principal Analyst 
Michael Nguyen, Refuse Rates Analyst 

Contact Information: 
To learn more about the City’s Refuse Rates Administration, 
please visit our website at 
https://sf.gov/refuse-rates-administration-office-controller 

Or contact us at: 
con.refuserates@sfgov.org 

Media inquiries: 
con.media@sfgov.org 

         sf.gov/controller 

        @sfcontroller     

 Controller’s Office LinkedIn 

0--
cn, __ _ 

https://sf.gov/refuse-rates-administration-office-controller
mailto:con.refuserates@sfgov.org
http://www.sfcontroller.org/
https://twitter.com/sfcontroller
https://www.linkedin.com/company/city-county-of-san-francisco-controllers-office/mycompany/?viewAsMember=true
https://www.linkedin.com/company/city-county-of-san-francisco-controllers-office/mycompany/?viewAsMember=true
https://www.linkedin.com/company/city-county-of-san-francisco-controllers-office/?viewAsMember=true


3 | Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 
 

 
 

Table of Contents 
 

Table of Contents .................................................................................................................................... 3 

Executive Summary ................................................................................................................................ 4 
Proposed Rates ................................................................................................................................................. 4 
Impact to Residential Ratepayers ..................................................................................................................... 6 
Program and Funding Changes ......................................................................................................................... 6 
Recommended Rate Administration Impovements ......................................................................................... 7 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................................ 8 
Collections Rate and Tipping Fee Structure ........................................................................................ 9 

Residential Rate Structure ................................................................................................................................ 9 
Apartment Rate Structure .............................................................................................................................. 10 
Tipping Fee ..................................................................................................................................................... 10 

Recology’s Rate Application Summary .............................................................................................. 11 
Recology’s Rate Application Submission ........................................................................................................ 11 
Ratemaking Methodology .............................................................................................................................. 12 
Recology’s Proposed Rate Changes ................................................................................................................ 14 

Proposed Rate Adjustments: Collections ........................................................................................... 17 
Collections Rate Adjustment Summary .......................................................................................................... 17 
Impact to Residential and Apartment Ratepayers .......................................................................................... 19 
Collections Revenue ....................................................................................................................................... 20 
Collections Costs ............................................................................................................................................. 23 

Proposed Rate Adjustments: Post-Collections .................................................................................. 39 
Tipping Fee Adjustment Summary ................................................................................................................. 39 
Post-Collections Revenue ............................................................................................................................... 39 
Post-Collections Costs ..................................................................................................................................... 42 

Account Adjustments ........................................................................................................................... 53 
Solid Waste Impound Account ....................................................................................................................... 53 
Balancing Accounts ......................................................................................................................................... 60 
Programmatic Reserve .................................................................................................................................... 61 
Zero Waste Capital Reserve ............................................................................................................................ 61 

Other Recommendations ..................................................................................................................... 65 
Appendix A: File References ................................................................................................................ 69 



4 | Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 

Executive Summary 

Proposition F, passed in June 2022, created the Refuse Rates Administrator who serves as a dedicated solid 
waste services regulator for San Francisco ratepayers. The Refuse Rates Administrator is responsible for 
administering a rate-setting process for the purpose of setting fair and reasonable rates. On January 3rd, 
2025, Recology submitted a rate application to the Refuse Rates Administrator requesting changes to the 
San Francisco residential refuse collection and disposal rates for the next three years beginning October 1, 
2025. The Office of Refuse Rates Administration conducted a review to validate the application and make 
recommended adjustments. These rate adjustments represent savings for ratepayers while maintaining 
service levels and enhancing certain services. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal will be heard and 
considered by the Refuse Rate Board on May 30, 2025.  

PROPOSED RATES 

Recology’s application includes proposed residential refuse rates changes that would increase rates by 
18.18% in Rate Year 2026, 7.53% in Rate Year 2027, and 3.86% in Rate Year 2028. Recology’s proposal also 
includes a contingent schedule that would allow Recology to increase rates, if certain conditions are met, to 
build and operate a $35 million mixed-waste processing facility. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal 
does not include this contingent schedule.  

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal would increase residential refuse rates by 12.59% in Rate Year 
2026, 8.36% in Rate Year 2027, and 4.55% in Rate Year 2028. While these are significant increases, the main 
factor for the increase is that rates were set below cost of service in the last rate order. The Office of Refuse 
Rates Administration conducted a thorough examination of every cost line-item in Recology’s application 
and has recommended significant adjustments. These adjustments represent a 5.84% reduction in Rate Year 
2026, a 4.87% cumulative 2-year reduction in Rate Year 2027, and a 4.19% cumulative 3-year reduction in 
Rate Year 2028 when compared to Recology’s original proposal.  

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s adjustments result in over $52.1 million in savings to ratepayers over the 
three-year period.  The major drivers of these adjustments are changes to assumptions in cost increases with 

Recology 

Proposal

Refuse Rate 

Administrator 

Proposal

Recology 

Proposal

Refuse Rate 

Administrator 

Proposal

Recology 

Proposal

Refuse Rate 

Administrator 

Proposal

Annual % Change Proposed 18.18% 12.59% 7.53% 8.36% 3.86% 4.55%

Cumulative % Change 18.18% 12.59% 27.08% 22.00% 31.98% 27.55%

Single-Family Default Rate $55.55 $52.97 $59.73 $57.44 $62.03 $60.06

Residential Collections 

Rates

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028

Adjustment Rate Impact RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028 Total
Revenue -$2,558,383 -$2,680,613 -$2,716,779 -$7,955,775
Expenditures -$12,088,091 -$12,587,746 -$9,454,207 -$34,130,045
Accounts -$7,124,955 -$2,751,564 -$131,857 -$10,008,375
Net Adjustment -$21,771,429 -$18,019,923 -$12,302,843 -$52,094,195
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expenditure adjustments making up 65.5% of total adjustments and totaling $34.1 million in expenditure 
reductions. 

The largest factor of the rate increase is that rates were kept low in the last rate order and revenue generated 
from the rates have not kept up with costs. In addition, payroll costs were under-projected, and the passage 
of Proposition M in 2024 increased the business tax burden to Recology. These three factors combined 
account for 8.8% of the proposed 12.59% proposed rate increase in Rate Year 2026.  

For additional context, since 2019, general Bay Area Inflation has grown by 17.2% while a national 
Water/Sewer/Trash index shows costs in these sectors growing by 22.4% over the same period. By 
comparison, the San Francisco refuse rates have grown by 7.0% since 2019. 

In addition, the San Francisco’s current refuse rates compare favorably to other peer jurisdictions such as Los 
Angeles, Oakland, and San Jose. The three jurisdictions combined have an average rate of $54.25 compared 
to San Francisco’s current rate of $47.00. Recology’s proposal would increase rates to just above San 
Francisco’s peer jurisdictions at $55.55, while the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal would increase rates 
to just below at $52.97. 

Refuse Rate Changes Compared to Inflation 

25.0% 

20.0% 

15.0% 

10.0% 

5.0% 

0.0% 

-5.0% 

- Water/Sewer/Trash CPI - SF CPI-U - SF Refuse Rates 
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IMPACT TO RESIDENTIAL RATEPAYERS 

 

The dollar impact to ratepayers varies depending on the level of service and building type. Under Recology’s 
proposal, a ratepayer in a single-family home with default service would see a $8.55 per month increase in 
Rate Year 2026. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal would increase the rates by $5.97 the same year, 
which represents $2.62 monthly savings compared to Recology’s proposal.  For illustrative purposes, the 
Refuse Rates Administrator looked at five ratepayer types. Across these five ratepayers, Recology’s 
application would increase the monthly per unit rate between $7.97 to $10.87 for an average cost increase of 
$9.39 in Rate Year 2026. By comparison, the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal would increase rates by 
$5.52 to $7.53 for an average cost increase of $6.44. This represents savings for ratepayers of $2.45 to $3.34 
per month per unit. Actual impacts will vary based on size of carts, frequency of service, and any special fees 
incurred such as access, elevation, or distance charges. 

PROGRAM AND FUNDING CHANGES 
The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal supports current services levels and includes program 
enhancement that would support the City’s street cleanliness and environmental goals. The existing services 
being maintained include: 

• Weekly curbside collection of recyclables, organics, and trash 
• Transportation, processing, composting, and landfill disposal 
• Street cleanliness through public receptacles collection and illegal dumping removal 
• Environmental programs supporting recycling, composting, reuse, and e-waste disposal 
• Essential services such as annual curbside tree recycling, bulky-item pickup, household hazardous 

waste collection, compost giveaways and district-wide cleanup events that allow residents to dispose 
of large items responsibly.  

In addition to these existing services, the proposed rates include new funding to support street cleanliness, 
such as expansion of the illegal dumping removal program to include afternoon abandoned material pickup 
and public receptacle verification cameras. 

The proposed rates also include several new investments to support environmental goals, including pre-
organics processing equipment that would divert more organics from landfill, new outreach and compost 
programs, an extension of the contamination camera pilot, a free mattress recycling program, and a free 
wood recycling program. 

The proposed rates also include additional funding for the Zero Waste Capital Reserve to help mitigate long-
term capital costs. The Refuse Rates Administrator is anticipating several large capital projects that will 
require funding in the next rate cycle that could create large rate shocks. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s 
proposal is including funding into a capital reserve of $16.3 million mitigate these rate shocks. 

Current Rates

RY 2025 Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA
Single Family Residential $47.00 $55.55 $52.93 $59.73 $57.35 $62.03 $59.97
4 Unit Residential $59.81 $70.68 $67.34 $76.00 $72.97 $78.94 $76.30
6 Unit Apartment $58.49 $69.13 $65.85 $74.33 $71.36 $77.20 $74.61
50 Unit Apartment $43.83 $51.80 $49.35 $55.70 $53.48 $57.85 $55.91
100 Unit Apartment $46.40 $54.83 $52.24 $58.96 $56.60 $61.24 $59.18

Per Unit Cost
Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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RECOMMENDED RATE ADMINISTRATION IMPOVEMENTS 
In addition to rate adjustments, the Refuse Rates Administrator is proposing new mechanisms to support 
improvements to refuse rate administration. The Office of Refuse Rates Administration employs several tools 
to maintain oversight over Recology’s operations and to monitor operational and financial performance. The 
Office’s work has resulted in significant corrections to the rates. However, discovery, evaluation, and decision-
making are still conducted on a situational basis. The Refuse Rates Administrator is proposing three new 
mechanisms to support improved and sustainable rate-monitoring and rate-setting processes: 

Service Level Agreements: The absence of clear documentation for Recology’s services impacts the City’s 
ability to hold Recology accountable to agreed upon services. It also affects The Office’s ability to evaluate 
performance and validate impacts to refuse rates when proposed changes to programs and services are 
being requested.  The Refuse Rates Administrator is issuing a proposed rate order that will document all 
services that Recology is required to perform that will be funded through the collections rates. Twenty-six 
service level agreements were drafted in collaboration with Recology, the Environment Department, and the 
Department of Public Works. 

Cost Controls: The Refuse Rates Administrator is proposing financial and operational reporting and rules to 
improve review and analyses of Recology’s performance. New reporting would include a Variance Report and 
Baseline Operating Metrics that would allow The Office to tie financial variances to operational variances and 
determine appropriateness of cost changes. In addition, the proposed rate order will include rules that would 
help determine cost recovery eligibility for Recology including a Variance Threshold, provisions for 
calculation error and bad debt treatment, a capital expenditure approval processes, and a cost cap.  

Balancing Account: The current rate monitoring process needs a systematic way to resolve issues to ensure 
rates are fair and reasonable. The current way of resolving issues creates a disparity in how over-projection 
and under-projection of costs are treated leading to less predictable outcomes and an unsustainable rate-
setting process. The Refuse Rates Administrator is proposing that all cost and revenue variance issues should 
be handled through a 100% balancing account. This would not only ensure predictability but also rate 
fairness by guaranteeing the Operating Ratio. Ratepayers will be assured that Recology will not make more 
than they are allowed to, and Recology will be assured that they receive the allowable operating ratio. 
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Introduction 
 

Voters passed Proposition F in 2021 making the Controller the Refuse Rates Administrator. The Controller 
created the Office of Refuse Rates Administration (The Office) for the purposes of rate monitoring and to 
facilitate a rate-setting process to propose adjustments to the refuse rates for consideration by the Refuse 
Rate Board. The Refuse Rates Administrator issued rate application instructions on September 3, 2024 to 
provide an opportunity for the City’s waste hauler or any member of the public to make proposed changes 
to the refuse rates.  

The City’s regulatory structure on refuse services is governed by the Refuse Collection and Disposal 
Ordinance originally passed by voters in 1932, which allows waste haulers to operate in San Francisco 
through route permits and vehicles licenses issued by the Department of Public Health. Recology holds all 
the permits and licenses making them the sole waste hauling service in San Francisco. The Refuse Rates 
Administrator regulates three Recology subsidiaries that provide collections and post-collections services. 
The collections subsidiaries include Recology Golden Gate and Recology Sunset Scavenger. Regulated post-
collections services are conducted through a third subsidiary, Recology San Francisco, which operates the 
transfer station and recycling facility.  

The Office of Refuse Rates Administration conducted a rate-setting process that has three phases. The 
Application Phase marks the first phase of the rate-setting process, which began September 3, 2024, when 
The Office issued its Rate Application Instructions that includes several forms to detail changes that could 
impact rates. Applications were due January 3, 2025, marking the start of the Proposed Rate Order 
Development phase where The Office conducts analyses, builds a public record, and conducts a public 
process to determine if any adjustments to the rates are justified. And finally, The Refuse Rate Board Hearing 
phase begins once the Refuse Rates Administrator issues the Proposed Rate Order and the Refuse Rate 
Board considers any proposed changes to the rates. New rates as approved by the Refuse Rate Board will go 
into effect October 1, 2025. 

The Office of Refuse Rates Administration has prepared this report based on Recology’s 2025 Rate 
Application and the exhibits submitted to date and in consultation with Public Works’ staff, Department of 
Environment staff, the City Attorney’s Office, and other City staff. This report details the Office of Refuse Rates 
Administration’s review of the Recology’s rate application as well as the Refuse Rates Administrator’s 
recommended rate adjustments to the Refuse Rate Board. 
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Collections Rate and Tipping Fee Structure 
 

Recology’s proposed rate structure includes rate schedules for residential customers (buildings with 1-5 
units) apartment customers (buildings with 6 or more units), and a tipping fee (per ton fee) for dropping off 
solid waste at the Transfer Station. 

RESIDENTIAL RATE STRUCTURE 
The residential rate structure applies volumetric charges for weekly trash, recycling, and organics collection. 
Availability of bin sizes vary by line of service with trash carts available in 16-gallon increments between 16-
gallon carts up to 96-gallons. Recyclable carts are available in 16-gallon increments beginning with 32-gallon 
carts and up to 96-gallon carts. Organics carts are available in 32-gallon and 96-gallon cart sizes.1 

Table 1 

Volume Charge for Weekly 
Collection

Trash Recyclables Organics

16 Gallon $7.35 N/A N/A

32 Gallon $14.70 $7.35 $7.35

64 Gallon $29.40 $14.70 $14.70

96 Gallon $44.10 $22.05 N/A  
 
In addition to the volumetric charge, Recology’s residential rate structure includes a Base Charge for Service 
currently set at $17.60 per dwelling unit per month. Trash collections include an $11.74 premium for each 32 
gallons of cart service above 32 gallons per unit. Recology also includes extra charges for: 

• Distance Charge: No extra charge for collection less than 25 feet from curb. Currently, a $12.57 
charge per cart is imposed for collection within each 25-foot increment thereafter.  

• Elevation Charge: No extra charge for collection less than 4 feet elevation change from street level. 
Currently, a $13.64 charge per cart is imposed for collection within each 8-foot increment thereafter. 

• Access Charge: Currently, a $7.90 per cart charge is imposed for key access to carts. 
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APARTMENT RATE STRUCTURE 
Recology applies a volumetric charge to apartments equally for trash, recycling, and compost for volumes up 
to 2.0 cubic yards. Rates increase linearly with a premium for weekend service, which apply to four, six, and 
seven collections per week.2 

Table 2 

Volume 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

32 Gallon $28.20 $56.40 $84.59 $133.93 $140.98 $190.33 $267.88

64 Gallon $56.39 $112.78 $169.18 $267.88 $281.97 $380.66 $535.73

96 Gallon $84.59 $169.18 $253.76 $401.80 $422.95 $570.98 $803.60

1-Cubic Yard $177.96 $355.92 $533.90 $845.34 $889.83 $1,201.27 $1,690.67

1.5-Cubic Yard $266.96 $533.92 $800.86 $1,268.03 $1,334.77 $1,801.93 $2,536.05

2.0 Cubic Yard $355.94 $711.88 $1,067.80 $1,690.67 $1,779.65 $2,402.54 $3,381.34

Collections per Week

 
 

In addition to volumetric charges, Recology’s apartment rate structure includes a Base Charge for Service 
currently set at $5.85 per dwelling unit per month. Apartment customers are also eligible for diversion 
discount based on how much of their total volume consists of recycling and composting. 

 

Recology also includes extra charges for: 

• Distance Charge: No extra charge for collection less than 50 feet from curb. Currently set at 12.5% 
times volume charge (before diversion discount) within each 50-foot increment thereafter.  

• Elevation Charge: No extra charge for collection less than 4 feet elevation change from street level. 
Currently set at 25% times volume charge (before diversion discount) within each 8-foot increment 
thereafter. 

• Access Charge: Currently, a $7.90 per cart charge is imposed for key access to carts. 
• Other Extra Charge: An extra charge of 50% times volume charge (before diversion discount) for each 

trap door, clearing of a disposal chute, rake-out, or cart located on a ledge one foot or more above 
floor. 

TIPPING FEE 
The tipping fee encompasses the costs to all post-collections services related to disposal and processing, 
including Recology San Francisco’s recycling facility and transfer station operations. Embedded in these costs 
are transportation for disposal at a landfill in Vacaville and processing of organics in Vernalis. Recology 
applies a per ton fee currently set at $244.44 per ton for solid waste delivered to Recology San Francisco 
facilities.3 

(Composting Volume+ Recycling Volume) 
- 25% = Diversion Discount 

Total Volume 



11 | Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 
 

 
 

Recology’s Rate Application Summary 

RECOLOGY’S RATE APPLICATION SUBMISSION 
On January 3rd, 2025 Recology’s subsidiaries Recology San Francisco, Recology Sunset Scavenger, and 
Recology Golden Gate (referred to as “Recology”) submitted a rate application to the Refuse Rates 
Administrator requesting changes to the San Francisco residential refuse collection and disposal rates for the 
next three years beginning October 1, 2025. The initial submission consisted of: 

• 2025 Rate Application Narrative Summary: Narrative description of Recology’s rate application. 
Includes an overview of the business, proposed rate adjustments, programs included in the rates, 
rate-setting methodology, rate structure, and impound account.4 

• 2025 Rate Application Summary of Assumptions: Summary of assumptions used in Recology’s 
collections and post-collections rate models.5  

• Collections Rate Model: Model to estimate proposed collections rate adjustments. Includes 46 
schedules that detail components of 34 cost line-items and 14 revenue line-items.6  

• Post-Collections Rate Model: Model to estimate proposed tipping fee adjustments. Includes 48 
schedules that detail components of 34 cost line-items and 10 revenue line-items.7 

• Supplemental Schedules: 13 schedules to support Refuse Rates Administrator’s validation of 
revenues and costs. Includes point-in-time breakdown of Recology’s revenue streams by number of 
accounts by cart size and days of pickup per week, as well as other charge detail, compactor and 
debris box revenue breakdowns. Also includes operational related schedules to detail number of 
vehicles, lifts, hauls, route hours and route and maintenance personnel.8 

On February 3, 2025, Recology fulfilled their application requirement by submitting all the required program 
forms, which include cost and revenue detail across 12 different programs.9 Program forms are required for 
transparency on adjustments to any specific program. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s conducted a review of the application to validate Recology’s reported 
revenues and costs, to evaluate assumptions and projections, and to evaluate any allocation methodologies. 
Rate Application validation includes 3 components: 

• Interrogatory Process: Formal information requests are submitted to Recology to build a public 
record of its investigation into the rate application. These information requests are based on the 
Office’s audit and analyses and the need for additional backup, support, or explanation of any 
components of the application. Recology’s responses to these requests are entered into the public 
record as exhibits.10 

• Performance Audit: A consultant was contracted to conduct parallel audit of the rate application with 
a focus on validating actual costs and the basis for certain assumptions or projections. Any findings 
from the performance audit were relayed to Recology and were not considered resolved until 
Recology provided adequate backup or explanations.11 

• 3rd Party Reconciliation: KPMG serves as the financial auditor for Recology and annually audits 
Recology’s financials. Through Agreed Upon Procedures, KPMG reviews Recology’s property detail, 
confirms the balancing account which validates Recology’s profit margin, and reconciles Recology’s 
rate reports with the audited financials.12 
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The Office of Refuse Rate Administration’s Interrogatory Process resulted in 59 formal information requests 
and yielded 59 exhibits. The Performance audit had 62 findings, all of which were adequately resolved. These 
validation procedures formed the basis for several proposed rate adjustments being recommended by the 
Refuse Rates Administrator including payroll cost adjustments, model assumption adjustments, adjustments 
to correct certain calculation errors. 

RATEMAKING METHODOLOGY 
Recology’s Rate Application uses a ratemaking methodology that combines all revenues and expenses of the 
two collection companies, Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. This represents the same 
ratemaking methodology that has been in place since the 2006 rate application where the methodology 
changed to address concerns around the incentive of shifting costs from unregulated operations into 
regulated operations. This methodology also seeks to address concerns about how residential costs are 
segregated from commercial expenses, since residential, apartment, and commercial services are provided 
on the same routes, with the same trucks and drivers, and carried to the same processing and transfer 
facilities.  While the two companies have separate management structures, the collection drivers’ union signs 
a single contract with both companies, policies and managerial directions are set by a regional manager who 
oversees both companies, and they share processing and transfer facilities that are operated by Recology 
San Francisco, all of which make a combined review of their programs, expenses, and revenues appropriate 
for rate-setting. 

A separate model for Recology San Francisco is used for setting the tipping fee. The tipping fee is inclusive of 
all post-collection costs related to disposal and processing. These costs are incorporated in the collections 
model through an intercompany disposal and intercompany processing line-items to ensure that they are 
not double-counted. 

Both rate models are based around an allowable operating ratio, which sets Recology’s allowable profit 
margin. In addition, since the 2023 Rate Order, the rate model allocates out “unregulated” activity.   

Operating Ratio 

Consistent with long-standing practice, Recology’s application uses a ratemaking formula that provides 
Recology with the ability to obtain their costs plus a fair profit margin calculated using an Operating Ratio. 
Certain costs are excluded for the purpose of determining profit. The 2023 Rate Order allowed an operating 
ratio of 91% applied to certain company expenses, which represents a profit margin of 9%. This application 
maintains this Operating Ratio. In 2023, the Office of Refuse Rates Administration commissioned HF&H 
Consultants to conduct a study of operating ratios for refuse services across 38 cities in California, which 
found an average operating ratio of 88.43%, which represents an 11.57% profit margin.13 Based on this 
analysis, the Refuse Rates Administrator finds the request for 91% operating ratio to be reasonable. 

In the 2023 rate application, intercompany disposal and processing, licenses and permits, and impound 
account funding were excluded as Operating Ratio expenses. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal also 
excludes business taxes. 

 

 

-
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Unregulated Customer Allocation 

Rate revenues and expenses related to unregulated activity are excluded from the rate calculation. 
Unregulated customers include Open Market Debris Box, Contract Customers, and Equipment and Supply 
Sales. The disaggregation of unregulated activity was first used in rate-setting for the 2023 Rate Order, which 
used a revenue-based allocation. Recology is proposing an allocation methodology that uses a different 
basis depending on the expense category.14 

Table 3 

 

The bad debt expense is calculated as unregulated customers’ share of total bad debt for the collection 
companies. The equipment and supply sales expense is determined using a three-year average from RY22 to 
RY24, projected to RY28 with an inflation adjustment to account for anticipated cost increases. The remaining 
expenses are allocated using specific allocation measures for each category. Payroll and related costs, and 
vehicle-related cost, and licenses and permits are allocated based on the ratio of lifts performed for 
unregulated customers to total lifts. Disposal and processing costs are allocated by volume, reflecting the 
amount of material handled for specific customers. The remaining expenses are allocated using an overhead-
based methodology, which is calculated by dividing the unregulated activities by the total activities creating 
a proportionate blend of number of lifts and volume of service. 

Rate Term 

Proposition F allows for rate cycles of two-to-five years. By recommending approval of a rate covering the 
next three years, Recology is not expected to submit another application for a rate increase during the 3-year 
period except under extraordinary circumstances or as directed by the City.  The 2023 Rate Order covered a 
two-year rate period, which did not allow for sufficient time to implement and assess new programs, 
equipment, and facilities before the next rate-setting process began. This has resulted in the need to 
reconcile the rate application with updated information in the middle of the current rate-setting process. A 
three-year rate cycle would allow enough time for implementation and assessment. Given the uncertainty in 
current economic conditions, a four- or five-year term would likely create circumstances in which Recology 
would need to submit another rate application.  

 

 

Expense Category Allocation Method Allocation

Payroll and Related # of lifts 2.35%

Vehicle Costs # of lifts 2.35%

I/C Disposal Volume 7.67%

I/C Processing Volume 7.67%

Licenses and Permits # of lifts 2.35%

Other Expenses Overhead Allocation 4.48%

Bad Debt Non-Rate Share of Bad Debt 0.00%

Equipment and Supply Sales Three-Year Average 0.00%



14 | Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 
 

 
 

RECOLOGY’S PROPOSED RATE CHANGES 
Recology’s proposal includes adjustments to the collections rates of 18.18% in Rate Year 2026, 7.53% in Rate 
Year 2027, and 3.86% in Rate Year 2028.15 16  In addition, Recology’s proposal would increase the current 
tipping fee from $244.44 to $269.05 in Rate Year 2026, $284.05 in Rate Year 2027, and $294.27 in Rate Year 
2028.17 18 

Table 4 

 

In addition to these rate adjustments, Recology also submitted a contingent rate schedule, which includes 
recovery of a capital investment for a mixed-waste processing (trash processing) facility of approximately 
$34.6 million, along with operating costs for trash processing at the Tunnel Avenue site. This contingent 
schedule is conditioned on receiving regulatory approvals and securing a satisfactory outlet for the tons 
recovered from the processing. If these conditions are satisfied, Recology would be able to increase its 
collections rates by an additional 1.46% in Rate Year 2027 and 2.88% in Rate Year 2028 as well as increase the 
tipping fee by an additional $11.95 in Rate Year 2027 and $27.01 in Rate Year 2028.19 20 

Recology attributes 12.46% of the adjustment as a correction to under-projections in the previous rate 
process and to cover increased governmental fees and taxes. In addition, Recology estimates that 2.02% of 
the increase is attributable to City-requested increases. Lastly, Recology estimates that 1.01% of the increase 
is attributable to balancing account adjustments.21 

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s analyses of Recology’s application looked at the components of Recology’s 
rate adjustment and found three distinct adjustment categories. This includes One-Time Structural, Account 
Adjustments, and Program Enhancements including Impound Account enhancements.  

Table 5 

Rate Change Components RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

One-Time Structural 8.84% 0.00% 0.00%

Account Adjustments -0.62% 2.98% 2.91%

Program Enhancements/Impound Account 1.64% 0.93% 0.88%

Remaining Changes 8.32% 3.62% 0.07%

Total Rate Change 18.18% 7.53% 3.86%  

 

Collections Rate Adjustments RY 2027 RY 2028 

Co llections Rate Change 18.18% 7.53% 3.86% 

Contingent Schedu le 

Tipping Fee $269.05 $284.50 $294.27 

Tipping Fee Change 10.07% I 5.74% I 3.43% 

Contingent Schedule Increment N/A $11.95 $27.01 

Contingent Schedule Change N/A 4.20% 8.38% 
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One-Time Structural Adjustments 

One-time structural adjustments account for 8.84% of the rate change and only impact Rate Year 2026. 
These are rate adjustments to fix a structural deficit in the current rates to account for prior rate order over 
projection of revenues, correction of a payroll projection error, and the passage of Proposition M, which 
increased the Recology’s business tax burden.   

• Prior rate order over-projection of revenues accounts for approximately $22.5 million or 6.4% of the 
rate change. The prior rate order assumed 2% tonnage growth in both Rate Years 2024 and 2025. 
This tonnage growth was not realized due to the persistence of work from home, reduction in the 
population, and overall stagnant economic growth in San Francisco.  

• The payroll projection error was due to calculation error that did not account for a mid-year rate 
adjustment in Rate Year 2023. The payroll correction accounts for $3.6 million or 1.1% of the rate 
change. 

• Business tax increase is attributable to the passage of Prop M, which increased Recology’s tax burden 
by an estimated $4.8 million, or 1.4% of the rate change. 
 

Account Adjustments 

The rate order includes several accounts, including a programmatic reserve, a Zero Waste Capital Reserve, 
settlement agreement accounts, and a balancing account. In Recology’s proposal, the combined impact of 
these accounts is a reduction in rates of 0.62% in Rate Year 2026, an increase in rates of 2.98% in Rate Year 
2027, and an increase of 2.91% in Rate Year 2028.  

• The Programmatic Reserve is meant for services requested by the City or Recology that were not 
included in the Rate Order. Funds for the reserve were not used and Recology’s proposal eliminates 
this reserve to lower rates by 0.7% in Rate Year 2026. 

• The Zero Waste Capital Reserve is intended to mitigate future capital costs to prevent rate spikes. No 
changes were made to the Zero Waste Capital Reserve for Rate Year 2026. Recology’s proposal 
includes a 1.75% increase to the rates to fund the Capital Reserve in both Rate Years 2027 and 2028.  

• The 2023 Rate Order included a balancing account to be funded at 50% over or under allowable 
operating ratio. Recology did not achieve their operating ratio and the balancing account had an 
estimated negative balance. Recology proposed an amortization of the balancing account that 
increases rate by 1.0% in Rate Year 2026, and 0.6% in both Rate Year 2027 and 2028. 

• In a prior settlement agreement, a Rate Stabilization Account was created as well as a balancing 
account. These accounts serve to offset rate increases at a set schedule. These accounts reduce rates 
by 0.9% in Rate Year 2026 and 0.1% in both Rate Years 2027 and 2028. 
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Program Enhancements/Impound Account 

Recology’s application includes additional funding for new programs and Impound Account to support the 
City’s environmental goals and street cleanliness. 

• Impound Account funding supports the work of the Environment Department, Department of Public 
Works, and the Office of Refuse Rates Administration in the Controller’s Office. In the prior rate order, 
impound account rate funding amounted to approximately $24 million. Recology’s proposal, at the 
request of City departments includes over $4 million in additional funding, which include $3 million 
in new requests from the Environment Department, and support for the Office of Refuse Rates 
Administration, which was previously funded through fund balance. The impact is an increase in rates 
of 1.1% in Rate Year 2026, 0.2% in Rate Year 2027, and 0.3% in Rate Year 2028. 

• Program enhancements to support environmental goals include new outreach, an Annual 
Composting event, free mattress recycling, free lumber reuse, and an investment in de-packaging 
equipment for organics pre-processing. The rate impacts represent $800k or 0.2% in Rate Year 2026, 
$1.9 million or 0.5% in Rate Year 2027, and $1.5 million or 0.3% in Rate Year 2028. 

• Program enhancements to support street cleanliness includes new afternoon abandoned material 
pickup and public receptacle pickup verification cameras. The rate impacts represent $960k or 0.3% 
in Rate Year 2026, $1.0 million or 0.2% in both Rate Year 2027 and 2028. 

• Overload cameras are also included as an enhancement in Recology’s request. The application 
estimates that the revenues would offset costs of this investment.  

Remaining Changes 

Remaining changes are driven by assumptions around cost growth for payroll, administrative, and 
operational costs. These costs also assume new purchases, such as replacement of certain vehicles with 
electric vehicles, engineering estimates for site optimization, assumptions on various payroll costs, etc. 
Remaining changes account for 8.32% of the rate change in Rate Year 2026, 3.32% in Rate Year 2027, and 
3.86% in Rate Year 2028. 
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Proposed Rate Adjustments: Collections 

COLLECTIONS RATE ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY 
Table 6   

 

Recology’s application includes proposed residential refuse rates changes that would increase rates by 
18.18% in Rate Year 2026, 7.53% in Rate Year 2027, and 3.86% in Rate Year 2028. Recology’s proposal also 
includes a contingent schedule that would allow Recology to increase rates if certain conditions are met, to 
build and operate a $35 million mixed-waste processing facility. Given the magnitude of the cost and the 
risks associated with the project, the Refuse Rates Administrator does not include a contingent schedule for 
a mixed-waste processing facility investment in the proposal. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s recommended adjustments result in rate increases of 12.59% in Rate Year 
2026, 8.36% in Rate Year 2027, and 4.55% in Rate Year 2028.22 These adjustments represent a 5.59% 
reduction in the rate change in Rate Year 2026, 5.08% cumulative 2-year reduction in Rate Year 2027, and a 
4.43% cumulative 3-year reduction in Rate Year 2028. Adjustments were based on line-item changes to 
revenues, expenditures and accounts, and represent $52.1 million in savings over the 3-year rate period. 

Table 7 

 

Table 7 summarizes the rate adjustments where negative signs represent a reduction to rates. Expenditure 
adjustments account for 65.5% of total adjustments. Changes to accounts make up 19.2% of total 
adjustments, while revenue adjustments account for the remaining 15.3%. The Refuse Rates Administrator 
proposal adjusts Recology’s application using a combination of assumption changes, expenditure cuts, use of 
one-time funds, and policy changes. Use of one-time funds to reduce rates are limited to Rate Years 2026 
and 2027 and will not impact future rate-setting processes. 

While the Refuse Rates Administrator has made significant adjustments, the proposed 12.59% rate change in 
Rate Year 2026 still represents a significant increase. As noted earlier, 8.8% of the rate increase is due to 
structural issues brought on by various factors that have not allowed revenues from rates to keep up with 
costs.  

Recology 
Proposal

Refuse Rate 
Administrator 

Proposal

Recology 
Proposal

Refuse Rate 
Administrator 

Proposal

Recology 
Proposal

Refuse Rate 
Administrator 

Proposal
Annual % Change Proposed 18.18% 12.59% 7.53% 8.36% 3.86% 4.55%
Cumulative % Change 18.18% 12.59% 27.08% 22.00% 31.98% 27.55%

Rate Year 2028

Residential Collections 
Rates

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027

Adjustment Rate Impact RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028 Total
Revenue -$2,558,383 -$2,680,613 -$2,716,779 -$7,955,775
Expenditures -$12,088,091 -$12,587,746 -$9,454,207 -$34,130,045
Accounts -$7,124,955 -$2,751,564 -$131,857 -$10,008,375
Net Adjustment -$21,771,429 -$18,019,923 -$12,302,843 -$52,094,195
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Chart 1 

For context, Chart 1 demonstrates how general Bay Area costs (SF CPI-U) have grown by 17.2% since 2019 
and national Water/Sewer/Trash CPI costs have grown by 22.4% over the same period. By comparison, the 
San Francisco refuse rates have grown by 7.0%, lagging behind Bay Area inflation by 10.2% and by the 
Water/Sewer/Trash costs by 15.4% between 2019 and 2024. 

For further context, San Francisco’s current refuse rates compare favorable to other peer jurisdictions such as 
Los Angeles, Oakland, and San Jose.  

Table 8 

City Collections Rate 

Los Angeles $55.95 

Oakland $53.36 

San Jose $53.45 

Average $54.25 

Current San Francisco (Single Family Default) $47.00 

Recology Application $55.55 

Refuse Rates Administrator's Proposal $52.97 

The three jurisdictions have an average rate of $54.25, as compared to San Francisco current rate of $47.00. 
Recology’s proposal would increase rates to just above San Francisco’s peer jurisdictions at $55.55, while the 
Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal would increase rates to just below at $52.97. 

Refuse Rate Changes Compared to Inflation 

25.0% 

20.0% 

15.0% 

10.0% 

5.0% 

0.0% 

-5.0% 

- Water/Sewer/Trash CPI SF CPI -U - SF Refuse Rates 
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IMPACT TO RESIDENTIAL AND APARTMENT RATEPAYERS 
The dollar impact of the proposed rate changes will vary depending on the type of building and level of 
service. For illustrative purposes, this report looks at monthly cost impacts to five types of ratepayers 
including a single-family home, a 4-unit residential building, a small 6-unit apartment building, a medium-
sized 50-unit apartment building, and a large 100-unit apartment building. 

Single Family Residential Service: Once a week service for 16-gallon trash, 64-gallon recycling, and 32-gallon 
organics. 

4-Unit Residential Building Service: Once a week service for 96-gallon and 64-gallon carts for both trash and 
recycling and 32-gallon organics. Access charge applies. 

6-Unit Apartment Building Service: Once a week service for 96-gallon trash, 96-gallon and 32-gallon 
recycling, and 32-gallon organics. Access charge applies. Customer receives a diversion discount. 

50-Unit Apartment Building Service: Four times a week service for 96-gallon carts for both trash and 
recycling, and 32-gallon organics. Access charge applies. Customer receives a diversion discount. 

100-Unit Apartment Building Service: Two times a week service for 2-Yard trash. Four times a week service 
for 2-Yard recycling. Three times a week service for 64-gallon organics. Access charge applies. Customer 
receives a diversion discount. 

Table 9 

 

Recology’s application would increase monthly per unit rate by $7.97 to $10.87 for an average cost increase 
of $9.39 across the five examples. By comparison, the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal would increase 
rates by $5.52 to $7.53 for an average cost increase of $6.44. This represents savings to ratepayers of $2.45 to 
$3.34 per month per unit. Actual impacts will vary based on size of carts, frequency of service, and any 
special fees incurred such as access, elevation, or distance charges. 

 

 

 

 

 

Current Rates

RY 2025 Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA
Single Family Residential $47.00 $55.55 $52.93 $59.73 $57.35 $62.03 $59.97
4 Unit Residential $59.81 $70.68 $67.34 $76.00 $72.97 $78.94 $76.30
6 Unit Apartment $58.49 $69.13 $65.85 $74.33 $71.36 $77.20 $74.61
50 Unit Apartment $43.83 $51.80 $49.35 $55.70 $53.48 $57.85 $55.91
100 Unit Apartment $46.40 $54.83 $52.24 $58.96 $56.60 $61.24 $59.18

Per Unit Cost
Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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COLLECTIONS REVENUE 
Collections revenues come from three sources and include ratepayer revenue, non-ratepayer revenue, and 
unregulated revenue (Table 10). In Rate Year 2024, total sources amount to $381.6 million and Recology 
projects this to grow by an average annual rate of 0.5% to $389.0 million in Rate Year 2028.23 

Table 10 

 

Ratepayer Revenue 

Ratepayer revenue includes revenue line-items from residential, apartment, and commercial collections, as 
well as revenue from commercial compactor and debris box collection services to ratepayers.  

Table 11 

 

Ratepayer revenue projections are based on underlying tonnage forecasts. Table 11 shows projected 
revenues under the current rates. Recology’s overall growth assumptions in its rate application keeps 
Residential Ratepayer Revenue flat for all three application years, while projecting growth in revenues from 
Commercial customers at 0.75%, 1.50%, and 2.00% for Rate Years 2026, 2027, and 2028 respectively.24 This 
results in an overall projected ratepayer revenue growth of 0.36% in Rate Year 2026, 0.72% in Rate Year 2027, 
and 0.97% in Rate Year 2028.25 

Underlying tonnage growth has remained flat over the last two rate years and the anticipated 2% annual 
growth after the pandemic was never realized.26 The major drivers of underlying tonnage growth are San 
Francisco’s residential population and the daytime population, which includes workers commuting into San 
Francisco as well as out-of-town visitors. San Francisco’s residential population has been declining since 2020 
and in the most recent population estimate, San Francisco saw a 0.32% decline between January 1, 2024 and 
January 1, 2025.27 Residential population changes based on net in-migration and the natural rate of 
population growth. Net in-migration was negative in both 2022 and 2023 and turned positive in 2024 
despite persistent high housing costs. However, the natural rate of population growth became negative in 
2024. Forecasts of population growth from the CA Department of Transportation predict an annual average 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application
Sources RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
Ratepayer Revenue $345,524,623 $352,273,542 $353,540,076 $356,092,143 $359,545,939
Non Ratepayer Revenue $8,673,239 $4,001,003 $1,244,342 $1,255,098 $1,269,655
Unregulated Revenue $27,398,753 $27,021,777 $27,224,440 $27,632,807 $28,185,463
Total Sources $381,596,615 $383,296,322 $382,008,859 $384,980,048 $389,001,057

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application
Ratepayer Revenue RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
Residential $99,182,216 $101,118,380 $101,118,380 $101,118,380 $101,118,380
Apartment $80,708,722 $82,283,949 $82,283,949 $82,283,949 $82,283,949
Commercial $141,185,587 $143,950,475 $145,030,104 $147,205,556 $150,149,667
Commercial Compactors $22,566,767 $23,011,130 $23,183,713 $23,531,469 $24,002,099
Debris Box $1,881,331 $1,909,607 $1,923,929 $1,952,788 $1,991,844
Total Ratepayer Revenue $345,524,623 $352,273,542 $353,540,076 $356,092,143 $359,545,939
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rate of 0.1% growth for the next few years.28 These population trends and forecasts would support a zero-
growth projection for residential ratepayer revenue.  

Recent economic indicators present a mixed picture regarding workers and visitors. The San Francisco metro 
area has continued to shed jobs, particularly in the tech sector. However, several indicators of downtown 
economic activity have trended up in the past several months.29  Muni ridership is averaging 60.6% of pre-
pandemic ridership levels in Rate Year 2025 to-date, up 6.7% over the same period last year. Employees in 
Downtown San Francisco are at 60.4% of pre-pandemic levels, up 2.5% the same period in the prior year.  
Office attendance is up since early January of this year, when attendance was down to 28.6% of pre-
pandemic levels and has trended up in recent months to 41.9%.30 Lastly, hotel occupancy has trended 
upwards to 64.4% in March 2025, up 4.7% from the same time last year. The current trends support 
underlying commercial growth assumptions being projected by Recology. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal makes no changes to underlying growth projections for ratepayer 
revenue. However, the proposal does correct a calculation error in Recology’s application by adjusting the 
base year to account for a 2024 January Rate increase. The impact of this adjustment is an increase in 
revenue projected at current rates for Rate Years 2026 through 2028 of approximately $1.2 million in each 
year.  

Non-Ratepayer Revenue 

Non-Ratepayer revenue includes all other rate-related revenues to the collections companies that do not 
come from ratepayers. 

Table 12 

 
Non-Ratepayer Revenue includes revenues from CalRecycle incentive programs, miscellaneous income 
comprised mostly of start up and returned check fees, and interest income. The prior Rate Order eliminated  
ZWI (Zero Waste Incentive) account, and the remainder of the fund is added back in Rate Year 2024. The Rate 
Stabilization Fund was created through the March 2022 Settlement Agreement that allocated any remaining 
amounts in the settlement fund to offset rate increases in Rate Years 2024 and 2025.31 The ZWI account and 
Rate Stabilization fund do not impact the rate application years. The Refuse Rates Administrator makes no 
adjustments to Non-Ratepayer Revenue. 

 

 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application
Non-Ratepayer Revenue RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
CalRecycle Payment $527,271 $527,271 $527,271 $527,271 $527,271
Miscellaneous Income $405,513 $405,513 $408,554 $414,683 $422,976
Interest Income $306,220 $306,220 $308,517 $313,144 $319,407
ZWI Addback $5,699,862 $0 $0 $0 $0
Rate Stabilization Fund $1,734,373 $2,761,999 $0 $0 $0
Total Non-Ratepayer Revenue $8,673,239 $4,001,003 $1,244,342 $1,255,098 $1,269,655
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Unregulated Revenue 

Unregulated revenue includes all non-rate related revenue that is allocated out of the rate calculation.  

Table 13 

 

These revenues come from activities and services not related to residential collections that are set or 
negotiated with other entities. As described in the rate-making methodology section, costs for unregulated 
activity are allocated out of the rate calculation, so revenues need to be allocated out of the rate calculation 
as well. Over $27 million in Unregulated Revenue is expected to be generated from Open Market Debris Box, 
Contract Customers, the City Services Contract, and certain Equipment & Supply Sales that will not be 
counted towards the rates. 

 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application
Unregulated Revenue RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
Open Market Debris Box $8,814,065 $8,725,043 $8,790,481 $8,922,338 $9,100,785
Contract Customers $7,887,184 $8,033,598 $8,093,850 $8,215,258 $8,379,563
City Services Contract $8,683,689 $8,595,984 $8,660,454 $8,790,360 $8,966,168
Equipment & Supply Sales $2,013,815 $1,667,152 $1,679,656 $1,704,850 $1,738,947
Total Unregulated Revenue $27,398,753 $27,021,777 $27,224,440 $27,632,807 $28,185,463

Revenue Adjustment Recommendations 
 
The Refuse Rates Administrator’s recommendation adjusts Recology’s projected Ratepayer Revenue to correct for a 
calculation error.  This adjustment increases projected revenue at current rates by approximately $1.2 million in each 
year between Rate Years 2026 and 2028. 
 
Table 14 
 

 
  
 

Ratepayer Revenue Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA
Residential $101,118,380 $101,455,548 $101,118,380 $101,455,548 $101,118,380 $101,455,548
Apartment $82,283,949 $82,558,888 $82,283,949 $82,558,888 $82,283,949 $82,558,888
Commercial $145,030,104 $145,513,067 $147,205,556 $147,695,763 $150,149,667 $150,649,678
Commercial Compactors $23,183,713 $23,264,413 $23,531,469 $23,613,380 $24,002,099 $24,085,647
Debris Box $1,923,929 $1,931,147 $1,952,788 $1,960,114 $1,991,844 $1,999,316
Total Ratepayer Revenue $353,540,076 $354,723,063 $356,092,143 $357,283,692 $359,545,939 $360,749,077

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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COLLECTIONS COSTS 
Recology’s application includes four major cost centers: Payroll & Related, Administrative, Operating, and 
Other. Recology’s rate application also breaks out Program Enhancements, which identifies costs of new 
programs and services. Line-item costs for these programs are reported in the same way as existing costs, 
but for the sake of transparency, costs for these programs are reported separately.  

 

Chart 2 

 

 

Operating costs represent 48% of total collections costs while Payroll & Related costs account for 44%. 
Administrative costs represent 7% of total costs and Other costs make up the remaining 1% of collections 
costs.  

 

 

 

 

 

Operating Costs 
48% 

COLLECTIONS COSTS 
O'"'ler Costs 

1% 

Adminstrative Costs 
7% 

Payroll & Related 
Costs 
44% 
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Table 15 

 

In Recology’s application, Collections Costs are anticipated to grow from $350 million in Rate Year 2025 to 
$427 million in Rate Year 2028.32 This represents 6.9% average annual growth across the three application 
years. Most line-item costs are adjusted by a general inflation factor. 

Table 16 

 

The Refuse Rates Administrator proposal proposes a different inflation factor that is aligned with the 
Controller’s Office methodology for projecting inflation. This methodology utilizes an average of CA 
Department of Finance and Moody’s projections. Under the Controller’s Office methodology, CPI is adjusted 
down by 0.19% in Rate Year 2026, 0.26% in Rate Year 2027, and 0.39 in Rate Year 2028 

Payroll & Related Costs 

Payroll & Related Costs include all payroll related costs such as wages, health and welfare benefits, workers 
compensation, and related payroll taxes. Payroll & Related Costs include five line-item categories. 

Table 17 

 

In Rate Year 2024, total payroll related costs amounted to $147.7 million and Recology projects this to grow 
to $185.9 million by Rate Year 2028. This represents an average annual 5.9% growth rate across the four 
projected rate years.  

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Total Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Payroll & Related Costs $147,666,820 $154,488,644 $164,783,705 $175,545,371 $185,964,924

Adminstrative Costs $23,369,670 $25,371,986 $27,311,712 $28,648,281 $29,842,939

Operating Costs $163,410,646 $167,885,419 $188,644,493 $200,207,365 $208,701,749

Other Costs $3,144,882 $3,134,775 $3,223,696 $3,318,777 $3,417,090

Total Collections Costs $337,592,018 $350,880,825 $383,963,605 $407,719,793 $427,926,702

Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application
Projected Inflation RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
Recology 2.84% 2.95% 2.96%

RRA 2.65% 2.69% 2.57%

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application
Payroll & Related Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
Payroll $97,033,678 $101,230,015 $106,774,610 $113,010,521 $119,003,417

Payroll Taxes $7,277,872 $7,592,612 $8,008,477 $8,476,192 $8,925,681

Pension $8,101,235 $7,839,905 $8,307,882 $8,721,022 $9,126,876

Health Insurance $26,181,466 $27,381,396 $30,369,738 $33,190,505 $36,005,043

Workers Compensation $9,072,569 $10,444,714 $11,322,999 $12,147,131 $12,903,907

Total Payroll & Related $147,666,820 $154,488,644 $164,783,705 $175,545,371 $185,964,924
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Payroll Costs and Payroll Taxes 

Payroll costs include wages for 684 employees across Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate, 
which include 115 non-union employees and 569 union employees (Table 17). The main factors for payroll 
cost increases are the addition of new employees and projected wage increases. Recology’s application 
includes the addition of 14 new positions, which are all related to program enhancements discussed in the 
Program Enhancements section below. 8 of the new positions are Non-union Exempt while the remaining 6 
new positions are union. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal supports the inclusion of these new 
positions. 

Table 18 

 

Wages related to payroll costs in Rate Year 2026 are based on existing collective bargaining agreements, 
which expire before Rate Year 2027.33 The lack of a collective bargaining agreements in Rate Years 2027 and 
2028 create significant uncertainty and poses a significant rate risk. 

Pension Cost 

Pension costs are based on actual cash contributions by Recology to the Defined Benefit Pension Plan as well 
as 401k contributions. In the prior rate-setting process in 2023, Recology’s application had intended to fully 
fund the pension plan by June 20, 2024. However, the 2023 Rate Order reduced the contributions, which 
resulted in 93-94% funding level. Recology’s application for this rate-setting process sets a pension target 
fund level at 94%. The Refuse Rates Administrator agrees with this pension target fund level and agrees to 
the contribution associated with the 94% target fund level set by a 3rd party actuary (Willis Towers Watson).  

Health Insurance Cost 

Recology’s collective bargaining agreements specify health insurance and other post-employment benefits. 
Healthy and welfare programs include medical, prescription drug, dental, and vision coverage, long-term 
disability, life insurance, and employee assistance programs. Other post-employment benefits include post-
retirement medical benefits for union members who qualify under the collective bargaining agreements. 
Recology’s projections on cost increases are based on third-party (Mercer) estimates of health care insurance 
year-over-year cost increases. Based on these estimates, Recology projects health and welfare program 
expenses to increase by about 11.7% in Rate Year 2026, 10.1% in Rate Year 2027, and 9.8% in Rate Year 2028. 
By comparison, the City estimates its health costs to grow by approximately 7% annually over the same 
period. Given the uncertainty around health cost projections and the absence of a collective bargaining 
agreement in Rate Years 2027 and 2028, projections on health cost pose a rate risk.  

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Headcount RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Non-Union Exempt                   93                   93                          101                         101                          101 

Non-Union Non-Exempt                   14                   14                            14                           14                            14 

Union - Clerical                   37                   37                            38                           38                            38 

Union - Driver/Helper                 476                 476                          476                         476                          476 

Union - Shop/Facility                   50                   50                            55                           55                            55 

Total Headcount                 670                 670                          684                         684                          684 
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Workers Compensation34  

Recology is projecting $11.3 million in workers compensation expenses in Rate Year 2026, which amounts to 
10.6% of payroll expense. In addition, Recology Golden Gate and Recology Sunset Scavenger are projected 
to account for 33% of companywide workers compensation expenses during the rate period. Workers 
compensation costs and claims have trended downward since 2021, however it is unclear as to what factors 
are driving this trend. The uncertainty in workers compensation costs creates a rate risk. More details are 
needed in this cost category and given the level of workers compensation costs relative to total payroll 
expenses, it is recommended that the Office of Refuse Rates Administration conduct a future review of 
workers compensation cost controls and analyze reported incidents by function and labor category.  

Vacancies35 36 

A public integrity review conducted by the Controller’s Office published in May 2022 noted that significant 
variances in employee headcount and payroll-related expenses due to vacancies contributed to Recology’s 
variance over allowed profitability.37 Office of Refuse Rates Administration analyzed existing vacancies. As of 
the first quarter of Rate Year 2025, the collections companies had 21 vacancies, which if not filled would 
represent an annualized cost savings to the companies of approximately $3.2 million in personnel costs and 
benefits.  Since this analysis was conducted, some positions have been filled. Recology estimates that current 
vacancies represent $2.7 million in personnel costs and benefits. The Refuse Rates Administrator 
recommends a reduction in total payroll costs of $2.0 million in Rate Year 2026, $2.1 million in Rate Year 
2027, and $2.3 million in Rate Year 2028. This represents 75% of the estimated savings from vacancies in 
each year. 

Payroll Cost Recommendation38 39 
 
Given the level of uncertainty and the rate risks from wage, health and welfare, and workers compensation costs, the 
Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending a broad-based adjustment and reducing total payroll costs by $502k in 
Rate Year 2026, $1.4 million in Rate Year 2027, and $2.6 million in Rate Year 2028. Determinations of these amounts 
were based on combined adjustments to wages, health and welfare costs, and workers compensation costs.  In 
addition to broad-based payroll cost adjustments, the Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending an additional 
total payroll adjustment to reflect vacancy savings, which would reduce total payroll costs by $2.0 million in Rate Year 
2026, $2.1 million in Rate Year 2027, and $2.3 million in Rate Year 2028. The total impact to payroll costs amount to a 
reduction of $2.5 million in Rate Year 2026, $3.5 million in Rate Year 2027, and $4.9 million in Rate Year 2028. This 
represents rate reductions of 1.5%, 2.0%, and 2.6% across the same rate years. 
 
Table 19 
 

 

Payroll Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA

Payroll Costs $164,783,705 $164,281,528 $175,545,371 $174,158,704 $185,964,924 $183,331,691

Vacancy Savings -$2,021,343 -$2,141,103 -$2,263,039

Total Payroll Costs $164,783,705 $162,260,185 $175,545,371 $172,017,601 $185,964,924 $181,068,652

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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Administrative Costs 

Administrative costs include nearly all non-payroll and non-operational costs, which captures costs such as 
back-office support, consultants, and taxes. Administrative costs include nine line-item categories. In Rate 
Year 2024, total administrative costs amounted to $23.4 million and Recology projects this to grow to $29.8 
million by Rate Year 2028. This represents an average annual 6.3% growth rate across the four projected rate 
years.  

Table 20

 

Administrative Cost Inflation Projection 

In Recology’s application, five of the nine categories grow solely by the assumed general inflation factor in 
the application. These categories include Outside Billing Services, Office, Postage, Security and Janitorial, and 
Telephone and make up 9% of total Administrative Costs totaling approximately $2.5 million. The Refuse 
Rates Administrator recommends using the Controller’s Office CPI projection methodology for projecting 
these five administrative cost categories.  

Corporate Allocations 

The largest Administrative Cost category is Corporate Allocations, which makes up 56% of total 
administrative costs. Corporate Allocations are the proportion of corporate overhead allocated to all 
Recology subsidiaries based on proportion of revenue. The allocated costs include human resources, finance, 
and information technology.  Recology has also included costs for a new customer service and billing system 
as part of Recology Ready. While all subcategories are projected to grow by the general inflation 
assumptions, Recology projects a 12% reduction in Information Technology costs in RY 2025 as compared to 
RY2024 actuals. This reduction is due to increased costs in RY 2024 to address a cybersecurity incident.  

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s analyses of Recology’s revenue-based corporate allocation methodology 
would suggest that the methodology is not to the benefit of San Francisco ratepayers in comparison to other 
jurisdictions.40 Certain corporate allocation subcategories may be more reasonably allocated based on other 
factors, such as number of accounts, number of facilities, or number of employees. The Refuse Rates 
Administrator and Recology could not come to agreement on allocation methodology. In lieu of a 
methodology adjustment, the Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending a 5% reduction in Corporate 
Allocations and further review of the methodology during the next rate cycle. 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Administrative Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
Corporate Allocations $13,170,440 $14,792,234 $15,211,829 $15,660,493 $16,124,410

Bad Debt $2,327,624 $940,314 $1,109,571 $1,187,241 $1,222,858

O/S Billing Services $501,084 $514,129 $528,712 $544,306 $560,431

Office $410,777 $421,471 $433,426 $446,210 $459,428

Postage $23,274 $23,880 $24,557 $25,282 $26,030

Professional Services $1,079,078 $1,480,279 $1,491,377 $1,544,634 $1,644,216

Security and Janitorial $781,653 $893,261 $918,599 $945,693 $973,707

Taxes $4,555,788 $5,772,930 $7,045,020 $7,729,622 $8,250,324

Telephone $519,952 $533,488 $548,621 $564,802 $581,533

Total Administrative $23,369,670 $25,371,986 $27,311,712 $28,648,281 $29,842,939
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The Refuse Rates Administrator recommends additional oversight into the implementation of the new 
customer service and billing system, which is the main component of Recology Ready. The current legacy 
system has limitations that make it difficult to address billing support issues and to meet City reporting 
needs. However, the current level of information being provided in response does not give our office 
confidence that the system will meet customer and City needs, nor is there enough detail to demonstrate 
that the system will be in place by the estimated date of October 2027.  The Refuse Rates Administrator is 
recommending that funds to support Recology Ready must be conditioned on provision of requested 
information and a plan to incorporate City input on business needs. This would include input sessions with 
City stakeholders including the Office of Refuse Rates Administration, Department of Public Health, 
Department of Public Works, and the Environment Department. 

Bad Debt 

In Rate Year 2024, bad debt amounted to $2.3 million in costs, most of which was related to a disagreement 
between Recology and the Department of Public Works over self-haul costs. This cost was removed for the 
rate application and projections of bad debt are closer to levels prior to the disagreement. Recology 
anticipates bad debt to increase by the same amount as the proposed rate increase. 

Professional Services 

Recology’s professional services costs are categorized as Accounting Fees, Engineering Fees, Legal Fees, and 
Other Professional Fees. While Engineering Fees, and Other Professional Fees are anticipated to grow by 
inflation assumptions, Accounting Fees projections are based on anticipated need. The application’s base 
year, Rate Year 2025, projects an increase in Accounting Fees of approximately $93k, which represents a 
39.1% increase over the prior year. This is largely due to anticipated need for rate-setting support. Rate Year 
2026 shows a 7% reduction in Accounting Fees to adjust for a non-rate setting year, while Rate Year 2028 
projects a 19.4% increase to reflect rate-setting needs. 

Taxes 

In the base year RY 2025, taxes are projected to grow by 26.7%. The primary factor for this level of growth is 
the tax obligation increase due to the passage of Proposition M 2024, which adjusted the City’s business tax 
schedule. Proposition M is projected to account for $1.1 million in costs in Rate Year 2025. The remaining 
growth is attributable to changes due to the legislation coupled with anticipated revenue growth.  

Refuse Rates Administrator agrees with the projected increase. However, the application assumes that 
Business Taxes are operating ratio eligible costs. The Refuse Rates Administrator recommends excluding 
business taxes as operating ratio eligible since the cost drivers are not a function of Recology’s operations. 
The net impact of adjustments to business taxes is approximately $584k in Rate Year 2026, $648k in Rate Year 
2027, and $694k in Rate Year 2028. 
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Administrative Cost Adjustment Recommendations Summary  
 
The Refuse Rates Administrator adjusted Recology’s projection to general inflationary costs to be based on the 
Controller’s estimates for the rate period. In addition, the Refuse Rates Administrator and Recology agreed to 5% 
reduction to Corporate Allocations in lieu of an allocation methodology adjustment. These two adjustments represent 
a reduction in costs of $1.0 million in Rate Year 2026, $1.1 million in Rate Year 2027, and $1.2 million in Rate Year 
2028.  
 
In addition, the Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending excluding Business Taxes from Operating Ratio 
eligibility. This effectively reduces costs by $584k in Rate Year 2026, $648k in Rate Year 2027, and $694k in Rate Year 
2028. Total administrative cost adjustments account for $1.6 million in Rate Year 2026, $1.7 million in Rate Year 2027, 
and $1.8 million in Rate Year 2028. These reductions combined account for a 6.0% reduction in administrative costs. 
 
Table 21 
 

 
*Taxes in Recology’s application did not disaggregate taxes and treats Property Taxes and Business Taxes as a single line-item. The Refuse Rates 
Administrator’s proposal disaggregates these costs and “Taxes” under the RRA column should be interpreted as Property Taxes only. 

Administrative Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA
Corporate Allocations $15,211,829 $14,423,637 $15,660,493 $14,809,660 $16,124,410 $15,187,196

Bad Debt $1,109,571 $1,071,959 $1,187,241 $1,157,715 $1,222,858 $1,198,235

O/S Billing Services $528,712 $527,753 $544,306 $541,950 $560,431 $555,878

Office $433,426 $432,640 $446,210 $444,278 $459,428 $455,696

Postage $24,557 $24,513 $25,282 $25,172 $26,030 $25,819

Professional Services $1,491,377 $1,490,714 $1,544,634 $1,543,006 $1,644,216 $1,641,071

Security and Janitorial $918,599 $916,932 $945,693 $941,598 $973,707 $965,797

Taxes* $7,045,020 $356,871 $7,729,622 $364,008 $8,250,324 $371,288

Business Taxes $6,490,859 $7,202,918 $7,711,919

Telephone $548,621 $547,625 $564,802 $562,356 $581,533 $576,809

Total Administrative $27,311,712 $26,283,502 $28,648,281 $27,592,660 $29,842,939 $28,689,708

RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
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Operating 

Operating costs include all collections-related operating expenditures, such as vehicles, repairs and 
maintenance, facility and property costs, disposal and processing costs, fuel, and freight, etc. Recology’s 
application breaks this into 18 line-item categories (Table 22). In Rate Year 2024, total operating costs 
amounted to $163.4 million and Recology projects this to grow to $208.7 million by Rate Year 2028. This 
represents an average annual 6.4% growth rate across the four projected rate years.  

Table 22 

 

Operating Cost Inflation Projection 

In Recology’s application, 11 of the 18 categories grow solely by the assumed general inflation factor in the 
application. These categories include Building & Facility Repair, Freight, Fuel, Licenses & Permits, O/S 
Disposal, O/S Equipment Rental, Parts, Repairs & Maintenance, Supplies, Tires & Tubes, Utilities. These ten 
categories make up 11% of total Operating Costs amounting to approximately $18.2 million in Rate Year 
2024. The Refuse Rates Administrator recommends using the Controller’s Office CPI projection methodology 
for projecting these 11 operating cost categories.  

Depreciation 

Recology’s application provides existing and replacement depreciation expense for property and equipment, 
which are depreciated on a straight-line basis over the estimated useful lives of the assets. Replacement 
depreciation for collection operations reflects the depreciation of building improvements at 505 Tunnel 
Avenue, 50 Beatty Avenue, and the Bayshore building at approximately $1.3 million and asphalt repaving and 
concrete replacement at approximately $1.4 million. Assumptions of the useful life of assets were analyzed in 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Operating Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Building & Facility Repair $367,749 $403,410 $414,853 $427,089 $439,741

Depreciation $1,156,957 $1,163,354 $1,147,638 $1,016,992 $933,973

Freight $67,107 $68,854 $70,807 $72,895 $75,055

Fuel $5,467,713 $5,817,242 $5,982,254 $6,158,696 $6,341,138

I/C Disposal $58,532,786 $60,233,438 $72,366,343 $77,095,842 $80,540,820

I/C Processing $59,827,305 $61,680,034 $68,144,512 $72,598,093 $75,842,092

Lease $17,628,310 $18,616,860 $19,331,049 $21,083,060 $21,773,664

Liability Insurance $6,482,739 $5,807,017 $6,293,003 $6,788,429 $7,345,268

Licenses & Permits $2,533,854 $2,599,817 $2,673,564 $2,752,419 $2,833,955

O/S Disposal $48,031 $49,281 $50,679 $52,174 $53,720

O/S Equipment Rental $457,820 $457,342 $870,314 $484,186 $498,529

Parts $3,256,155 $3,340,922 $3,435,690 $3,537,024 $3,641,802

O/S Property Rental $880,511 $966,945 $999,870 $1,074,101 $1,106,296

I/C Property Rental $198,372 $6,317 $0 $0 $0

Repairs & Maintenance $1,870,859 $1,919,563 $1,974,013 $2,032,235 $2,092,437

Supplies $3,222,261 $3,306,145 $3,399,927 $3,500,206 $3,603,894

Tires & Tubes $758,302 $778,043 $800,113 $823,711 $848,113

Utilities $653,815 $670,836 $689,864 $710,212 $731,250

Total Operating Costs $163,410,646 $167,885,419 $188,644,493 $200,207,365 $208,701,749
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comparison to the modified accelerated cost recovery system provided by the Internal Revenue Service and 
are considered reasonable. However, stated useful life in Recology’s Notes to Combined Financial Statements 
(9/30/23) in certain cases state different Useful Life assumptions.41 The Refuse Rates Administrator model 
reclassifies a trailer at 515 Tunnel Avenue from Outside Equipment Rental to depreciable cost. While this has 
no impact on the total cost of the trailer, the reclassification impacts rates because the trailer’s costs are now 
amortized across its depreciable life. This results in a $379k reduction in Rate Year 2026, and a $41k increase 
in both Rate Years 2027 and 2028.  The Refuse Rates Administrator also recommends future review and 
reconciliation of the useful life assumption between the rate application and the Audited Financial 
Statements. 

Intercompany Disposal and Processing 

Collections costs related to intercompany disposal and processing are tied to tonnage growth rates and 
tipping fee costs related to Recology San Francisco. Intercompany disposal and processing accounts for the 
largest cost factor, making up 72% of total operating costs amount to approximately $118.4 million in Rate 
Year 2024. These line-items for collections operations are not eligible for application of the operating ratio 
and the collections companies do not receive profit margin on these costs. 

Intercompany disposal and processing make up the largest part of the Refuse Rates Administrator’s 
operational cost adjustments. These adjustments are due to reductions in post-processing costs resulting in 
a reduction to the proposed tipping fee. The tipping fee was reduced by 2.3% in both Rate Year 2026 and 
2027, and an additional 1.3% in Rate Year 2028. The combined line-items are adjusted to reduce costs by 
$3.2 million in Rate Year 2026, $3.5 million in Rate Year 2027, and $2.1 million in Rate Year 2028. These 
adjustments are detailed in the Proposed Adjustments: Post-Collections section of the report. 

Lease 

Recology’s application provides existing and replacement lease expenses for lease costs related to computer 
equipment, containers, furniture and fixtures, machine and equipment, and truck and auto. Lease expenses 
account for over 10% of total operating costs and amount to approximately $17.6 million in Rate Year 2024. 
Most of the expenses are attributable to vehicle lease costs. 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) is implementing Advanced Clean Fleet (ACF) regulation that requires 
Recology to transition their entire fleet of heavy-duty vehicles to zero-emission vehicles (ZEV) by 2042. Under 
these requirements, Recology would be required to have approximately 83 zero-emission vehicles in their 
combined fleet by the end of 2029.42 To address these regulatory requirements, Recology included the 
acquisition total 46 zero-emission vehicles between Rate Year 2026-2028 to replace aging non-zero-
emissions pickup trucks, service vehicles, and light-duty collection vehicles that would otherwise not be ACF-
compliant. Of the 46 vehicles, 36 would be acquired through the collections companies. Since the submission 
of this application, CARB rescinded a waiver with the Environmental Protection Agency that would have 
allowed them to enforce this regulation on private fleets. Given the changes in requirements, the Refuse 
Rates Administrator is proposing adjustment to the timing of the transition and reducing the number of ZEVs 
acquired by the collections companies from 36 to 14. Because the costs of ZEVs are amortized over their 
lease period, the impact to rates from this reduction is modest, accounting for approximately $31k reduction 
in Rate Year 2026, $77k reduction in Rate Year 2027, and a $334k reduction in Rate year 2028. This reduction 
represents a baseline cost for vehicle replacement. While the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal includes 
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this adjustment, it would also be reasonable to keep the proposed ZEV vehicle replacement schedule in 
Recology’s proposal to mitigate future rate increases related to ZEV replacement. 

Liability Insurance 

Recology’s application includes several types of insurance including Auto & General Liability insurance, Auto 
& General Liability Umbrella Insurance, Property Insurance, Directors & Officers Insurance, Crime and EPL 
Insurance, Pollution Insurance, Cyber Risk and Other Insurance. Costs also include administration costs and 
performance bonds costs. Liability insurance is administered through plans by the parent company according 
to the Audited Financial Statement: “The Company, through plans managed by the Parent, is self-insured 
for various risk of loss related to general liability, automobile liability, property damages, employee & 
certain retiree healthcare, and workers compensation. The Parent established a reserve for self-
insurance claims based on estimates of the ultimate cost of claims that have been reported but not 
settled, and of claims that have been incurred but not reported.  Adjustments to the reserve are 
charged or credited to the Parent’s expense in the periods on which they are determined to be 
necessary.  The Parent also purchases commercial insurance on behalf of the Company and other 
subsidiaries to cover risks above the set limits.”  

Recology uses third-party estimates of assumptions about liability expense allocations to all the 
Recology subsidiaries. The allocation methodology is based on actual costs, historical claims experience, 
property values, headcount, type of operation, and number of vehicles. The allocation methodology was 
tested against alternatives and found reasonable.  

Intercompany Property Rental 

Intercompany property rental costs were the subject of the December 2022 Settlement Agreement.43 As part 
of the agreement, intercompany property rental costs could no longer be included in the rates once total 
rental amount had been recovered. For Sunset Scavenger and Golden Gate, the only intercompany property 
rental cost were rental expenses for 505 Tunnel Avenue, which reached its full recovery during Rate Year 
2025. The rate application years show no cost for intercompany property rentals. 

-
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Operating Cost Adjustment Recommendations Summary  
The Refuse Rates Administrator’s recommended adjustments impact the application of the inflation factor, 
adjustments to lease costs, a reclassification of a piece of equipment from an operating cost to a capital cost, and 
adjustments to intercompany processing and disposal costs.   
 
Intercompany disposal and processing account for 93% of the adjustment, which is attributable to proposed 
adjustments in Post-Collections costs and the resulting Tipping Fee adjustment. Inflationary adjustments combine to 
make up most of the remaining adjustment. The resulting adjustments reduce total operating costs by $3.7 million in 
Rate Year 2026, $3.5 million in Rate Year 2027, and $2.2 million in Rate Year 2028. 
 
Table 23 
 

 

Operating Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA

Building & Facility Repair $414,853 $414,100 $427,089 $425,240 $439,741 $436,168

Depreciation $1,156,957 $1,168,083 $1,016,992 $1,057,783 $933,973 $974,599

Freight $70,807 $70,679 $72,895 $72,580 $75,055 $74,445

Fuel $5,982,254 $5,971,399 $6,158,696 $6,132,030 $6,341,138 $6,289,623

I/C Disposal $72,366,343 $70,706,799 $77,095,842 $75,318,166 $80,540,820 $79,478,876

I/C Processing $68,144,512 $66,581,785 $72,598,093 $70,924,127 $75,842,092 $74,842,101

Lease $19,331,049 $19,327,166 $21,083,060 $21,069,578 $21,773,664 $21,751,112

Liability Insurance $6,293,003 $6,293,003 $6,788,429 $6,788,429 $7,345,268 $7,345,268

Licenses & Permits $2,673,564 $2,668,713 $2,752,419 $2,740,501 $2,833,955 $2,810,932

O/S Disposal $50,679 $50,587 $52,174 $51,948 $53,720 $53,283

O/S Equipment Rental $870,314 $469,461 $484,186 $482,090 $498,529 $494,479

Parts $3,435,690 $3,429,456 $3,537,024 $3,521,709 $3,641,802 $3,612,217

O/S Property Rental $999,870 $999,750 $1,074,101 $1,073,807 $1,106,296 $1,105,728

I/C Property Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Repairs & Maintenance $1,974,013 $1,970,431 $2,032,235 $2,023,436 $2,092,437 $2,075,438

Supplies $3,399,927 $3,393,759 $3,500,206 $3,485,051 $3,603,894 $3,574,617

Tires & Tubes $800,113 $798,661 $823,711 $820,145 $848,113 $841,223

Utilities $689,864 $688,615 $710,212 $707,139 $731,250 $725,312

Total Operating Costs $188,653,811 $185,002,448 $200,207,365 $196,693,757 $208,701,749 $206,485,422

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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Other Costs 

Other costs include costs that do not fall under personnel, administrative, or operating costs. The application 
breaks Other Costs into two line-items, Contract Services, and Other (Table 24). The Other sub-category for 
the collections companies includes items such as bank service charges, outside interest income, shoes and 
uniforms, etc. 

Table 24 

 
All items in Other Costs are projected to grow by the general inflation factor. The Refuse Rates Administrator 
recommends using the Controller’s Office CPI projection methodology for projecting these two 
administrative cost categories. 

 

 

 

 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Other Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Contract Services $232,377 $146,450 $150,604 $155,046 $159,639

Other $2,912,505 $2,988,325 $3,073,092 $3,163,731 $3,257,452

Total Other Costs $3,144,882 $3,134,775 $3,223,696 $3,318,777 $3,417,090

Other Cost Adjustment Recommendations  
 
The Refuse Rates Administrator recommends Other Costs to be adjusted by Controller’s Office inflation factor. 
This results in a reduction in Other Costs of $6k in Rate Year 2026, $14k in Rate Year 2027, and $27k in Rate Year 
2028. 
 
Table 25 
 

 
 
 

Other Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA

Contract Services $150,604 $150,330 $155,046 $154,374 $159,639 $158,342

Other $3,073,092 $3,067,514 $3,163,731 $3,150,030 $3,257,452 $3,230,986

Total Other Costs $3,223,696 $3,217,844 $3,318,777 $3,304,405 $3,417,090 $3,389,328

RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028
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Program Enhancements 

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal supports current services levels and includes program 
enhancement that would support the City’s street cleanliness and environmental goals. The existing services 
being maintained include: 

• Weekly curbside collection of recyclables, organics, and trash 
• Transportation, processing, composting, and landfill disposal 
• Street cleanliness through public receptacles collection and illegal dumping removal 
• Environmental programs supporting recycling, composting, reuse, and e-waste disposal 
• Essential services such as annual curbside tree recycling, bulky-item pickup, household hazardous 

waste collection, compost giveaways and district-wide cleanup events that allow residents to dispose 
of large items responsibly.  

Recology collaborated with Public Works and the Environment Department to identify new programs and 
services that could support street cleanliness and to help meet our environmental goals, which are included 
in the Recology’s rate application.  

Table 26 

 

Total cost of all the City requested program enhancements amount to $1.4 million in Rate Year 2026, $1.3 
million in both Rate Years 2027 and 2028. These account for enhancements in programs related to Waste 
Zero, Abandoned Materials Collections, and Public Receptacles Collections. 

In addition to the City requests, Recology included a program to install cameras to detect overloaded 
containers. This request is projected to generate revenue. The net impact is a reduction in rates of $1.6 
million in Rate Year 2026, $2.3 million in Rate Year 2027, and $2.4 million in Rate Year 2028. 

Table 27 

 

 

 

 

 

Program Enhancements FTE RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Waste Zero 2 $703,544 $1,397,006 $739,435

Abandoned Materials Collections 3 $695,683 $739,053 $779,391

Public Receptacle Collections 0 $23,651 $32,917 $33,307

City Requested Program Enhancements 5 $1,422,877 $2,168,977 $1,552,134

Overload Cameras FTE RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Cost 1 $273,559 $283,412 $293,749

Revenue $1,870,744 $2,573,656 $2,663,734

Net Impact to Rates 1 -$1,597,185 -$2,290,244 -$2,369,985
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Waste Zero Program 

Recology’s Waste Zero Program is intended to provide services to increase diversion from landfills and to 
provide education around available collection programs and proper sorting techniques. The program 
currently supports 12 positions and amounts to $1.9 million in total costs.44 Recology’s rate application 
includes new funding for the Waste Zero program to support three outreach programs, and two compost 
enhancements, and the extension of a contamination camera pilot. Recology is also including an Overload 
Camera enhancement as part of the Waste Zero Program, but this is discussed separately below. The new 
program enhancements would increase rates by $700k in Rate Year 2026, $1.4 million in Rate Year 2027, and 
$739k in Rate Year 2028 and would include two new FTE.  

New funding for outreach programs are the major drivers of the Waste Zero program cost increases: 

• Cart and Container Stickering and Gravity Carts: At the request of the Environment Department, 
this is an effort to update container stickers to reflect new guidance and to maintain gravity cart 
inventory and deploy with updated container stickering and sufficient education on proper use. 
These enhancements combine to account for approximately $105k per year.  

• Commercial and Residential Outreach45: At the request of the Environment Department, this is a 
campaign to send mailers to all commercial properties in Rate Years 2026 and 2028, and to all 
residential properties in Rate Year 2027. These enhancements account for approximately $100k per 
year for commercial properties and $774k per year for residential properties. 

• Bulky Item Recycling Outreach for Apartments: In Rate Year 2024, the Refuse Rates Administrator 
commissioned a report to look at illegal dumping in San Francisco. Included in this report was a 
recommendation for additional outreach related to bulky-item recycling at apartments. In response 
to this report, Recology included funding for this outreach effort, averaging $173k per year.  

New funding for two compost programs are also included in the application: 

• Annual Compost Event: At the request of the Environment Department, this would be a single day 
event to occur at four locations across the City. Recology will provide up to 200 cubic yard of 
compost. This event would amount to approximately $82k per year.  

• Additional Compost: At the request of the Environment Department, this is an additional 50 cubic 
yards per month of compost delivered to a City location for the Environment Department to 
distribute at their discretion. This would amount to approximately $23k per year.  

Lastly, the application includes an extension of the Contamination Camera Pilot. This represents an 
enhancement of the prior rate order contamination camera pilot, which did not yield adequate performance. 
At the request of the Environment Department, this would be an extension of the past pilot but with the use 
of a different vendor, Prairie Robotics. This would be implemented on six vehicles and cost approximately 
$239k per year. 
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Afternoon Abandoned Material Collections46 

The Abandoned Material Collections program currently includes active sweeps as well as morning service 
across six different routes. The current total costs of the program amount to approximately $10.6 million.45 At 
the request of the Department of Public Works, Recology will include three afternoon abandoned materials 
sweep routes to be performed no earlier than 1:00pm. This is in addition to the other abandoned materials 
collections services. The projected cost for this service amounts to $696k in Rate Year 2026, $743k in Rate 
Year 2027, and $789k in Rate Year 2028. 

Public Receptacle Service Verification47 

Public Receptacle Service is supported by 11 FTE and at a cost of $11.8 million. At the request of the 
Department of Public Works, Recology will install cameras to verify public receptacle service on 12 trucks 
dedicated to public receptacle routes. The cost of this program enhancement amounts to $9k in Rate Year 
2026 and $18k in both Rate Years 2027 and 2028. 

Overload Cameras 

Recology currently imposes overloaded bin charges to commercial customers. Identification of overloaded 
bins is determined by drivers and the application of charges is inconsistent. In the rate application, Recology 
is proposing the implementation of new overload cameras to identify overloaded carts. The costs associated 
with overload cameras include the lease costs, subscription per unit, and event processing costs, all of which 
would be provided by the vendor, 3rd Eye. Recology is also including an additional Waste Zero specialist to 
support the administration of the overload cameras.  

In Recology’s original application, overload cameras would be put on all trucks. While these cameras have 
been used in other jurisdictions, the Refuse Rates Administrator and other stakeholders expressed concerns 
about the efficacy and implementation of new technology, and the response to a wider application of 
overload charges from newly charged customers. Recology has agreed to first test this program on front 
loaders, which serve primarily commercial customers. Instead of the 168 cameras being rolled out over the 
first two rate years, Recology will start with 40 cameras on front loader trucks. This coincides with a reduction 
in cost on average of $173k per year. 

In the original application, Recology made a conservative estimate that revenues generated from this 
program would offset costs. After adjustments to reduce the program, the Refuse Rates Administrator 
worked with Recology to review the revenue estimates based on implementation of this program across five 
other jurisdictions. Across the five jurisdictions, overloaded containers were identified in 14% of service 
events. To account for new implementation and to reduce risk of overestimating revenues, Recology and the 
Refuse Rates Administrator projects that the first three years of this program will be 30% as effective in 
identifying overloaded containers and assume that overloaded containers will account for 3.5% of service 
events on routes with cameras in Rate Year 2026 and 4% in Rate Years 2027 and 2028.48 49 Under this 
assumption, and based on average revenue per tag, the Refuse Rates Administrator recommends an 
adjusted revenue estimate that would increase overload charge revenue by an average of $1.5 million per 
year. 
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Contingent Schedule 

Recology submitted a contingent rate schedule, which includes recovery of a capital investment into a 
mixed-waste processing (trash processing) facility of approximately $34.6 million, along with operating costs 
for trash processing at the Tunnel Avenue site. Recology proposes to repurpose the iMRF at Tunnel Avenue 
to process 500 tons per day (130,000 tons per year) of trash. The Refuse Rates Administrator hired HF&H to 
assess the proposal and evaluate it based on its alignment with Zero Waste Goals, Environmental impact, 
system fit, cost effectiveness, and technology risks.50  

Zero Waste Goals: HF&H made determinations that a modern, well-run facility could divert 40%-60% of 
targeted material. In 2024, the Environment Department conducted the pilot at the Greenwaste Charles 
Street MRF, which would be considered a modern facility. Overall system diversion for the pilot test came to 
39.11%. This represents the low end of diversion. However, there is the possibility of higher diversion by 
targeting organics-rich waste. 

Environmental Impact: HF&H’s review of environmental impact focused on the compost quality testing from 
the 2024 pilot. They found the results consistent with other trash processing facilities. “The final product 
made from those materials (compost) was of a poor quality that required higher-than-normal levels of 
dilution with clean compost to make it marketable.” However, diverted organics from landfill also represent a 
positive environmental impact. 

System Fit: Because San Francisco has a mature organic materials recycling program, a lower yield of organic 
materials from trash processing is to be expected.  

Cost Effectiveness: This system would represent a relatively high cost per ton compared to recyclables, 
organics, and construction & debris processing.  

Technology Risks: HF&H identified failed trash processing facilities and San Jose and Santa Barbara. The 
proposal currently does not provide enough information to assess how this facility may compare to others. 
HF&H surveyed the costs of more modern facilities, which could cost as much as $100 million. At Recology’s 
proposed cost of $35 million, more detail is needed to understand how Recology will be able to achieve 
targeted diversion and marketable compost without running into the same failures as other jurisdictions. 

HF&H recommends deferring the decision on development of a local trash processing facility and 
recommends further pilot-scale processing. Given the costs and risks associated with this proposal, the 
Refuse Rates Administrator is not including the contingent schedule in the proposed rate order. However, 
given the potential for mixed-waste processing to deliver high levels of diversion, the Refuse Rates 
Administrator is recommending an additional $400k in funding to the Environment Department through the 
Impound Account to conduct more testing and analyses, and to provide proposals for mixed-waste 
processing alternatives. 

 

 

-
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Proposed Rate Adjustments: Post-Collections 

TIPPING FEE ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY 
The tipping fee is intended to cover all costs related to disposal and processing. This includes the recycling 
facility and transfer station operated by Recology San Francisco. Cost of transportation for disposal of trash 
and processing of organics is included in the tipping fee.  

Table 28 

 

The Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending reductions in the tipping fee compared to Recology’s 
application. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal would reduce the tipping fee by $6.17 in Rate year 
2026, $6.56 in Rate Year 2027, and $3.88 in Rate Year 2028. 

These adjustments were made based on recommended changes to revenues, expenditures, and accounts. 
Table 29 shows the adjustment rate impact where a negative sign represents a reduction in rates. The Refuse 
Rates Administrator’s adjustments to the tipping fee amount to approximately $10.4 million over the three 
rate years. Expenditure adjustments make up 61.1% if total adjustments, while revenues account for 34.2% 
and account adjustments make up 4.6%. 

Table 29 

 

POST-COLLECTIONS REVENUE 
Post-collections revenue is collected through Recology San Francisco and includes revenue from a tipping 
fee, as well as revenue from other sources such as the sales of recyclables. 

Table 30 

 

Tipping Fee Rate Year 2024 Rate Year 2025 Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028

Recology $241.09 $244.44 $269.05 $284.50 $294.27

Refuse Rates Administrator $262.88 $277.94 $290.39

Current Proposed

Adjustment Rate Impact RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028 Total

Revenue -$1,182,986 -$1,191,549 -$1,203,138 -$3,577,674

Expenditures -$2,278,746 -$2,210,277 -$1,913,188 -$6,402,211

Accounts $768,986 -$1,454,033 $202,054 -$482,993

Net Adjustment -$2,692,746 -$4,855,860 -$2,914,272 -$10,462,878

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Sources RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Tipping Fee $131,851,727 $136,415,853 $155,533,964 $165,698,878 $173,103,027

Other Revenue $24,830,028 $23,033,877 $23,104,136 $23,245,180 $23,434,649

Total Sources $156,681,755 $159,449,730 $178,638,099 $188,944,058 $196,537,676
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Tipping Fee Revenue 

The underlying driver for tipping fee revenue is tonnage to Recology San Francisco facilities and the 
associated per tonnage fee. Tonnage comes from four sources, which include collections operations, San 
Francisco non-account customers, San Francisco account customers, and customers from outside of San 
Francisco. 

Table 31 

 

• Collections operations refers to tonnage collected through San Francisco’s residential, apartment, 
and commercial collections operations being served through Recology Sunset Scavenger and 
Recology Golden Gate.  

• Non-Account customers are San Francisco-based customers who do not hold a registered account 
with Recology and pay a fixed fee to deposit waste at Recology’s post-collection facility. 

• Account customers are San Francisco-based customers who hold a registered account with Recology 
and self-haul their waste to Recology’s post-collection facility. 

• Non-San Francisco tonnage is material delivered to Recology San Francisco from outside the city 
limits, including neighboring cities and counties. 

Recology’s tonnage growth estimates are based on projections of tonnage generated by residential and 
commercial customers as described in the Ratepayer Revenue section of the report. Recology has reclassified 
tonnage collected from the City’s public trash cans as part of the Collections Operations tonnage, which 
accounts for over 21k tons. When adjusting for this reclassification, Recology’s overall growth assumptions in 
its rate application keeps Residential Ratepayer Revenue flat for all three application years, while projecting 
modest growth amongst Commercial customers of 0.75%, 1.50%, and 2.00% for Rate Years 2026, 2027, and 
2028 respectively. This results in an overall projected ratepayer revenue growth of 0.36% in Rate Year 2026, 
0.72% in Rate Year 2027, and 0.97% in Rate Year 2028. 

These tonnage numbers are then multiplied by the proposed tipping fee to generate a revenue estimate. 
When adjusting for the Public Trash Can reclassification, underlying revenue growth amounts to 9.9% in Rate 
Year 2026, 6.5% in Rate Year 2027, and 4.5% in Rate Year 2028. Most of the growth is due to the per ton 
tipping fee adjustments proposed by Recology. These tipping fee adjustments are based on expected costs. 

 

 

 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Tonnage RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Collections Operations                 498,746                 498,746                 522,248                 526,165                 531,427 

Non-Account Customers                   30,712                   30,712                   30,827                   31,058                   31,369 

Account Customers                   23,288                   23,288                   19,661                   19,809                   20,007 

Total Non-San Francisco                     5,329                     5,329                     5,349                     5,389                     5,443 

Total Tonnage                 558,075                 558,075                 578,086                 582,421                 588,246 
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Table 32 

 
Other Revenue 

Other Revenue contains four line-items, including Net Recycling Revenue, Minimums for PRRA, 
Intercompany Dirt, Inerts & Others, and Rental Income. 

Table 33 

 

• Net Recycling Revenue refers to recyclables sold to manufacturers and commodity markets. This 
includes 15 types of recyclable materials, the largest volume of which comes from mixed paper, 
cardboard, mixed glass. 

• Minimums for Public Reuse and Recycling Area (PRRA) refers to self-haul recycling, organics, trash, 
and reusable items from San Francisco residents and businesses. 

• Intercompany Dirt, Inerts, and Others refers to non-hazardous materials that do not decompose or 
biodegrade slowly, such as dirt, rocks, concrete, and bricks. 

• Rental Income refers to two structures on the Recology San Francisco properties that are leased out. 

Net Recycling Revenue accounts for nearly 82% of Other Revenue, but is also one of the more difficult 
revenue streams to project due to variability in prices. China’s National Sword policy implemented in 2017 
limited and banned the import of certain types of waste, including plastics, which created uncertainty in the 
market. For example, Mixed Paper prices averaged $98.78 per ton in Rate Year 2022, but sold at only $50.88 
per ton in Rate Year 2023, before bouncing up to $104.48 per ton in Rate Year 2024. Recology has proposed 
using a three year price average as the projected price and projects no change for any of the other line-
items. 

 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Sources RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Collections Operations $117,947,724 $121,913,472 $140,510,855 $149,693,935 $156,382,913

Non-Account Customers $7,273,655 $7,507,241 $8,294,050 $8,836,107 $9,230,943

Account Customers $5,346,032 $5,692,519 $5,289,914 $5,635,637 $5,887,461

Total Non-San Francisco $1,284,316 $1,302,621 $1,439,144 $1,533,199 $1,601,709

Total Sources $131,851,727 $136,415,853 $155,533,964 $165,698,878 $173,103,027

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Other Revenue RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Net Recycling Revenue $20,531,561 $18,735,614 $18,805,873 $18,946,917 $19,136,386

Minimums for PRRA $3,411,075 $3,410,871 $3,410,871 $3,410,871 $3,410,871

Intercompany Dirt, Inerts 
& Others

$836,487 $836,487 $836,487 $836,487 $836,487

Rental Income $50,905 $50,905 $50,905 $50,905 $50,905

Total Other Revenue $24,830,028 $23,033,877 $23,104,136 $23,245,180 $23,434,649
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POST-COLLECTIONS COSTS 
Recology’s application includes a separate schedule of expenses for its post-collections entity, Recology San 
Francisco, and outlines four major cost centers: Payroll & Related, Administrative, Operating, and Other. 

Payroll & Related Costs 

Payroll & Related Costs include all payroll related costs such as wages, health and welfare benefits, workers 
compensation, and related payroll taxes. Payroll & Related Costs include five line-item categories. 

Table 34 

 
In Rate Year 2024, total payroll and related costs equaled $75.5 million and is projected to increase to $93.1 
million by Rate Year 2028, representing an average annual increase of 5.38%. 

Payroll costs include wages for 395 employees across Recology San Francisco. Payroll cost increases are 
primarily due to the addition of new employees and projected wage increases driven by scheduled union 
labor increases. Payroll taxes increase commensurately to payroll costs. Recology San Francisco is requesting 
45 non-union employees and 350 union employees. The headcount additions include 1 non-union employee 
and 4 union employees, which are attributed to program enhancements further outlined in the Program 
Enhancements section of this report. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal supports the inclusion of 
these new positions. 

Table 35 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Payroll & Related Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Payroll $48,754,002 $50,744,154 $52,890,980 $56,188,898 $59,341,657

Payroll Taxes $3,704,978 $3,856,216 $4,019,361 $4,269,980 $4,509,569

Pension $5,321,261 $5,059,920 $4,796,912 $4,532,217 $4,168,623

Health Insurance $14,890,227 $15,340,099 $16,844,692 $18,447,934 $20,055,860

Workers Compensation $2,843,345 $4,107,206 $4,408,831 $4,740,916 $5,048,414

Total Payroll & Related $75,513,813 $79,107,595 $82,960,775 $88,179,946 $93,124,123

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Headcount RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Non-Union Exempt                   38                   38                         39                         39                         39 

Non-Union Non-Exempt                     6                     6                           6                           6                           6 

Union - Clerical                     6                     6                           6                           6                           6 

Union - Driver/Helper                   75                   75                         75                         75                         75 

Union - Equipment Operator                   52                   52                         52                         52                         52 

Union - Shop/Facility                   55                   55                         55                         56                         57 

Union - Sorter/Material Handler                 128                 128                       130                       130                       130 

Union - Technician                   15                   15                         15                         15                         15 

Union - Weighmaster/Dispatcher                   15                   15                         15                         15                         15 

Total Headcount                 390                 390                       393                       394                       395 
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Wages related to payroll costs in Rate Year 2026 are based on existing collective bargaining agreements, 
which expire before Rate Year 2027. Without any collective bargaining agreements, Rate Years 2027 and 2028 
are based on projections set by Recology and pose a significant rate risk. Recology’s projections of Pension, 
Health Insurance, and Workers Compensation projections are calculated in the same way as their collections 
operations and based on 3rd party analyses. 

 

Administrative Costs 

Administrative costs capture expenses such as back-office support, contractors, taxes, and infrastructure 
maintenance. Administrative costs include nine line-item categories. 

Table 37 

 

In Rate Year 2024, administrative costs for Recology San Francisco totaled $7.5 million. Recology projects an 
average annual increase of 10.2% across the four rate years mainly due to increases in Professional Services 
costs. Administrative Costs are projected to average $11.2 million across the rate application years. 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Administrative Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Corporate Allocations $590,400 $653,677 $672,219 $692,045 $712,546

Bad Debt                    -$150,152 $119,160 $131,076 $138,941 $148,666

Office               $224,619 $230,466 $237,004 $243,994 $251,222

Postage                     $11,002 $11,288 $11,609 $11,951 $12,305

Professional Services       $794,348 $2,396,225 $3,081,805 $2,462,361 $1,423,324

Repairs & Maintenance $839,538 $935,973 $962,522 $990,911 $1,020,265

Security & Janitorial       $1,217,812 $1,249,515 $1,284,959 $1,322,858 $1,362,045

Taxes                       $3,698,769 $4,188,811 $4,811,118 $5,160,489 $5,434,161

Telephone                   $330,613 $339,220 $348,842 $359,131 $369,770

Total Administrative $7,556,949 $10,124,335 $11,541,152 $11,382,681 $10,734,304

Payroll Cost Recommendations 
 
To mitigate uncertainty and rate risks, the Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending an overall 
adjustment and reduction in total payroll costs by $334k in Rate Year 2026, $791k in Rate Year 2027, and 
$1.35M in Rate Year 2028. Determinations of these amounts were based on combined adjustments to 
wages, health and welfare costs, and workers compensation costs. 
 
Table 36 
 

 
Payroll Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA

Total $82,960,775 $82,626,738 $88,179,946 $87,388,900 $93,124,123 $91,767,045

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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Administrative Cost Inflation Projection 

Recology’s application contains five cost categories that increase by inflation, which include: Office, Postage, 
Repairs & Maintenance, Security and Janitorial, and Telephone. These categories account for 17% of total 
Administrative Costs or approximately $1.9 million. The Refuse Rate Administrator recommends that the four 
administrative cost categories are projected using the Controller’s Office CPI methodology. In addition, 
Recology projects Bad Debt to grow by the proposed tipping fee increase. 

Corporate Allocations 

Corporate Allocations makes up approximately 6.5% of total administrative costs and are allocated as a 
proportion of corporate overhead allocated to all of Recology’s subsidiaries based on proportion of revenue. 
These costs are expected to grow by inflation. As described earlier in the Collections Costs section of the 
report, the Refuse Rates Administrator’s analyses of Recology’s revenue-based corporate allocation 
methodology would suggest that the methodology is not to the benefit of San Francisco ratepayers in 
comparison to other jurisdictions and in lieu of a methodology adjustment and in similar treatment to 
Corporate Allocations to Recology’s collections operations, the Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending 
a 5% reduction in Corporate Allocations and further review of the methodology during the next rate cycle. 

Professional Services 

Professional Services constitute 26% of total administrative costs in Rate Year 2026. Recology contracts with 
accounting, engineering, and legal firms based on anticipated needs, which drive fluctuations in the costs. 
Rate Years 2026 and 2027 require a significant increase in engineering fees to support California 
Environmental Quality Act permitting for facility modernization and amount to $1.7 million in Rate Year 2026, 
and $1.0 million in Rate Year 2027. These engineering fees are one-time costs and the Refuse Rate 
Administrator recommends tying these costs to fund balance in the impound account, which serves as a 
one-time source. 

Taxes 

In the base year RY 2025, taxes are projected to grow by 21.62% primarily due to the Passage of Proposition 
M 2024, which adjusted the City’s business tax schedule. Proposition M is estimated to account for 
approximately $400k in costs in Rate Year 2025. Recology’s application considers Business Taxes as operating 
ratio eligible. In a similar treatment to the collections operation, the Refuse Rates Administrator recommends 
excluding business taxes from operating ratio eligibility. The net impact of adjustments to taxes is 
approximately $307k in Rate Year 2026, $339k in Rate Year 2027, and $363k in Rate Year 2028. 
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Administrative Cost Adjustment Recommendations 

The Refuse Rates Administrator adjusted Recology’s projection to general inflationary costs to be based on the 
Controller’s estimates for the rate period. In addition, the Refuse Rates Administrator and Recology agreed to a 5% 
reduction to Corporate Allocations in lieu of an allocation methodology adjustment, as well as a reduction in 
Professional Services costs by reducing one-time Engineering Consulting costs and tying them to one-time sources. 
These three adjustments represent a reduction in costs of $1.8 million in Rate Year 2026, $1.1 million in Rate Year 
2027, and $70k in Rate Year 2028. In addition, the Refuse Rates Administrator is recommending excluding Business 
Taxes from Operating Ratio eligibility. This effectively reduces costs by $308k in Rate Year 2026, $339k in Rate Year 
2027, and $363k in Rate Year 2028. Total administrative cost adjustments account for $2.1 million in Rate Year 2026, 
$1.5 million in Rate Year 2027, and $432k in Rate Year 2028. These reductions combined account for a 12.0% 
reduction in administrative costs 

Table 38 
 

 
*Taxes in Recology’s application did not disaggregate taxes and treats Property Taxes and Business Taxes as a single line-item. The RRA proposal 
disaggregates these costs and “Taxes” under the RRA column should be interpreted as Property Taxes only. 

Administrative Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA

  Corporate Allocations $672,219 $637,449 $692,045 $654,596 $712,546 $671,420

  Bad Debt                    $131,076 $128,693 $138,941 $136,414 $148,666 $141,189

  Office               $237,004 $236,573 $243,994 $242,937 $251,222 $249,180

  Postage                     $11,609 $11,588 $11,951 $11,899 $12,305 $12,205

  Professional Services       $3,081,805 $1,333,405 $2,462,361 $1,373,196 $1,423,324 $1,419,527

  Repairs & Maintenance $962,522 $960,776 $990,911 $986,621 $1,020,265 $1,011,977

  Security & Janitorial       $1,284,959 $1,282,628 $1,322,858 $1,317,131 $1,362,045 $1,350,981

  Taxes                       $4,811,118 $1,697,098 $5,160,489 $1,731,039 $5,434,161 $1,765,660

  Business Taxes* $3,022,161 $3,353,698 $3,590,691

  Telephone                   $348,842 $348,209 $359,131 $357,576 $369,770 $366,766

Total Administrative Costs $11,541,152 $9,658,579 $11,382,681 $10,165,107 $10,734,304 $10,579,595

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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Operating 

Operating costs include all post collections-related operating expenditures, such as truck operations, 
processing equipment, lease costs, licenses and permits, and capital funding. There are 18 expenses itemized 
in Recology’s rate application. 

Table 39 

 

In Rate Year 2024, operating costs totaled $62.8 million and Recology estimates an average annual growth 
rate of 3.7% across the four projected rates years, increasing operating costs to $72.7 million by Rate Year 
2028. 

Operating Cost Inflation Projection 

10 of the 18 expense categories are projected solely by forecasting with inflation, which include Building & 
Facility Repair, Freight, Fuel, Licenses & Permits, O/S Disposal, O/S Equipment Rental, Parts, Supplies, Tires & 
Tubes, and Utilities. These 11 categories constitute 33.8% or $23.1 million of total Operating Costs in Rate 
Year 2024. The Refuse Rates Administrator recommends using the Controller’s Office CPI projection 
methodology for projecting these 10 operating cost categories. In addition to these categories, Bridge Tolls 
are projected to increase based on toll increases. Outside Property Rental costs are subject to existing rental 
agreements. No changes are recommended to Bridge Toll costs or Outside Property Rental costs. 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Operating Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Bridge Tolls $823,509 $845,200 $913,335 $997,188 $1,084,933

Building & Facility Repair    $1,222,677 $1,360,935 $1,401,841 $1,445,479 $1,490,690

Depreciation $4,888,463 $3,396,637 $3,447,934 $3,239,311 $2,952,596

Amortization of ZWI 
Funding For Capital 
Expenditures

-$2,724,738 -$1,496,582 -$1,366,761 -$1,320,397 -$1,312,505

Freight $1,939,557 $1,990,049 $2,046,498 $2,106,859 $2,169,271

Fuel $3,617,309 $3,778,637 $3,885,821 $4,000,431 $4,118,938

I/C Processing & Disposal             $25,905,913 $26,664,995 $28,327,867 $29,316,329 $30,443,401

Lease $3,587,264 $3,955,888 $4,838,384 $5,134,504 $5,694,922

Liability Insurance         $1,997,034 $2,076,440 $2,205,790 $2,369,095 $2,555,840

Licenses & Permits        $4,836,343 $4,979,703 $5,128,363 $5,281,981 $5,440,262

O/S Disposal $1,329,621 $1,364,235 $1,402,932 $1,444,311 $1,487,096

O/S Equipment Rental $635,760 $508,536 $828,962 $818,386 $834,335

Parts                       $2,547,454 $2,613,771 $2,790,750 $2,873,061 $2,958,171

Outside Property Rental $4,711,673 $4,745,192 $4,887,542 $5,034,166 $5,185,189

Intercompany Property 
Rental

$2,174,702 $2,174,703 $2,066,334 $1,619,283 $1,619,283

Supplies                    $2,356,478 $2,417,824 $2,486,407 $2,559,742 $2,635,571

Tires & Tubes               $325,872 $334,355 $343,839 $353,981 $364,467

Utilities $2,679,209 $2,748,956 $2,826,933 $2,910,311 $2,996,525

Total Operating Costs $62,854,100 $64,459,474 $68,462,771 $70,184,021 $72,718,984
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Depreciation 

Recology’s request includes a depreciation schedule for property and equipment that depreciates on a 
straight-line basis over the estimated useful life of the asset. Replacement depreciation for post-collection 
operations reflects the acquisition and depreciation of $14.5 million in building improvements, $1.5 million in 
land improvements such as asphalt repaving and concrete replacement, and $2.3 million in leasehold 
improvements related to electrification improvements and electric vehicle charging stations. The 
methodology for validating Recology’s useful life formula within its Collection operations was applied to 
Recology San Francisco’s assets and determined that the request is reasonable. The Refuse Rates 
Administrator makes no recommended changes to depreciation costs, but further review and reconciliation 
of useful life assumptions between the application and the Audited Financial Statements needs to be 
conducted. 

Amortization of ZWI Funding for Capital Expenditures 

Prior to the 2023 Rate Order, a Zero Waste Incentive Account was created and intended to provide an 
economic incentive to Recology to increase diversion. While the diversion targets tied to the incentive 
account were not achieved, the Environment Department approved use of the account to support a portion 
of capital expenditures for equipment updated at Pier 96 and the iMRF. This line-item is included to show 
how the account offsets the Zero Waste Incentive Account’s portion of the amortized deprecation costs.  

Intercompany Disposal and Processing 

Disposal and processing make up the largest single line-item of post-collections costs representing 41% of 
Operating costs amount to $25.9 million in Rate Year 2024. These costs represent the disposal of trash with 
Recology’s Hay Road Landfill and processing of organic waste with Recology’s Blossom Valley Organics 
North. Both subsidiaries charge a tipping fee that is passed along as intercompany disposal and processing 
costs.  

Recology’s Hay Road Landfill rates are set through a contract with the City and County of San Francisco that 
is administered by the Environment Department.51 The landfill tipping fee was set through a contract 
executed in 2016 and extended last year. The contract allows the tipping fee to increase by the Consumer 
Price Index for San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, All Urban Consumers. The current rate is set at $40.19 per 
ton, which is a favorable rate when compared to a survey of 16 California jurisdictions conducted by HF&H.52 
The current average across the surveyed jurisdictions is $60.05, with a median of $49.62.53 

In Recology’s application, Recology is proposing a new rate structure for organic waste that would have 
differential rates for processed vs unprocessed organics. Processed organics produces higher quality 
compost and would be accepted at a lower rate, while unprocessed organics produces lower quality 
compost and would be accepted at a higher rate. In the current rate order, Unprocessed and Processed 
organics are accepted at the same rate. 
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Table 40 

 

In the new rate structure, unprocessed organics would see a 23.1% increase in the per ton fee, while 
processed organics would see a 20.5% decrease in the per ton fee. The weighted average of the combined 
unprocessed and processed organics represents a fee of $106.04. In comparison to the survey of 16 
California jurisdictions, the current commercial organics fee is $116.67 with a median of $119.00. In addition, 
the investments in pre-processing (see Lease section below) makes the tiered rate structure more favorable 
to ratepayers. 

The proposed brush rates see a spike in the application years. Recology contends that this is to bring brush 
rates in line with current market rates. According to the survey of 16 California jurisdictions, the residential 
organics rate, which is typically brush in other jurisdictions, averages $96.72 with a median of $82.12. 
Recology’s proposal places brush rates just below average.54  

These expenses are ineligible for operating ratio, which prevents Recology San Francisco from earning profit 
for disposal and processing costs. The Refuse Rate Administrator makes no recommended changes to 
Recology’s proposal for intercompany disposal and processing. 

Lease 

Lease costs are outlined in Recology’s rate request for computer equipment, containers, machinery auto 
equipment, and trucks and auto. In total, lease expenses amount to 6% of total cost or $3.5 million in Rate 
Year 2024 with a bulk of leases concentrated in machinery and vehicles. 

Recology outlined the acquisition of a trommel screen to support the removal of contamination in organic 
waste and reported that the trommel screen was removing a significant fraction of organics from its 
processing. Recology proposes an investment in more effective pre-processing machinery, which would 
produce cleaner feedstock and reduce the amount of organic material lost in processing. Recology would 
then sell or repurpose the trommel screen with full credit for the value of that equipment credited to the SF 
Recology Companies for the benefit of ratepayers. The sale and the removal of trommel lease costs which 
will result in savings of $29K and $79K in Rate Years 2027 and 2028 respectively. 

To address CARB ACR regulatory requirements, Recology included the acquisition of zero-emission vehicles 
between Rate Year 2026-2028 to replace aging non-zero-emissions pickup trucks, service vehicles, and light-
duty collection vehicles that would otherwise not be ACF-compliant. In a review of the fleet acquisition plan, 
the Refuse Rates Administrator adjusted the timing of transition and reduced the number of ZEVs acquired 
by the collections companies in conjunction with changes in the fleet acquisition plan for Recology San 
Francisco. The resulting impact is a rate increase of $99k in Rate Year 2026 a reduction of $139k in Rate Year 
2027, and a reduction of $71k in Rate Year 2028. 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Operating Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Commercial Organics (Unprocessed) $95.10 $97.95 $120.57 $124.41 $128.63

Food (Processed) $95.10 $97.95 $77.87 $80.59 $83.35

Brush $54.65 $56.29 $91.42 $94.33 $96.95

Sheetrock $40.15 $41.35 $42.52 $43.78 $45.07

Wood $22.00 $22.00 $22.00 $22.00 $22.00
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Liability Insurance 

Recology’s application outlines several types of liability insurance including Auto & General Liability 
insurance, Auto & General Liability Umbrella Insurance, Property Insurance, Directors & Officers Insurance, 
Crime and EPL Insurance, Pollution Insurance, Cyber Risk and Other Insurance. Costs also include 
administration costs. Projections are provided by third party brokers and actuaries, including projected 
claims costs associated with fleet operations. The same tests of reasonableness of Recology’s allocations of 
liability applied to the collections operations were applied to Recology San Francisco, and the allocation 
methodology was found reasonable.  

Intercompany Property Rental 

Intercompany property rental costs were the subject of the December 2022 Settlement Agreement.55 As part 
of the agreement, intercompany property rental costs could no longer be included in the rates once total 
rental amount had been recovered. Recology San Francisco has rental expenses across six separate Recology 
facilities. Of the six facilities, 401-409 Tunnel reached its full recovery during Rate Year 2026 and shows a 
reduced rental cost that year, and no costs for the subsequent rate years. The other costs have been 
validated through the Property AUP.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

-
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Operating Cost Adjustment Recommendation 
 
The Refuse Rates Administrator adjusted Recology’s projection to general inflationary costs to be based on the 
Controller’s estimates for the rate period. In addition, the Refuse Rates Administrator adjusted lease costs. Because of 
the cost reductions, the allocation of intercompany disposal and processing costs were also reduced. These 
adjustments represent a reduction of $60k in Rate Year 2026, $198k in Rate Year 2027, and $393k in Rate Year 2028. 
 
Table 41 
 

 
 
 

Operating Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA

Bridge Tolls $913,335 $913,335 $997,188 $997,188 $1,084,933 $1,084,933

Building & Facility Repair    $1,401,841 $1,399,501 $1,445,479 $1,439,730 $1,490,690 $1,479,582

Depreciation $3,447,934 $3,447,603 $3,239,311 $3,238,343 $2,952,596 $2,951,026

Amortization of ZWI Funding 
For Capital Expenditures

-$1,366,761 -$1,366,761 -$1,320,397 -$1,320,397 -$1,312,505 -$1,312,505

Freight $2,046,498 $2,042,785 $2,106,859 $2,097,736 $2,169,271 $2,151,648

Fuel $3,885,821 $3,878,771 $4,000,431 $3,983,110 $4,118,938 $4,085,476

I/C Processing & Disposal             $28,327,867 $28,302,360 $29,316,329 $29,234,509 $30,443,401 $30,273,850

Lease $4,838,384 $4,836,541 $5,134,504 $5,100,282 $5,694,922 $5,628,165

Liability Insurance         $2,205,790 $2,205,790 $2,369,095 $2,369,095 $2,555,840 $2,555,840

Licenses & Permits        $5,128,363 $5,127,528 $5,281,981 $5,279,930 $5,440,262 $5,436,299

O/S Disposal $1,402,932 $1,400,387 $1,444,311 $1,438,057 $1,487,096 $1,475,015

O/S Equipment Rental $828,962 $828,013 $818,386 $816,055 $834,335 $829,831

Parts                       $2,790,750 $2,785,686 $2,873,061 $2,860,621 $2,958,171 $2,934,139

Outside Property Rental $4,887,542 $4,887,535 $5,034,166 $5,034,149 $5,185,189 $5,185,157

Intercompany Property Rental $2,066,334 $2,066,334 $1,619,283 $1,619,283 $1,619,283 $1,619,283

Supplies                    $2,486,407 $2,481,896 $2,559,742 $2,548,659 $2,635,571 $2,614,159

Tires & Tubes               $343,839 $343,215 $353,981 $352,448 $364,467 $361,506

Utilities $2,826,933 $2,821,803 $2,910,311 $2,897,710 $2,996,525 $2,972,181

Total Operating Costs $68,462,771 $68,402,323 $70,184,021 $69,986,506 $72,718,984 $72,325,586

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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Other Costs 

Other costs include expenses outside of personnel, administrative, and operating costs. Other Costs include 
two line-items, Contract Services, and Other. The Other line-item includes costs for shoes and uniforms, bank 
service charges, and community outreach to promote Zero Waste initiatives and recycling and organics 
programs. 

Table 42 

 

Other Costs are expected to increase by the general inflation factor. The Refuse Rates Administrator 
recommends using the Controller’s Office CPI projection methodology for projecting these two 
administrative cost categories. 

 

 

 

 

 

Actuals Projection Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Other Costs RY 2024 RY 2025 RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Contract Services $133,080 $136,544 $140,418 $144,559 $148,842

Other $747,663 $767,127 $788,887 $812,155 $836,213

Total Other Costs $880,743 $903,671 $929,305 $956,714 $985,055

Other Cost Adjustments Recommendations 
 
The Refuse Rates Administrator recommends Other Costs to be adjusted by Controller’s Office inflation factor. This 
results in a reduction in Other Costs of $2k in Rate Year 2026, $4k in Rate Year 2027, and $8k in Rate Year 2028. 
 
Table 43 
 

 
 

Other Costs Recology RRA Recology RRA Recology RRA

Contract Services $140,418 $140,163 $144,559 $143,933 $148,842 $147,632

Other $788,887 $787,456 $812,155 $808,638 $836,213 $829,420

Total Other Costs $929,305 $927,618 $956,714 $952,571 $985,055 $977,052

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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Program Enhancements 

Recology San Francisco requested program enhancements as part of its rate application, which represent 
new or enhanced programs and services. Program enhancements for Recology San Francisco were included 
at the request of the Environment Department to support its Waste Zero goals. 

Table 44 

 

Both enhancements service the Public Disposal and Recycling Area, which currently is supported by 35 FTE 
and $13.1 million.56 These enhancements would add 2 new FTE and increase PDRA total cost by 3.8%. 

Mattress Recycling57 

As part of a state sponsored Mattress Recycling Program, Recology collects mattresses from residents, hotels, 
public reuse and recycling area drop-offs, and designated collection trucks. Collected mattresses are loaded 
onto trailers located at the Tunnel Avenue facility and transported to a local company that specializes in 
mattress recycling. Up to four (4) mattresses or box springs per visit can be recycled at no charge to 
customers. Recology requests 1 full-time exempt employee to facilitate this program, including overhead 
costs. This service is anticipated to divert 375 tons per year from landfill while reducing illegal dumping of 
mattresses in the City. This program would be supported by 1 new FTE at a cost of $174k in Rate Year 2026, 
$261k in Rate Year 2027, and $304k in Rate Year 2028. 

Wood Recycling 

Recology collects dimensional lumber and pallets for reuse and recycling at its Tunnel Avenue facility from 
San Francisco residents and businesses. Reusable lumber and wood are identified and salvaged for either 
mulch or recycled use by consumers. This program is expected to divert 190 tons per year from landfill. This 
program would be supported by 1 new FTE at a cost of $243k in Rate Year 2026, $259k in Rate Year 2027, 
and $272k in Rate Year 2028. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rate Application Rate Application Rate Application

Program Enahncements Requested FTE RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Mattress Recycling 1 $174,441 $261,652 $304,661

Wood Recycling 1 $243,364 $259,372 $272,142

Total 2 $417,805 $521,025 $576,803
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Account Adjustments 
 

There are five accounts that impact refuse rates that were created for varying purposes. This includes the 
Solid Waste Impound Account that supports City services related to refuse collections, two balancing 
accounts created through the 2023 Rate Order, a prior settlement agreement, a programmatic reserve to 
support collections services, and the Zero Waste Capital Reserve intended to mitigate long-term capital 
costs. Each section below describes the impound account and the impacts on rates. Positive values in the 
tables represent an increase to rates, while negative values represent a decrease to rates.  

SOLID WASTE IMPOUND ACCOUNT58 
The impound account provides funding for San Francisco Environment and the Department of Public Works 
to support programs that include the City’s Zero Waste goals, the City’s toxics reduction program, and the 
City litter patrol and street sweeping programs. All impound account funding requests were made by City 
departments to be included in Recology’s application. 

Table 45 

 

The City’s combined funding request amounts to $29.0 million in RY 2026, $29.9 million in RY 2027, and 
$31.4 million in RY 2028. The requested increases amount to nearly $4.5 million in additional funding for 
Rate Year 2026 compared to the prior rate order. This includes approximately $3.0 million in new funding for 
the Environment Department, cost of business adjustments for Public Works amount to $500k, and the 
addition of the Office of Refuse Rates Administration at $1.1 million, which was previously supported 
through fund balance. 

Department of Public Works 

Public Works’s Impound Account request did not include any new funding except to account for cost of 
business increases. Impound funded work conducted by Public Works includes mechanics street sweeping, 
litter patrol, Outreach and Enforcement (OnE) Team, and refuse can maintenance, cleaning, and 
administration. 

 

 

 

 

Rate Year 2025

Impound Account Current Department RRA Department RRA Department RRA

Environment Department $12,559,453 $15,915,712 $13,064,701 $16,385,226 $13,450,109 $16,870,228 $13,848,233

Public Works $12,124,835 $12,509,982 $12,509,982 $12,840,416 $12,840,416 $13,220,492 $13,220,492

Refuse Rates Administrator $0 $1,050,000 $950,000 $1,200,000 $1,150,000 $1,800,000 $1,725,000

Total $24,684,288 $29,475,694 $26,524,683 $30,425,641 $27,440,525 $31,890,720 $28,793,725

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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Table 46 

 

Mechanical street sweeping supports removal of leaves and litter from the curb lane while litter patrol serves 
neighborhood trash pickup in the public right of way. These two services are supported by 29 FTE and 
include general laborers and truck drivers.  

The OnE Team is responsible for educating merchants, property owners and residents of their rights and 
responsibilities regarding street and sidewalk cleanliness as well as enforcing City codes to ensure sanitation 
standards are met. The OnE Team is supported by 10 full-time employees. 

Lastly, refuse can services refers to public trash can service and the costs support monthly trash can steam 
cleaning, service and maintenance of existing trash cans in the public right of way, and a trash can manager. 
Trash can maintenance and cleaning are contracted out and the trash can manager represents 1 FTE related 
to these costs. 

The Office of Refuse Rates Administration makes no adjustments to Public Works’s proposal. The 
Department only provided a proposal for two rate years. The Refuse Rates Administrator adjusted Rate Year 
2027 for cost of doing business and the Department has agreed to this amount. 

Office of Refuse Rates Administration 

The Office of Refuse Rates Administration conducts work related to rate monitoring and rate-setting. In 
addition, the Refuse Rates Administrator serves as the Refuse Rate Board secretary and supports the Refuse 
Rates Board by making recommendations, conducting analyses and research on behalf of the Board, and 
facilitating hearings. In addition, the work of The Office requires public engagement, which includes outreach 
and facilitating ratepayer input. In Recology’s application, The Office requested $1.1 million in Rate Year 
2026, and $1.2 million in Rate Year 2027, and $1.8 million in Rate Year 2028. 

Table 47 

 

 

Rate Year 2025 Rate Year 2028
Impound Account Current Department RRA Department RRA RRA
Mechanical Street 
Sweeping

$4,963,016 $2,528,474 $2,528,474 $2,528,474 $2,528,474 $2,603,317

Litter Patrol $4,951,889 $5,125,205 $5,125,205 $5,304,587 $5,304,587 $5,461,603
OnE Team $2,768,395 $2,865,289 $2,865,289 $2,965,574 $2,965,574 $3,053,355
Refuse Can Related $1,941,535 $1,991,014 $1,991,014 $2,041,781 $2,041,781 $2,102,218
Total $12,124,835 $12,509,982 $12,509,982 $12,840,416 $12,840,416 $13,220,492

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027

Rate Year 2025

Impound Account Current Department RRA Department RRA Department RRA

Rate Administration Staff $531,442 $723,532 $723,532 $749,990 $749,990 $775,856 $775,856

Rate Monitoring $181,582 $129,768 $129,768 $253,210 $193,210 $139,144 $164,144

Rate-Setting $573,186 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $250,000

Hearing and Public 
Engagement

$362,813 $101,700 $1,700 $101,800 $111,800 $540,000 $440,000

Other Costs $73,774 $95,000 $95,000 $95,000 $95,000 $95,000 $95,000

Total $1,722,797 $1,050,000 $950,000 $1,200,000 $1,150,000 $1,800,000 $1,725,000

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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The Office is currently supported by two FTE, a Refuse Rates Administrator and a Principal Refuse Rates 
Analyst. The Office is requesting one FTE to hire an entry-level Refuse Rates Analyst. The addition of this new 
FTE would allow The Office to reduce its consulting costs that would offset the new FTE and reduce rates 
overall. The impact of the additional FTE plus consulting cost reductions would result in net savings of $331k 
across the three rate years.  

The Office’s rate monitoring work is performed mainly by staff through analyses, report reviews, site visits, 
and regular meetings with Recology staff. However, the rate monitoring costs in Table 52 consist mainly of 
consulting services related to jurisdiction comparisons, engineering estimates, and other specialized 
analytical or auditing work. In comparison to the original request, The Office anticipates a reduction in 
consulting needs of around $52k in Rate Year 2026. For Rate Year 2027, The Office initially requested $120k, 
but is reducing this amount by $60k and shifting $25k of the cost to Rate Year 2028 to account for timing of 
Engineering estimate review needs. 

The Office’s rate-setting work is performed mainly by staff. Rate-setting costs in Table 47 consist mainly of 
consulting services related to specialized analytical and auditing work and support around capital planning. 
Rate-setting happens every two to five years and costs are typically incurred in the last year of a rate cycle. 
With the addition of a Refuse Rates Analyst, The Office anticipates a 56% reduction in rate-setting costs 
during the next process anticipated in Rate Year 2028.  

The Office facilitates public hearings and conducts public outreach and engagement to solicit ratepayer 
feedback. These costs include hearing needs such as SFGovTV support and hearing room costs. Outreach 
efforts include the required Proposition 218 mailer, which is received by all residential property owners, 
required newspaper noticing, focus groups, and an anticipated customer satisfaction survey that the Refuse 
Rates Administrator intends to conduct in Rate Year 2027. Most Hearing and Public Engagement costs occur 
during rate-setting years. The Office is requesting $100k in Rate Year 2027 to conduct a customer satisfaction 
survey. 

Lastly, The Office incurs Other Costs, which are overhead costs related to Controller’s Office’s allocated costs. 
In Rate Year 2025, the Controller’s Office reduced their overhead allocation to the Office and absorbed those 
costs in other divisions. The Office’s request includes a full anticipated cost of overhead. 

Environment Department 

At the time that the Refuse Rates Administrator’s rate adjustments were set for Proposition 218 noticing, the 
Environment Department’s request for additional funding did not include sufficient detail for the Office of 
Refuse Rates Administration to conduct a review. The proposal was received as presentations in the Refuse 
Rates Administrator’s Hearing and Refuse Rate Board Hearing, which included top-line estimated cost as 
identified in Table 45 accompanied with narrative summary of Environment’s major program areas.59 60  In 
absence of the necessary information to conduct a review, the Refuse Rates Administrator could not justify a 
rate increase for the full requested costs and instead estimated an appropriate budget detailed in Tables 48 
and 49. Since the issuance of the Proposition 218 mailer, the Environment Department provided a revised 
request with the level of detail needed for review. These requests are currently being reviewed by The Office 
and any adjustments agreed upon by the Department and the Mayor’s Budget Office will be presented to 
the Refuse Rate Board for their consideration in the final Rate Order. 

 

--
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Table 4861 

 

Table 48 represents estimated program costs by The Office of Refuse Rates Administration based on past 
information. The Environment Department provides services through four program areas.  

The Zero Waste team implements the San Francisco Zero Waste commitments to reduce generation by 15% 
and reduce landfill by 50% by 2030 with 2015 as a base year. In addition, the staff work to implement the 
City’s Environment codes, which include the Food Service and Packaging and Waste Reduction Ordinance, 
Plastic Bag Reduction Ordinance, Mandatory recycling and Composting. The Zero Waste team is also 
responsible for the local implementation of State law SB 1383, which regulated Short-Live Climate Pollutants 
to require comprehensive organics recovery including large food generators to prevent and donate their 
food, and to reach our compost procurement goals. 

The Toxics Reduction Program implements policies, programs, and projects that advance toxics reduction, 
safer alternatives to toxic products or chemicals, producer responsibility, and/or proper disposal of hazardous 
waste. This program administers a wide range of hazardous waste collection services for spent or leftover 
toxic household products including medicine, sharps, batteries, paint, pesticides, computers, and mercury-
containing products This team also administers programs to reduce the amount of toxic materials used while 
promoting the adoption of safer alternatives. 

Climate Action program broadly monitors and implements the City’s Climate Action Plan. The Climate team 
works collaboratively with other Environment Department program areas, City departments, community-
based organizations, professional associations, city residents, and other stakeholders to aggressively reduce 
carbon emissions while developing and implementing policies and practices to protect residents, businesses , 
and visitors from the harmful impacts of climate change. The team is responsible for measuring, monitoring, 
and communicating progress on the City’s carbon targets through annual emissions inventories, developing 
and monitoring the implementation and results of the City’s Climate Action Plan, and for providing 
interdisciplinary expertise, resources, policy analyses and thought leadership on climate action. 

Community Engagement and Policy & Public Affairs includes programs that support the goals of the Zero 
waste, Toxics Reduction, and Climate programs. The team creates culturally relevant accessible content to 
foster public awareness and participation in the City’s environmental initiatives. They provide direct outreach 
through event staffing, door-to-door outreach, technical trainings, and community presentations, Examples 
of activities related to refuse include the Reuse Campaign, Food Waste Reduction Campaign, People in Life 
Transitions Campaign, which helps reduce toxins in homes by encouraging the use of the House Hazardous 
Waste Program. 

 

Rate Year 2025
Impound Account Current Department RRA Department RRA Department RRA
Zero Waste $3,036,326 $3,845,783 $3,959,234 $4,076,427
Community Engagement 
and Policy & Public Affairs

$3,493,374 $3,017,919 $3,106,948 $3,198,913

Toxics $1,797,001 $1,848,035 $1,902,553 $1,958,868
Climate Action $599,280 $616,300 $634,481 $653,261
Administration and 
Overhead

$3,633,473 $3,736,663 $3,846,895 $3,960,763

Total $12,559,453 $15,915,712 $13,064,701 $16,385,226 $13,450,109 $16,870,228 $13,848,233

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028
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The Environment’s Department’s proposal included seven requests that would increase rate funding. These 
programs as described in their presentations include: 

Deconstruction: Generates a supply of building materials that can be diverted to reuse outcomes rather 
than recycling, downcycling, and landfilling. 

Repair and Reuse: Right to Repair Act requires manufacturers of electronic and/or appliance products to 
provide documentation, parts, and tools to owners, service and repair facilities, and service dealers so they 
can diagnose, maintain, or repair the product. 

Circular Economy: Advancing practices where goods that are purchased and consumed by ratepayers are 
kept in circulation longer. Efforts will reduce embodied carbon, enhance resource efficiency, and promote 
sustainable production and consumption. 

Toxics Reduction: Address both upstream, by encouraging the use of safer alternatives instead of hazardous 
chemicals, and downstream, by helping ensure hazardous products are handled safely at the end of their 
lifecycle. 

Comprehensive Campaigns to Change Behavior and Inform: Multilingual community engagement 
marketing and impact evaluation leveraging Green Business Network Grants to non-profit organizations 
Incentives programs. 

Enforcement: Increase local and state compliance for mandatory source separation and edible food. 

Landfill contracting: The City’s landfill contracting function is now integrated into Environment’s ongoing 
budget. 

Review of new requests require line-item details allow The Office to understand rate impacts, personnel 
changes, cost-effectiveness, and goal alignment. In addition, new requests require City Attorney review for 
nexus. Lastly, because the impound account is subject to the City’s budget process, The Office needs to 
coordinate around the budget request with the Mayor’s Budget Office. The Office is currently reviewing the 
revised proposal, which includes the necessary detail. This proposal however, is based on the best 
information available at the time. Table 49 details the adjustments made by the Refuse Rates Administrator 
to the Environment Department’s current budget. 

Table 4962 

Adjustments Rate Year 2026

Rate Year 2025 Base Year $12,559,453

Landfill Contract $368,966

Reuse Policy Compliance $154,260

Trash Processing Pilot $200,000

Inflationary Adjustment $356,688

One-Time Projects -$574,667

Total $13,064,701  

The Refuse Rates Administrator reviewed the Environment Department’s current year budget and noted that 
Landfill Disposal Agreement and Reuse Policy Compliance work were currently funded through fund balance. 
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These work streams were previously approved by the Rate Board to be conducted by Environment. The 
Landfill Disposal Agreement work is particularly vital to refuse services and the Refuse Rates Administrator 
determined that both these work streams should be carried by the rates. In addition, the Refuse Rates 
Administrator adjusted the current budget to address inflation.  

The Refuse Rates Administrator is also recommending $200k per year for Rate Years 2026 and 2027 be 
included to support Environment Department’s efforts in testing efficacy of trash processing. Lastly, at the 
request of the Refuse Rates Administrator, Environment identified three one-time projects that could be 
removed from the rates and supported through one-time fund balance sources. These one-time project 
costs amount to $574k per year. The combined changes amount result in a net $505k increase to rates in 
Rate Year 2026. The Refuse Rates Administrator then applied a general cost of business adjustments for Rate 
Years 2027 and 2028. 

Fund Balance 

Unused funds from the Impound Account are tracked as fund balance. Over time, Public Works generated 
$15 million in balance and has requested this balance be used for the purchase of 3,000 new public trash 
cans. 

Table 50 

Program ($ millions) Trash Cans Procurement Installation Total

Year 1 (Rate Year 2026) 500 $1.25 $1.00 $2.25

Year 2 (Rate Year 2027) 1,000 $2.50 $2.00 $4.50

Year 3 (Rate Year 2028) 1,500 $3.75 $3.00 $6.75

Year 4 to 9 (Rate Years 2029-2033) 0 $1.50 $0.00 $1.50

Total 3,000 $9.00 $6.00 $15.00  

The schedule lays out trash can purchases across the three application years. Beyond the rate cycle, Public 
Works is reserving $1.5 million over five years for trash can maintenance costs. The Refuse Rates 
Administrator and Public Works have agreed to reducing the use of fund balance for trash cans to $13.5 
million and reserving the $1.5 million originally intended for future maintenance to support reduction in 
rates.  

The Environment Department has also generated surplus that has fallen into fund balance. Some of this fund 
balance was used in the prior rate order to support the Office of Refuse Rates Administration as well as work 
related to the Landfill Contract Agreement, a trash processing pilot, a seismic study of Pier 96, and a waste 
characterization study. 

The remaining balance as of the beginning of the City’s Fiscal Year 2025 is $4.8 million. This amount, 
combined with the trash can procurement reduction of $1.5 million, puts the fund balance at $6.3 million. 
The Refuse Rates Administrator is proposing for this amount to be tied to certain one-time costs to help 
reduce rates. 
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Table 51 

 

The Environment Department identified three one-time costs that could be supported through fund balance. 
This includes marketing campaigns related to Healthy Nail Salon, Green Business, and Healthy Homes, 
education effort to support a portion of the Climate Action Plan update, and community engagement for 
outreach and education activities including community ambassadors, youth engagement, and neighborhood 
activations. This amounts to $575k reduction in rates for each rate year. 

Recology identified their environmental review for site optimization efforts that include shop consolidation 
and fleet electrification transition. This amounts to a $1.9 million reduction in rates in Rate Year 2026 and 
$1.2 million reduction in Rate Year 2027. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator’s funding in the current year is through the fund balance. As the funding for 
The Office transitions to the rates, there will be a one quarter difference between the City’s fiscal year and the 
rate year. The Refuse Rates Administrator will use approximately $237k in fund balance to support its work 
during this one quarter gap. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One-Time Projects RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Environment Marketing Campaigns $316,667 $316,667 $316,667

Environment Education $58,000 $58,000 $58,000

Environment Community Engagement $200,000 $200,000 $200,000

Recology Environmental Review $1,920,440 $1,194,725 $0

Refuse Rates Administrator Timing True-Up $237,500 $0 $0

Total $2,732,607 $1,769,392 $574,667
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BALANCING ACCOUNTS 
Balancing Account-December 2022 Settlement 

The December 2022 Settlement Agreement established a $25 million balancing account pursuant to the 
2023 Rate Order. Any balance remaining after Rate Year 2023 will be spread evenly to offset rate increases 
between Rate Year 2025 and Rate Year 2029. The remaining balance amounted to $1.4 million, which would 
be amortized over 5 years at $285k per year.  This would effectively lower rates by $284k per year. 

Table 52 

 

Balancing Account-2023 Rate Order 

The 2023 Rate Order established a balancing account that would adjust by 50% of above- or below-target 
profit earned or losses incurred based on the 91% Operating Ratio for Rate Years 2024 and 2025. Any 
balance, positive or negative could be used to adjust rates in subsequent years, and balance can be spread 
across multiple years, no more than five years. 

By the end of Rate Year 2025, the balancing account is projected to have a -$12.5 million balance. Recology’s 
proposal includes the use of this balance to increase rates by $3.4 million in Rate Year 2026 and then spread 
the remainder evenly across the next four years at $2.6 million per year. The Refuse Rates Administrator’s 
proposal includes no use of the balancing account in Rate Year 2026 and spreading the remainder evenly 
across the subsequent four years at $3.1 million per year. This would in effect increase rates in Rate Years 
2027 and 2028 by $3.1 million. 

Table 53 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Balancing Account: Dec 2022 
Settlement Amortization

RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Recology -$284,868 -$284,868 -$284,868

Refuse Rate Administrator -$284,868 -$284,868 -$284,868

Balancing Account: 2023 Rate 
Order Amortization

RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Recology $3,366,696 $2,591,398 $2,591,398

Refuse Rate Administrator $0 $3,131,697 $3,131,697
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PROGRAMMATIC RESERVE 
The Programmatic Reserve funds services requested by the City or Recology beyond services outline in the 
Rate Order. Approximately $2.5 million in funding was not used in the previous rate cycle and Recology’s 
proposal eliminates this reserve to lower rates by 0.7% in Rate Year 2026. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator recommends funding a Programmatic Reserve account at lower levels to 
support ad hoc services and projects subject to Refuse Rate Administrator approval. The Refuse Rate 
Administrator proposes total funding at $150,000 to be allocated at $50,000 every Rate Year. 

Table 54 

 

 

ZERO WASTE CAPITAL RESERVE 
The Zero Waste Capital Reserve Fund was created in the 2023 Rate Order to mitigate long-term capital costs. 
The 2023 Rate Order funded the Reserve at 1% of regulated collections revenue in Rate Year 2024, which 
amounted to approximately $3.9 million. Recology proposal includes additional funding in this rate order 
equal to 1.75% net revenue for both Rate Years 2027 and 2028, which projects to add nearly $9.0 million and 
$11.4 million in each year respectively.  

Table 55 

 

The Refuse Rates Administrator adjusted the funding levels for this reserve to support rate reduction. In Rate 
Year 2026, the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal uses the full amount of the existing balance to reduce 
rates by nearly $4.0 million in Rate Year 2026. In Rate Year 2027, the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal 
includes funding to the Capital Reserve at 1% of regulated revenue, which is projected to increase the fund 
by $5.7 million. In Rate Year 2028, the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal includes funding to the Capital 
Reserve at 1.75% of regulated revenue, which will add an additional $10.7 million. The Capital Reserve is 
expected to total $16.3 million at the end of the rate cycle. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator is anticipating several future capital projects. That would total between 
$475.1 million to $698.0 million.63 As capital projects, these costs would be amortized over time. However, 
given the magnitude of the potential costs, the amortized costs can still create significant rate spikes. Table 
56 shows six potential capital projects and their estimated costs. Shop Consolidation and Zero Emission 
Vehicle Infrastructure are capital projects anticipated to begin in Rate Year 2029. Zero Emission Vehicle Fleet 
timing is uncertain. Pier 96 MRF relocation, trash processing facility, and landfill closure are all contingent on 
various factors. 

Programmatic Reserve RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Recology -$2,521,487 $0 $0

Refuse Rate Administrator -$2,294,553 $50,000 $50,000

Zero Waste Capital Reserve RY 2026 RY 2027 RY 2028

Recology $0 $8,995,532 $11,412,171

Refuse Rate Administrator -$3,985,193 $5,653,670 $10,690,016
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Table 56 

Long-Term Capital Investments ($ Millions) Recology Estimates HF&H Estimates

Shop Consolidation $37.40 $30.0-$40.0

Zero Emission Vehicle Infrastructure $13.50 $10.0-$15.0

Zero Emission Vehicle Fleet $360-$440 $360.0-$440.0

Pier 96 MRF Relocation $103.30 $40.0-$103.0

Trash Processing Facility $35.10 $35.0-$100.0

Landfill Closure TBD TBD

Total $475.1-$698.0  

Shop Consolidation, Zero Emission Vehicle Infrastructure, and Landfill Closure 

The current proposed rate order includes a site optimization study to support plans for Shop Consolidation 
and Zero Emission Vehicle Infrastructure projected for the Rate Year 2029 rate cycle. HF&H determined that 
certain facilities are functional but past their planned life, and many buildings on the site may have structural 
or seismic issues. In addition, significant construction will be needed to install chargers and reconfigure 
vehicle parking in anticipation of ZEV fleet transition. 

Shop consolidation would constitute the consolidation of Recology’s three repair shops into one location 
and to modernize facilities. The consolidation would allow reconfiguration of the site to support ZEV 
infrastructure. HF&H recommends moving forward with both projects. 

Landfill closure costs will be determined by the site optimization study. Parts of Recology’s Transfer Station 
property is located on a landfill. Depending on site reconfiguration, some portions of the property will 
require proper closure for development. 

Zero Emission Vehicle Fleet 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) imposed The Advanced Clean Fleets (ACF) regulation aimed at 
accelerating the adoption of zero-emission vehicles in medium and heavy-duty fleets. The regulation would 
require waste haulers to transition to a fully zero emissions fleet by 2042 over a set schedule. At the request 
of the Refuse Rates Administrator, HF&H drafted a compliance plan that that would minimize cost of 
compliance. Recology has proposed a similar schedule and the estimated costs are aligned. 

In January of 2025, CARB rescinded a waiver with the Environmental Protection Agency that would allow 
enforcement of this regulation on private fleets. This action was taken in anticipation of the current Federal 
administration likely rejecting or revoking waivers for CARB’s emission standards, including ACF. The 
immediate consequence is that Recology is currently not required to comply with the regulation. However, 
the medium and long-term impacts are uncertain and the conventional wisdom is that this action only 
delays the implementation of the regulation on private fleets.  

Pier 96 MRF Relocation and Trash Processing Facility 

Pier 96 MRF Relocation and Trash Processing Facility assume approval for building new facilities. The San 
Francisco Port asked Recology to conduct a seismic study of Pier 96, and depending on the results of this 
study, Recology and the City will have to weigh the alternatives for site repair, facilities relocation, and finding 
an alternative for recyclables processing. The estimates in Table 56 give a range for cost for site relocation. If 



63 | Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 
 

 
 

Pier 96 is not a long-term solution for recyclables processing, then the Refuse Rates Administrator would 
recommend conducting a procurement process to allow the City to weigh the alternatives of facilities 
relocation and contracting with another facility. 

The Environment Department will be conducting additional analysis on trash processing. Table 56 gives a 
range of costs for building a trash processing facility at Tunnel Avenue. If it is determined that the City wants 
to invest in trash processing, then the Refuse Rates Administrator would recommend conducting a 
procurement process to allow the City to weigh the alternatives of building a new facility or contracting with 
another facility. 

Capital Reserve Impact 

Amortization of capital costs allows us to spread large costs over time. HF&H ran various amortization 
scenarios assuming all capital projects were approved at their average estimated cost, that implementation 
would begin in Rate Year 2029, and the ZEV costs represent the net incremental cost for replacement. 

Chart 3 

 

Chart 3 shows how much higher rates would be in a given year with all five capital projects being funded. For 
example, in Rate Year 2036, the combined amortized costs of all projects will have increased rates by 4.36% 
over a baseline of funding no capital projects.  

Rate changes only happen when incremental amortized costs change. For example, amortized costs for Shop 
Consolidation amount to $1.8 million per year beginning in Rate Year 2029. This would be an effective 0.37% 
rate increase in Rate Year 2029, but once that cost is built into the rates, there will be no rate change related 
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to Shop Consolidation until the end of the amortization period when the rates will adjust back down . The 
Capital Reserve is intended to help mitigate those initial rate shocks when new capital projects come on line. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator conducted two scenarios to illustrate strategic use of the Zero Waste Capital 
Reserve. In Chart 4, the light blue line shows the rate change for incremental amortized cost changes without 
any cost mitigation from the Capital Reserve. This shows that without any capital cost mitigation, amortized 
capital costs will increase rates by 2.2% in Rate Year 2029 and 3.3% in Rate Year 2036.  

Chart 4 

 

The yellow and dark blue lines show scenarios where the Capital Reserve can be used to smooth rates. The 
dark blue line shows strategic use of the Capital Reserve with no new funding in future rate years. In this 
scenario, the reserve used to offset rates in Rate Years 2029 and Rate Year 2036 and keeping rates at or 
below 1.5%. The yellow line shows a similar scenario, but replenishing the fund by 0.5% of revenue in years 
where there are no incremental rate increases due to capital costs. This allows us to keep rates below 1.25% 
in any given year. 
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Other Recommendations 

RATE ADMINISTRATION 
The Office of Refuse Rates Administration employed several tools to maintain oversight over Recology’s 
operations and to monitor operational and financial performance in its first year of rate monitoring. The 
main tool include the various reports Recology is required to submit per the 2023 Rate Order. In addition, 
The Office conducts site visits, ride-alongs, makes information requests, and facilitates regular meetings with 
Recology staff.  The Office’s work has resulted in significant corrections to the rates. However, discovery, 
evaluation, and decision-making are still conducted on a situational basis. The Refuse Rates Administrator is 
proposing three new mechanisms to create a more sustainable rate monitoring and rate-setting processes. 
These new mechanisms include service level agreements, cost controls, and a balancing account. 

Service Level Agreements64 

Clear documentation of Recology’s services is essential to the City’s ability to hold Recology accountable to 
agreed upon services, evaluate performance, and validate impacts to refuse rates when changes to programs 
or service are proposed. 

The Refuse Rates Administrator is issuing a proposed rate order that will document all services that Recology 
is required to perform that will be funded through the collections rates. Twenty-six service level agreements 
were drafted. The 16 service level agreements described in this report were drafted in collaboration with 
Recology, the Environment Department, and the Department of Public Works. 

Core Services: Details Recology’s obligations for core residential collections services for single-family homes 
and apartments and core processing. The agreements stipulate the hours of collection, container 
characteristics, frequency of service, service locations, acceptable and prohibited materials, missed collection 
procedures, and extra service and contamination charges.  

Abandoned Materials Collection: Details proactive and responsive sweeps for refuse left in the public right of 
way. Proactive sweeps of abandoned materials include a Bayview sweep zone, downtown sweep zone, new 
afternoon sweeps, and proactive abandoned cardboard collection. In addition, Recology will respond to 
notices in the City’s 311 reporting system within four (4) hours of receiving notice and to provide additional 
Public Works-directed sweeps on an as-needed basis to meet dynamic needs of the City. 

Bulky-Item Collection: Details appointment-based collection of household furnishings and other items which 
don’t fit in the regular carts, reducing illegal dumping. Outlines quantity and volume of items that can be 
collected in a single collection event, the service frequency, location, acceptable and prohibited materials, 
additional services, request methods, and requirements around reuse, recycling, and hazardous waste. 

Compost Giveaway: Describes an annual citywide event for the distribution of compost which is derived from 
San Francisco’s organics collection program. This compost will be distributed on behalf of the City and 
County of San Francisco to benefit its residents. The SF Recology Companies will promote, manage, staff, and 
operate a Compost Giveaway event for SF residential customers once per year.  

Facilities Operations: Describes the maintenance and post-collection operation of the Tunnel Avenue and Pier 
96 Recycle Central facilities. Services include receipt of collected material, solid waste transfer and transport, 
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recycling and organics processing, and recovered material transfer and transport. Details general facility 
operations and functions. 

Household Hazardous Waste: Describes the required programs for handling and disposal of hazardous waste 
and is aligned with the most recent revision to the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program 
Agreement and the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Facility Operation Plan. 

Public Disposal and Recycling Area: Describes the operations of a facility for public refuse drop-off. 

Public Receptacles Collection: Outlines Recology’s obligations to proactively and responsively collect public 
receptacle trash cans located throughout San Francisco’s right of way as part of Recology’s regular collection 
route services and with an additional twelve dedicated trucks assigned to public receptacle-specific routes. 
The agreement also defines response times, numbers, and measurement periods.  

Self-Haul: Outlines Recology’s obligations to accept and document City-delivered non-hazardous material 
collected from San Francisco’s right of way.  

Sustainability Education: Outlines Recology’s educational programs related to reuse, recycling, and 
composting. These initiatives educate school children and adults on recycling, material reuse, resource 
conservation, and consumption reduction, supporting San Francisco's zero waste and diversion goals.  

Holiday Tree Collection: Holiday Tree Collection occurs for two consecutive weeks in January beginning the 
first regular workday following the New Year’s Day holiday.  

Waste Zero: Outlines Recology’s initiatives to educate customers on the importance of increasing diversion 
from landfills, available collection programs, and proper sorting techniques. Services include citywide 
outreach including a welcome letter to all new accounts, tabling at public events, social media, an email and 
web-based quarterly newsletter, direct mail information on proper sorting, and contamination outreach to 
assist ratepayers in correcting ongoing contamination. 

Weekend Cleanup: Outlines Recology’s commitment to conduct once-yearly local opportunities for residents 
to drop off items too big to fit in the regular collection bins in eleven locations across San Francisco. The 
agreements detail the number of events, rules around dates and times, eligible participants, accepted and 
prohibited materials, public notification, and outreach. 

Reporting: The Refuse Rate Board requires that Recology produce regular reports during this rate cycle and 
deliver them to the Refuse Rates Administrator and/or other City departments as designated. Reporting 
requirements include rate reports, baseline operating metrics, audited financial statements, household 
hazardous waste reporting, customer communication records, landfill tonnage, etc.  

Billing: Outlines Recology’s responsibility to collect billings, with the exception of the City’s lien process 
administered through the Department of Public Health.  

Customer Service: Outlines Recology’s responsibility to communicate and respond to customer 
communications in accordance with the City’s standards. This includes City accessibility standards and 
ordinances, availability via telephone, email, website, and in-person on public-serving Recology-operated 
premises.  
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Cost Controls 

The Office of Refuse Rates Administration currently conducts review of all Recology’s operational and 
financial reporting. However, discovery of variances or audit findings from these reviews are evaluated on a 
situational basis. In addition, while current reporting requirements allow for identification of issues, 
evaluation requires additional information requests from Recology, which can delay resolution of any audit 
findings. The Refuse Rates Administrator is proposing financial and operational mechanisms to improve 
review and analyses of Recology’s performance. These mechanisms will allow the Refuse Rates Administrator 
to determine if certain costs over projection are reasonable. These procedures include two components: 
Financial and Operational Performance Analysis, Eligible Cost Rules. 

Financial and Operational Performance Analysis 

Currently, the level of operational detail does not provide enough information on inputs that have a direct 
impact on costs or productivity measures that provide insight into efficiency. The Refuse Rates Administrator 
proposal includes Baseline Operating Metrics, a Variance Report, and Eligible Cost Rules to address these 
reporting issues and to provide guidelines on assessment. 

Baseline Operating Metrics: The Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal includes a set of Baseline Operating 
Metrics that cover routes, lifts, hauls, personnel, productivity statistics, vehicles, and reports out on 
operational changes to improve The Office’s ability to conduct performance analyses. These metrics will 
allow The Office to tie financial variances to operational variances to determine appropriateness of cost 
changes. 

Variance Report: The Office already conducts a variance analysis. However, to create greater transparency, 
the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal includes a variance report highlighting all line-item revenue-
adjusted cost variances from projected costs of greater than 5% and greater than $500,000, negative or 
positive. This reporting will be used as part of the eligible cost determination outlined under eligible cost 
rules.  

Eligible Cost Rules: The Refuse Rates Administrator proposal includes a set of rules to help determine 
eligibility for Recology to recover costs through the balancing account.  

• 5% and $500k Variance Threshold: Any actual revenue-adjusted costs greater than 5% and $500k 
over projected costs will fall to review to the Refuse Rates Administrator who will make a 
determination on the reasonableness of the cost variance based on Baseline Operating Metrics and 
other factors and determine if costs are eligible for recovery through the balancing account. 

• Calculation Error: Any variances due to calculation error where the underlying data was not disclosed 
to the Refuse Rates Administrator are not eligible for recovery. For example, the error discovered in 
Rate Year 2024 was related to lease costs being calculated based on depreciable life instead of lease 
life. The Refuse Rates Administrator would not have been able to identify this error with the 
information provided. Under these rules, costs from this error would not be eligible for recovery.  

• Bad Debt: The Department of Public Health is tasked with adjudicating delinquent bill issued to 
Residential and Apartment customers. If the Department of Public Health rejects a complaint, then 
the costs due to the complaint are not eligible for cost recovery. 

• Capital Expenditure Management: The rate proposal includes a capital cost recovery schedule that 
details a capital expense plan that includes assets approved for purchase. If Recology needs to 
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acquire an asset not approved on this list, the Refuse Rates Administrator’s approval will be required 
before purchase.   

• Cost Cap: The Refuse Rates Administrator is proposing 6 cost categories that consolidate all line-item 
costs and imposing a 10% cost cap variance on those categories. This means that if the total cost 
variances for any of these cost categories exceeds 10%, those costs would not be eligible for 
recovery. 

Balancing Account 

The current rate monitoring process needs a systematic way to resolve issues in a way that ensures rates are 
fair and reasonable. The current way of resolving issues creates a disparity in how over-projection and under-
projection of costs are treated. For example, in Rate Year 2024, calculation errors that overestimated lease 
costs and underestimated revenue were discovered. Recology rebated the full amount to ratepayers and 
lowered rates in Rate Year 2025 to account for the error. This allowed ratepayers to immediately recover the 
full amount of the mistake. Near the same time, a payroll calculation error similar in nature to the revenue 
error was discovered, but in this case benefitted ratepayers by under-projecting payroll costs. Under the 
current rate order, Recology was able to recover 50% of the shortfall in future years.  While these decisions 
were beneficial to ratepayers in the short-term, they created a structural issue in the rates that the current 
rate proposal is addressing. This has contributed to larger than anticipated proposed rate increases in Rate 
Year 2026. 

A sustainable rate administration process needs more predictable outcomes. The Refuse Rates Administrator 
is proposing that all cost and revenue variance issues should be handled through a 100% balancing account. 
This would not only ensure predictability but also rate fairness by guaranteeing the Operating Ratio. 
Ratepayers will be assured that Recology will not make more than they are allowed to, and Recology will be 
assured that they receive the allowable operating ratio. 

The balancing account would start with a zero balance and Recology would increase or decrease the notional 
balance based on profits earned or losses based on the 91% operating ratio on eligible costs for each rate 
year. 

 

𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎/𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑏𝑏𝑎𝑎𝑏𝑏 𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡 𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡 = 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑏𝑏 𝑛𝑛𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡 𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑝𝑝 − �𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒
0.91

− 𝑎𝑎𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑛𝑛𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑝𝑝�  
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Appendix A: File References 
Reference 
Number 

Title Link 

1 RY 2025 
Residential 
Rate Sheets 

https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2023-
11/Residential%20Rates%20RY%202025%20Final%20Rate%20Order%20for%20
Oct%201%202024.pdf 

2 Recology 
Refuse Rate 
Change 
Request 
Narrative 
Summary  

https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2025-
01/2025%20Rate%20Application%20-%20Narrative.pdf 

3 Recology 
Refuse Rate 
Change 
Request 
Summary of 
Assumptions 

https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2025-
01/2025%20Rate%20Application%20-%20Summary%20of%20Assumptions.pdf 

4 Collections 
Rate Model 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40534/Collections_Rate_Model_4VdhMlO.xlsx 

5 Post-
Collections 
Rate Model 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40535/Post_Collection_Rate_Model_z3Ge0Ho.xlsx 

6 Supplemental 
Schedules 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40533/Supplemental_Schedules_Iom3T0O.xlsx 

7 Program 
Service Form 
- Cardboard 
Routes 
Program 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40173/Program_Service_Form_-
_Cardboard_Routes_Program.xlsx  

8 Program 
Service Form 
- Core 
Processing 
Operations 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40178/Program_Service_Form_-
_Core_Processing_Operations.xlsx  

9 Program 
Service Form 
- Household 
Hazardous 
Waste 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40179/Program_Service_Form_-
_Household_Hazardous_Waste.xlsx  

10 Program 
Service Form 
- Public 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40180/Program_Service_Form_-
_Public_Reuse_and_Recycling_Area.xlsx  

https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2023-11/Residential%20Rates%20RY%202025%20Final%20Rate%20Order%20for%20Oct%201%202024.pdf
https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2023-11/Residential%20Rates%20RY%202025%20Final%20Rate%20Order%20for%20Oct%201%202024.pdf
https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2023-11/Residential%20Rates%20RY%202025%20Final%20Rate%20Order%20for%20Oct%201%202024.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2025-01/2025%20Rate%20Application%20-%20Narrative.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2025-01/2025%20Rate%20Application%20-%20Narrative.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2025-01/2025%20Rate%20Application%20-%20Summary%20of%20Assumptions.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2025-01/2025%20Rate%20Application%20-%20Summary%20of%20Assumptions.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40534/Collections_Rate_Model_4VdhMlO.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40535/Post_Collection_Rate_Model_z3Ge0Ho.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40533/Supplemental_Schedules_Iom3T0O.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40173/Program_Service_Form_-_Cardboard_Routes_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40173/Program_Service_Form_-_Cardboard_Routes_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40178/Program_Service_Form_-_Core_Processing_Operations.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40178/Program_Service_Form_-_Core_Processing_Operations.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40179/Program_Service_Form_-_Household_Hazardous_Waste.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40179/Program_Service_Form_-_Household_Hazardous_Waste.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40180/Program_Service_Form_-_Public_Reuse_and_Recycling_Area.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40180/Program_Service_Form_-_Public_Reuse_and_Recycling_Area.xlsx
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Reuse and 
Recycling 
Area 

11 Program 
Service Form 
- 
Sustainability 
Educational 
Programs 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40181/Program_Service_Form_-
_Sustainability_Educational_Programs.xlsx  

12 Program 
Service Form 
- Waste Zero 
Programs 
Version 2 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40182/Program_Service_Form_-
_Waste_Zero_Programs_V2.xlsx  

13 Program 
Service Form 
- Public 
Works 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40183/Program_Service_Form_-_Public_Works.xlsx  

14 Program 
Service Form 
- Abandoned 
Materials 
Program 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40170/Program_Service_Form_-
_Abandoned_Materials_Program.xlsx  

15 Program 
Service Form 
- Bulky Items 
Recycling 
Program 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40171/Program_Service_Form_-
_Bulky_Items_Recycling_Program.xlsx  

16 Program 
Service Form 
- City Cans 
Program 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40172/Program_Service_Form_-
_City_Cans_Program.xlsx  

17 Program 
Service Form 
- Core 
Collections 
Operations 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40176/Program_Service_Form_-
_Core_Collection_Operations.xlsx  

18 Program 
Service Form 
- Waste Zero 
Programs 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40175/Program_Service_Form_-
_Waste_Zero_Programs.xlsx  

19 Program 
Service Form 
- Weekend 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40174/Program_Service_Form_-
_Weekend_Cleanups_Program.xlsx  

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40181/Program_Service_Form_-_Sustainability_Educational_Programs.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40181/Program_Service_Form_-_Sustainability_Educational_Programs.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40182/Program_Service_Form_-_Waste_Zero_Programs_V2.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40182/Program_Service_Form_-_Waste_Zero_Programs_V2.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40183/Program_Service_Form_-_Public_Works.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40170/Program_Service_Form_-_Abandoned_Materials_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40170/Program_Service_Form_-_Abandoned_Materials_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40171/Program_Service_Form_-_Bulky_Items_Recycling_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40171/Program_Service_Form_-_Bulky_Items_Recycling_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40172/Program_Service_Form_-_City_Cans_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40172/Program_Service_Form_-_City_Cans_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40176/Program_Service_Form_-_Core_Collection_Operations.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40176/Program_Service_Form_-_Core_Collection_Operations.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40175/Program_Service_Form_-_Waste_Zero_Programs.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40175/Program_Service_Form_-_Waste_Zero_Programs.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40174/Program_Service_Form_-_Weekend_Cleanups_Program.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40174/Program_Service_Form_-_Weekend_Cleanups_Program.xlsx
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Cleanups 
Program 

20 RRA 
Proposed 
Service Level 
Agreements 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Proposed_Service_Level_Agreements_
2025.pdf 

21 Rate Order 
2025 
Interrogatory 
Tracker 

https://api.sf.gov/admin/documents/edit/40514/?next=%2Fadmin%2Fdocumen
ts%2F%3Fordering%3D-created_at  

22 CPI Analyses 
of Recology 
Application 
Executive 
Summary 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40358/CPI_Analyses_of_Recology_Application_-
_03.25.2025_final_d_-_Copy.docx 

23 Recology 
Fiscal Year 
ending 
September 
30, 2024 
Combined 
Independentl
y Audited 
Financial 
Statements 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/36342/FY24_Recology_San_Francisco_Group_Audi
ted_Financial_Statement.pdf  

24 Recology 
Rate Year 
2024 
Intercompany 
Property 
Rental 
Independent 
Accountants’ 
Agreed-Upon 
Procedures 
Report 
Conducted 
By KPMG 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/36368/FY24_SF_Properties_AUP_Report.pdf  

25 Recology 
Rate Year 
2024 
Reconciliatio
n Schedules 
Independent 
Accountants’ 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/36366/FY24_SF_Rate_Recon_AUP_Report.pdf  

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Proposed_Service_Level_Agreements_2025.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Proposed_Service_Level_Agreements_2025.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/admin/documents/edit/40514/?next=%2Fadmin%2Fdocuments%2F%3Fordering%3D-created_at
https://api.sf.gov/admin/documents/edit/40514/?next=%2Fadmin%2Fdocuments%2F%3Fordering%3D-created_at
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40358/CPI_Analyses_of_Recology_Application_-_03.25.2025_final_d_-_Copy.docx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40358/CPI_Analyses_of_Recology_Application_-_03.25.2025_final_d_-_Copy.docx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/36342/FY24_Recology_San_Francisco_Group_Audited_Financial_Statement.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/36342/FY24_Recology_San_Francisco_Group_Audited_Financial_Statement.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/36368/FY24_SF_Properties_AUP_Report.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/36366/FY24_SF_Rate_Recon_AUP_Report.pdf
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Agreed-Upon 
Procedures 
Report 
Conducted 
By KPMG 

26 San Francisco 
Jurisdiction 
Comparison 
Review 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40515/SF_Jurisdiction_Comparison_Review.pdf  

27 Unregulated 
Carve Out 
RY26-28 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40516/Unregulated_Carve_Out_RY26_-_RY28.xlsx  

28 Collections 
Rate Model – 
Proposition 
218 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40534/Collections_Rate_Model_4VdhMlO.xlsx 

29 Post 
Collections 
Rate Model – 
Proposition 
218 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40535/Post_Collection_Rate_Model_z3Ge0Ho.xlsx 

30 2024 Q4 Rate 
Report 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/36340/RY2024_-_Financial_Rate_Report.pdf  

31 California 
Department 
of Finance 
Population 
Estimates for 
Cities, 
Counties, and 
the State, 
2021-2025, 
with 2020 
Benchmark 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40517/E-4_2025_InternetVersion_version_1.xlsx  

32 California 
Department 
of 
Transportatio
n Forecast 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40630/DOT_Forecast.pdf  

33 Status of the 
San Francisco 
Economy: 
March 2025 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40518/Status_of_the_San_Francisco_Economy_Ma
rch_2025_h5TUbeT.pdf  

34 Chart Data 
for 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40631/Chart_data_for_downtown_indicators.xlsx  

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40515/SF_Jurisdiction_Comparison_Review.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40516/Unregulated_Carve_Out_RY26_-_RY28.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40534/Collections_Rate_Model_4VdhMlO.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40535/Post_Collection_Rate_Model_z3Ge0Ho.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/36340/RY2024_-_Financial_Rate_Report.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40517/E-4_2025_InternetVersion_version_1.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40630/DOT_Forecast.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40518/Status_of_the_San_Francisco_Economy_March_2025_h5TUbeT.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40518/Status_of_the_San_Francisco_Economy_March_2025_h5TUbeT.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40631/Chart_data_for_downtown_indicators.xlsx
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Downtown 
Indicators 

35 Stipulated 
Injunction 
Filed June 30, 
2021 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40519/2021-06-
30_Filed_Stamped_Stipulated_Injunction.pdf  

36 Recology 
Sunset 
Scavenger 
and Recology 
Golden Gate 
Driver and 
Mechanic 
Collective 
Bargaining 
Agreement 
January 1, 
2022 - 
December 31, 
2026 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40200/RSS__RGG_Driver_Mechanic_CBA_1.1.22_-
_12.31.26.pdf 

37 Health and 
Welfare 
Forecast 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40191/Health_and_Welfare_Forecast_3.xlsx 

38 Response to 
Interrogatory 
#29 and #30 
- Listing of
Vacancies
and New
Positions by
Labor Group

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40184/29__30_-
_Listing_of_Vacancies_and_New_Positions_by_Labor_Group.xlsx  

39 Public 
Integrity 
Review – May 
16, 2022 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40520/Public_Integrity_Deliverable_10_-
_Refuse_Rate-Setting_Process__05.16.22.pdf  

40 Recology ZEV 
Fleet 
Summary 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40521/Recology_ZEV_Fleet_Summary.xlsx  

41 December 
2022 
Settlement 
Agreement 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40522/25m_Signed_Recology_Settlement.pdf 

42 3rd Eye 
Summary 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40210/3rd_Eye_Summary_-_1.3.2025.xlsx  

43 Recology 
Overload 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40214/Recology_Overload_Percentages_Feb.xlsx  

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40519/2021-06-30_Filed_Stamped_Stipulated_Injunction.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40519/2021-06-30_Filed_Stamped_Stipulated_Injunction.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40200/RSS__RGG_Driver_Mechanic_CBA_1.1.22_-_12.31.26.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40200/RSS__RGG_Driver_Mechanic_CBA_1.1.22_-_12.31.26.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40191/Health_and_Welfare_Forecast_3.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40184/29__30_-_Listing_of_Vacancies_and_New_Positions_by_Labor_Group.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40184/29__30_-_Listing_of_Vacancies_and_New_Positions_by_Labor_Group.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40520/Public_Integrity_Deliverable_10_-_Refuse_Rate-Setting_Process__05.16.22.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40520/Public_Integrity_Deliverable_10_-_Refuse_Rate-Setting_Process__05.16.22.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40521/Recology_ZEV_Fleet_Summary.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40522/25m_Signed_Recology_Settlement.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40210/3rd_Eye_Summary_-_1.3.2025.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40214/Recology_Overload_Percentages_Feb.xlsx


74 | Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 
 

 
 

Percentages - 
February 

44 Recommenda
tions for 
2026-2028 
Rate Order 
from HF&H 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40523/RRB_Recommendations_05072025.pdf 
 

45 Landfill 
Disposal 
Agreement 
Approved 
July 22, 2015 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40524/Landfill_Agreement_Executed_7_22_2015.p
df  

46 Monthly 
Tonnage 
Comparison 
Report 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40525/Monthly_Tonnage_Comparison_Report_RS
F_to_RHR_2025_01.xlsx 
 

47 Post 
Collection 
Benchmarkin
g to the City 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40526/Post_Collection_Benchmarking_to_the_City.
xlsx  

48 Impound 
Account 
Document 
from Refuse 
Rates 
Administrator 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40599/Rate_Order_2025_-
_Impound_Account_Prop_218.xlsx  

49 San Francisco 
Environment 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Rates 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Administrator_January_2025_
Hearing_ENV.pdf  

50 San Francisco 
Environment 
Impound 
Account 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Board 
Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/UPDATE1_P5cAS3k.PDF  

51 Refuse Rates 
Change 
Request for 
Rate Years 

https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
09/Refuse%20Rate%20Application%20Instructions%202024.pdf  

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40523/RRB_Recommendations_05072025.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40524/Landfill_Agreement_Executed_7_22_2015.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40524/Landfill_Agreement_Executed_7_22_2015.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40525/Monthly_Tonnage_Comparison_Report_RSF_to_RHR_2025_01.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40525/Monthly_Tonnage_Comparison_Report_RSF_to_RHR_2025_01.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40526/Post_Collection_Benchmarking_to_the_City.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40526/Post_Collection_Benchmarking_to_the_City.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40599/Rate_Order_2025_-_Impound_Account_Prop_218.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40599/Rate_Order_2025_-_Impound_Account_Prop_218.xlsx
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Administrator_January_2025_Hearing_ENV.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Administrator_January_2025_Hearing_ENV.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/UPDATE1_P5cAS3k.PDF
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-09/Refuse%20Rate%20Application%20Instructions%202024.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-09/Refuse%20Rate%20Application%20Instructions%202024.pdf
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Ending 2026 
and 2027 and 
2028 
Instructions 

52 Refuse Rates 
Change 
Request for 
Rate Years 
Ending 2026 
and 2027 and 
2028 
Templates 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40130/RY2026_-
_RY2028_Rate_Model_Template.zip  

53 Transcript for 
Refuse Rates 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Transcript_for_Refuse_Rates_Administrator_
Hearing_1.vtt  

54 Refuse Rates 
Administrator 
Impound 
Account 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rates 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Impound_Budget_RRA_Hearing_1.pdf  

55 Recology 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rates 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Administrator_Hearing_1_Rec
ology_Presentation_-_1.30.2025.pdf  

56 San Francisco 
Environment 
Trash 
Processing 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Rates 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/UPDATE1.PDF  

57 Department 
of Public 
Works 
Presentation 
for Refuse 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/20250127_Refuse_Rate_Update_-
_Public_Works_final.pdf  

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40130/RY2026_-_RY2028_Rate_Model_Template.zip
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40130/RY2026_-_RY2028_Rate_Model_Template.zip
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Transcript_for_Refuse_Rates_Administrator_Hearing_1.vtt
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Transcript_for_Refuse_Rates_Administrator_Hearing_1.vtt
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Impound_Budget_RRA_Hearing_1.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Administrator_Hearing_1_Recology_Presentation_-_1.30.2025.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Administrator_Hearing_1_Recology_Presentation_-_1.30.2025.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/UPDATE1.PDF
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/20250127_Refuse_Rate_Update_-_Public_Works_final.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/20250127_Refuse_Rate_Update_-_Public_Works_final.pdf


76 | Refuse Rates Administrator’s Report on Recology’s 2025 Rate Application 
 

 
 

Rates 
Administrator
's Hearing 

58 Video 
Recording of 
Refuse Rates 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://sfpublic.webex.com/sfpublic/ldr.php?RCID=a475bb991a8eb3cc707908b
87946520c  

59 Refuse Rates 
Administrator 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Board 
Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Presentation_250221.pdf  

60 Refuse Rates 
Administrator 
Impound 
Account 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Board 
Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Impound_Budget_v2.pdf  

62 Department 
of Public 
Works 
Impound 
Account 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Board 
Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/20250221_Refuse_Rate_Board_Hearing_1_-
_Public_Works.final.pdf  

63 Recology 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Board 
Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Board_Hearing_1_Recology_Pr
esentation_-_2.21.2025.pdf  

64 HF&H Capital 
Planning 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate Board 
Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/HFH_SF_Capital_Plan_Recs_021825.pdf  

65 San Francisco 
Environment 
Presentation 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SFE_RR_Board_Hearing_20_25_0221_UPDAT
ED.pdf  

https://sfpublic.webex.com/sfpublic/ldr.php?RCID=a475bb991a8eb3cc707908b87946520c
https://sfpublic.webex.com/sfpublic/ldr.php?RCID=a475bb991a8eb3cc707908b87946520c
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Presentation_250221.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Impound_Budget_v2.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/20250221_Refuse_Rate_Board_Hearing_1_-_Public_Works.final.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/20250221_Refuse_Rate_Board_Hearing_1_-_Public_Works.final.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Board_Hearing_1_Recology_Presentation_-_2.21.2025.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Refuse_Rate_Board_Hearing_1_Recology_Presentation_-_2.21.2025.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/HFH_SF_Capital_Plan_Recs_021825.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SFE_RR_Board_Hearing_20_25_0221_UPDATED.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SFE_RR_Board_Hearing_20_25_0221_UPDATED.pdf
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for Refuse 
Rate Board 
Hearing 

66 Video 
Recording of 
Refuse Rate 
Board 
Hearing 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/48770?view_id=226&redirect=tru
e  

67 Refuse Rates 
Administrator
's 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate's 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Hearing_2_Presentation.pdf  

68 Refuse Rates 
Administrator
's 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate's 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Updated-RRA_Presentation_250401.pdf  

69 HF&H Capital 
Planning 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rate's 
Administrator
's Hearing 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SF_Capital_Plan_Recs_040225.pptx  

70 Environment 
Commissione
r Austin 
Hunter Letter 
to Refuse 
Rates 
Administrator 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Signed_-
_Commissioner_Hunter_Refuse_Rate_Letter.pdf  

71 San Francisco 
Environment 
Impound 
Account 
Presentation 
for Refuse 
Rates 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Program_Slides_-
_SWIA_ENV_Budget_Proposed_2025-2893.pdf  

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/48770?view_id=226&redirect=true
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/48770?view_id=226&redirect=true
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RRA_Hearing_2_Presentation.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Updated-RRA_Presentation_250401.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SF_Capital_Plan_Recs_040225.pptx
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Signed_-_Commissioner_Hunter_Refuse_Rate_Letter.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Signed_-_Commissioner_Hunter_Refuse_Rate_Letter.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Program_Slides_-_SWIA_ENV_Budget_Proposed_2025-2893.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Program_Slides_-_SWIA_ENV_Budget_Proposed_2025-2893.pdf
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Administrator
's Hearing 

72 San Francisco 
Environment 
Impound 
Account 
Budget 
Details - Rate 
Years 2026-
2028 
Proposal 

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SFE_Budget_Details_-_RYs_2025-
2028_Proposal_03-14-25_RRA_Meeting60.xlsx  

73 Contaminatio
n Charge and 
Removal of 
Diversion 
Discount 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40196/ContaminationCharge_RemovalofDiscount
_2024.pdf  

74 COLA 
Calculation 
Package 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40160/COLA_Calculation_Package_CY2023_v2_W3
d9h6u.pdf  

75 Capital 
Contingency 
Schedule - 
Mockup 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40161/Capital_Contingency_Schedule_-
_Mockup.xlsx  

76 Green Waste 
Bid Sheet 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40224/SE9708_P-695_Attachment_4_-
_Bid_Sheet_final_2.xlsx  

77 Municipal 
Solid Waste 
Processing 
and Price 
Increase 
Breakdown 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40225/MSW_Processing_and_PI_Breakdown.pdf  

78 RY25 
Collection 
Companies 
Revenue 
Breakdown 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40226/RY25_Collection_Companies_Revenue_Brea
kdown_1.xlsx  

79 Collective 
Bargaining 
Agreement 
Wage 
Spreadsheet 
Support for 
Rate 
Application 
RY26-28 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40177/CBA_Wage_Spreadsheet_Support_for_Rate
_App_RY26-RY28.pdf  

https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SFE_Budget_Details_-_RYs_2025-2028_Proposal_03-14-25_RRA_Meeting60.xlsx
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/SFE_Budget_Details_-_RYs_2025-2028_Proposal_03-14-25_RRA_Meeting60.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40196/ContaminationCharge_RemovalofDiscount_2024.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40196/ContaminationCharge_RemovalofDiscount_2024.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40160/COLA_Calculation_Package_CY2023_v2_W3d9h6u.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40160/COLA_Calculation_Package_CY2023_v2_W3d9h6u.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40161/Capital_Contingency_Schedule_-_Mockup.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40161/Capital_Contingency_Schedule_-_Mockup.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40224/SE9708_P-695_Attachment_4_-_Bid_Sheet_final_2.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40224/SE9708_P-695_Attachment_4_-_Bid_Sheet_final_2.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40225/MSW_Processing_and_PI_Breakdown.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40226/RY25_Collection_Companies_Revenue_Breakdown_1.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40226/RY25_Collection_Companies_Revenue_Breakdown_1.xlsx
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40177/CBA_Wage_Spreadsheet_Support_for_Rate_App_RY26-RY28.pdf
https://api.sf.gov/documents/40177/CBA_Wage_Spreadsheet_Support_for_Rate_App_RY26-RY28.pdf
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80 Litter 
Collection 
Services 
Arrangement 
for San 
Francisco 
Community 
Benefit 
Districts 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40185/LITTER1.PDF  

81 RY26 - RY28 
Community 
Benefit 
District 
Revenue 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40186/RY26_-
_RY28_Community_Benefit_Districts_Revenue.xlsx  

82 RY26 - RY28 
Collection 
Companies 
Revenue 
Breakdown 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40187/RY25_-
_RY28_Collection_Companies_Revenue_Breakdown.xlsx  

83 Recology 
Rate 
Development 
Methodology 
Letter from 
Mercer 

https://api.sf.gov/documents/40159/Recology_Rate_Development_Methodolog
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview 
The Service Level Agreements (SLAs) define the key operational responsibilities of the SF Recology 
Companies (Recology) and the relevant City and County of San Francisco (City) departments in 
providing City residents with Rate-funded Solid Waste, Recyclable Materials, and Organic 
Materials Collection, Transfer, Transport, and Processing services. The SLAs generally fall into two 
(2) categories. First, broad SLAs addressing the full range of regularly scheduled Residential
Collection services, and Recology's operations at the Tunnel Avenue and Pier 96 facilities. Second,
SLAs that address specific ancillary services that directly impact residents such as Bulky Item
Collection and Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Collection events, or that assist City
departments such as Collection of abandoned material.

1.2 Format 
The SLAs generally follow the same format, with a brief description of the service, a more detailed 
description of the service identifying the operational roles and responsibilities of Recology and 
applicable City departments(s) responsible for delivering the service, requirements for Recology 
and City data tracking, specification of the content and frequency of Recology and City reporting 
as necessary to monitor activities funded through this Rate Order as detailed in the Reporting 
Requirements for the 2025 Rate Order, and the oversight roles and responsibilities of City 
departments for ensuring services are provided effectively and cost efficiently.  

1.3 Coordination of SLAs with Existing Regulatory Mechanisms 
In addition to the SLAs, there are several other mechanisms by which the City has codified 
Recology service requirements. The Department of Public Health issues Recology licenses and 
route permits that allow Recology to perform Collection services. The Office of Contract 
Administration has an agreement with Recology governing Collection from City facilities. The 
Department of the Environment (SFE) manages the City's Landfill Disposal and Household 
Hazardous Waste Collection Program Agreements with Recology. In addition, SFE and Recology 
have agreed on a detailed operations plan for the HHW program, which is updated periodically. 
Finally, Pier 96 is a Recology-operated facility situated on property leased from the City. The SLAs 
provide a larger umbrella governing Recology-provided Collection and facility-related services 
and codify the specific service areas that are not covered in the documents identified above. The 
SLAs are intended to be consistent with, and not to replicate or replace, the documents described 
above. 
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1.4 Modified and New SLAs 
During this Rate Order period, it may be necessary to amend one or more of the SLAs, or to add 
an additional SLA(s) to address changes in law, unforeseeable extraordinary changes in costs, or 
City-directed and/or Recology-requested changes in programs. New or modified SLAs will be 
subject to approval by the Refuse Rate Board, the Refuse Rates Administrator, the applicable City 
department(s), and Recology, as applicable. Any changes to the SLAs will not alter Rates as 
established in the Rate Order. 

1.5 Other Reporting 
The Refuse Rate Board and the Refuse Rates Administrator may, in support of the Rate Order, 
request additions to the reporting requirements contained in the Rate Order, as generally 
referenced above. Additions, modifications, or any other changes made to the reporting 
requirements will be made by mutual agreement between the Refuse Rates Administrator and 
Recology. City departments shall promptly notify the Refuse Rates Administrator of any requested 
changes to the reporting requirements of the various agreements. 

1.6 Recology Assistance in City Regulatory Compliance 
Inherent in the SLAs is Recology's responsibility to work proactively to ensure it operates in 
compliance with all Applicable Law. The SLAs identify key areas in which the City relies on Recology 
to ensure that the City is itself in compliance. Recology acknowledges that the information 
reported to the City may be reported to other regulatory agencies, and Recology agrees to supply 
all documentation reasonably requested by the City (which may exceed the reporting 
requirements of this Rate Order) to support City compliance. 

1.7 Defined Terms 
The SLAs use a set of shared defined terms that are included in Section 2 Definitions. 

1.8 Behested Payments 
Section 3.620 of the SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code prohibits City officers and 
designated employees from directly or indirectly soliciting behested payments from interested 
parties under certain conditions. The SF Recology Companies have also notified the RRA that they 
have an internal policy against behested payments. Avoiding behested payments is in the best 
interests of Ratepayers because it supports the integrity of the Ratemaking process and avoids 
burdening the SF Recology Companies with costs that were not considered in the Rate process. 
The code defines “Behested payment” to include a monetary payment, or the delivery of goods 
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or services, that is made at the request or direction of a City official, and that is made principally 
for a legislative, governmental, or charitable purpose. Behested payments do not include any 
payments made or services provided pursuant to this Rate Order or any written contract between 
the City and any of the SF Recology Companies. 

2. DEFINITIONS 
The following definitions are intended to provide consistency in the use of key terms across the 
Service Level Agreements. To the extent there is a conflict with any definitions contained in the 
existing City-Recology agreements, as they may be added to, deleted, and/or modified during the 
Rate Order period, the existing City-Recology definition shall prevail. 

2.1 General 
“Applicable Law” means all Federal, State, County, and local laws, regulations, rules, orders, 
judgments, degrees, permits, approvals, or other requirements that are in force on the effective 
date of this Rate Order and as may be enacted, issued, or amended during the term of this Rate 
Order. Applicable Law includes, but is in no way limited to, San Francisco Health Code Article 6, 
San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19, AB 939 (California Public Resources Code Sections 
40000 et seq.), AB 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011) , AB 1826 (Chapter 727, Statutes of 2014 
modifying Division 30 of the California Public Resources Code), and SB 1383 (Chapter 395, Statutes 
of 2016) and resulting Organic Waste Reductions regulations adopted on November 3, 2020 that 
created Chapter 12 of 14 CCR, Division 7 and amended portions of regulations of 14 CCR and 27 
CCR).  

“Business Days” means Days during which City offices are open to conduct business with the 
public Monday through Friday except City Holidays.  

“City” means the City and County of San Francisco and all the territory lying within its boundaries 
as presently existing or as such boundaries may be modified.  

“Day”, “Days” means calendar days, including Saturdays, Sundays, and Holidays, except as 
otherwise specifically provided herein. 

“Department of the Environment,” “SFE” means the City and County of San Francisco’s 
Department of the Environment. 

“Department of Public Health,” “DPH” means the City and County of San Francisco’s 
Department of Public Health. 
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“Department of Public Works,” “DPW” means the City and County of San Francisco’s 
Department of Public Works. 

“Diversion” (or other variations thereof) means to prevent materials from Disposal at a landfill or 
transformation facility(ies) (including pyrolysis, distillation, or gasification) through source 
reduction, reuse, recycling, composting, anaerobic digestion, or other method of Processing, in 
accordance with the provisions of AB 939 and SB 1383. 

“Holidays” are Days that City offices will be closed for business, and are defined as New Year’s 
Day, Dr. Marton Luther King, Jr. Day, Presidents’ Day, Memorial Day, Juneteenth, Independence 
Day, Labor Day, Indigenous Peoples’ Day, Veterans’ Day, Thanksgiving Day and the Day after, and 
Christmas Day. 

“Rate” means the maximum dollar amount to be charged by Recology for providing the services 
described in this Rate Order. 

“Rate Order” means the Refuse Rate Order for Rate Year 2026, Rate Year 2027, and Rate Year 
2028 as adopted by the Refuse Rate Board. 

“Rate Year” means the period from October 1 of a given calendar year through September 30 of 
the following calendar year. 

“Recology,” “SF Recology Companies” means Recology Golden Gate, Recology Sunset 
Scavenger, and Recology San Francisco companies individually or collectively, as applicable. 

“Refuse Rates Administrator,” “RRA” means the Refuse Rates Administrator within the 
Controller’s Office of the City and County of San Francisco. The RRA is responsible for 
administering Solid Waste Rates and reports to the Refuse Rate Board.  

“Refuse Rate Board,” “RRB” means the City and County of San Francisco’s Refuse Rate Board 
who reviews the costs and operations of San Francisco Solid Waste collectors and adopts Rate 
Orders. The Refuse Rate Board is composed of the City Administrator (chair), the General Manager 
of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and an appointed Ratepayer Representative.  

“Service Level Agreement(s),” “SLA” means the Service Level Agreements contained in the Rate 
Order specifying various aspects of Recology service and City oversight. 

“SLA Measurement Period(s),” “Measurement Period(s)” for the purpose of the Abandoned 
Material Collection and Public Receptacle Collection SLAs means a continuous 8.5-hour period at 
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times and on Days mutually agreed upon by Recology and the Department of Public Works. For 
the response times described in the SLAs to apply, a request or notice for service must be received 
within the applicable SLA Measurement Period. Recology may need to work outside of the SLA 
Measurement Periods to satisfy the SLAs, but the time limits described in the SLAs shall not apply 
to requests or notices for service received outside of an SLA Measurement Period. 

2.2 Material Types 
“Bulky Item(s),” “BIC” has the same meaning as specified in the Bulky Item Service Level 
Agreement, as it may be amended from time to time.  

“E-Waste,” “Covered Electronic Device,” or “Covered Electronic Waste” has the same 
meaning as specified in the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program Agreement, as it 
may be amended from time to time. 

“Household Hazardous Waste,” “HHW” has the same meaning as specified in the Household 
Hazardous Waste Collection Program Agreement, as it may be amended from time to time. 

“Organic Materials,” “Organics” means any food scraps, plant trimmings, food soiled paper, or 
other waste that can be composted into usable products in a safe and timely manner by facilities 
accepting such material Collected in San Francisco’s Collection programs.  

“Recyclable Materials,” “Recyclables” means any waste that can be returned to the economic 
mainstream in the form of raw material for new, reused, or reconstituted products that meet the 
quality standards necessary to be used in the marketplace.  

“Solid Waste,” “Municipal Solid Waste,” or “MSW” has the same meaning as specified in the 
Landfill Disposal Agreement, as it may be amended from time to time.  

“Universal Waste (U-Waste),” “Universal Waste Electronic Device” have the same meaning as 
specified in the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program Agreement, as it may be 
amended from time to time. 

2.3 Service Delivery 
“Clean Street Carts” means carts containing gravity locks that release when the cart is tipped. 

“Collect,” “Collection” (or other variations thereof) means the act of removing discarded 
materials from the place of generation within the City and Transporting such materials to the 
Tunnel Avenue or Pier 96 facilities, or to another Recology-designated facility, as applicable. 
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“Commercial” means of, from, or pertaining to premises where business activity is conducted, 
including, but not limited to, retail sales, services, wholesale operations, institutions, 
manufacturing and industrial operations, and including hotels, motels, and other similar premises, 
and facilities operated by governmental entities within the City, but excluding businesses 
conducted upon Residential premises that are permitted under applicable zoning regulations and 
are not the primary use of the property. Commercial rates apply to buildings that have more than 
six hundred (600) rooms (excluding kitchens and bathrooms), or that utilize a container three (3) 
cubic yards in size or larger, or that have compactor service, or that are mixed-use premises 
without dedicated Residential containers.  

“Customer” means the person whom Recology submits its billing invoice to and collects payment 
from for Collection services provided to a premises. The Customer may be either the Tenant or 
owner of the premises. 

“Residential” means single-family dwellings or multi-family dwellings with any number of 
dwelling units or rooms used for human shelter, irrespective of whether such dwelling units are 
rental units or are owner-occupied, excluding hotels, motels, or other similar premises. Residential 
Customers may voluntarily subscribe to Commercial services. Commercial rates apply to buildings 
that have more than six hundred (600) rooms (not including kitchens and bathrooms), or that 
utilize a container three (3) cubic yards in size or larger, or that have compactor service, or that 
are mixed-use premises without dedicated Residential containers. 

“Service Level” means the size of a Customer’s container(s) and the frequency of Collection 
service. 

“Tenant” means a person or persons who legally reside in a unit in a Residential premises. 

2.4 Transport, Transfer, Processing, Disposal 
“Disposal” has the same meaning as specified in the Landfill Disposal Agreement between the 
City and Recology, and as it may be amended from time to time. 

“Pre-Processing” means preparation of material for Processing. 

“Process,” “Processing” means the controlled separation, volume reduction, or conversion of 
materials including, but not limited to, organized, manual, automated, or mechanical sorting, the 
use of vehicles for spreading of waste for the purpose of recovery, and/or includes the use of 
conveyor belts, sorting lines, or volume reduction equipment, or as otherwise defined in 14 CCR 
Section 17402(a)(20) to produce recoverable materials for recycling. 
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“Recycle Central,” “Pier 96” means the City-owned and Recology-operated facility located at 
1000 Amador Street. 

“Solid Waste Transfer Station,” “Transfer Station,” or “Tunnel Avenue” means the Recology-
owned facility located at 501 Tunnel Avenue. 

“Transfer,” “Transferring” (or other variations thereof) means receiving re-loading and/or 
consolidating of materials into a Transfer vehicle for longer-distance Transport. 

“Transport,” “Transporting” (or other variations thereof) means conveyance of materials from 
the point of Collection or other location to a facility, or between facilities. 

2.5 Existing Agreements 
"City Facility Collection Agreement" means the “Agreement between the City and County of 
San Francisco and Sunset Scavenger Company (d/b/a Recology Sunset Scavenger), Golden Gate 
Disposal & Recycling Company (d/b/a Recology Golden Gate), and Recology San Francisco, Term 
Contract 83151, Refuse Collection & Disposal Services,” as it may be amended or superseded 
during the Rate Order period. 

"Contamination Charges and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol" means an agreement 
between the City and County of San Francisco and Recology San Francisco, as it may be amended 
or superseded during the Rate Order period.  

"Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program Agreement,” “HHW Agreement” means 
the “Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program Agreement Between the City and County 
of San Francisco and Recology San Francisco” dated February 5, 2024, and the related “Hazardous 
Waste Collection Operations Plan,” as they may be amended or superseded during the Rate Order 
period. 

“Landfill Disposal Agreement,” “LDA” means the “Landfill Disposal Agreement between The 
City and County of San Francisco and Recology San Francisco” date July 22, 2015, as amended to-
date, and as it may be amended or superseded during the Rate Order period. 

"Pier 96 Lease" means “Lease No. L-17035 By and Between the City and County of San Francisco 
Operating By and Through the San Francisco Port Commission and Recology San Francisco, a 
California Corporation Pier 96” dated December 22, 2023, as it may be amended or superseded 
during the Rate Order period. 
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3. RATE SHEETS 

3.1 Rates for Residential Buildings 

Description of Monthly Charge 
RY 2026 
Charge 

RY 2027 
Charge 

RY 2028 
Charge 

Rates for 1-5 Unit Residential Buildings 

Monthly Base Charge for Service 
Per dwelling unit $19.75 $21.16 $21.88 

Monthly Solid Waste Volume Charge for Weekly Collection 
For 16 gallons of cart service (default) 8.25 8.84 9.14 
For 20 gallons of cart service (grandfathered Customers only) 8.25 8.84 9.14 
For 32 gallons of cart service 16.50 17.68  18.28 
For 64 gallons of cart service 33.00 35.36 36.57 
For 96 gallons of cart service (current Customers only) 49.50 53.04 54.85 
Premium for each 32 gallons of cart service above 32 gallons 
per dwelling unit 

13.18 14.12 14.60 

Monthly Recyclable Materials or Organic Materials Volume Charge for Weekly Collection 
For 32 gallons of cart service (default for Organics) 8.25 8.84 9.14 
For 64 gallons of cart service (default for Recyclables) 16.50 17.68 18.28 
For 96 gallons of cart service (Recyclable Materials only) 24.75 26.52  27.43 

Distance, Elevation, Access and Special Service Charges 
No extra charge for Collection that is less than twenty-five 
(25) feet from the curb. Distance charge per cart for 
Collection within each twenty-five- (25) -foot increment 
thereafter. 

14.11  15.12 15.64 

No extra charge for Collection that is less than four (4) feet 
elevation change from street level. Elevation charge per cart 
for Collection within each eight (8)-foot increment thereafter. 

15.31 16.40 16.96 

Monthly charge for weekly access (per cart) 8.87 9.50 9.82 
Special pick-up or return trip pick-up is twenty-five percent 
(25%) of the Customer's monthly subscribed Rate. 
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Description of Monthly Charge 
RY 2026 
Charge 

RY 2027 
Charge 

RY 2028 
Charge 

Extra bag/cart - Solid Waste 
Less than 32 gallons 2.75  2.95  3.05 
32 gallons 5.51 5.90 6.10 
64 gallons 11.01 11.80  12.20 
96 gallons 16.49 17.67 18.27 

Extra bag/cart - Recyclable Materials or Organic Materials 
Less than 32 gallons 1.39  1.49  1.54 
32 gallons 2.75  2.95  3.05 
64 gallons 5.51 5.90 6.10 
96 gallons 8.22 8.84 9.14 
Excess cardboard (per eight (8) cubic feet, bundled)  6.13 6.57  6.79 
Cart replacement 140.38 150.42  155.56 
Container exchange 287.72 308.29  318.83  

Rates for 6 Unit and Larger Residential Apartment Buildings* 

Monthly Base Charge for Service* 
Per dwelling unit 6.57 7.04 7.28 
Monthly Volume Charges for Weekly Collection       
Collection volume is charged equally for Solid Waste, 
Recyclable Materials, and Organic Materials. A landfill 
Diversion discount equal to the Diversion volume percentage 
less twenty-five percent (25%) is then subtracted. Diversion 
volume percentage equals Recyclable and Organic Materials 
volume divided by total volume. 
The diversion discount applies only to regularly scheduled  
subscribed-for collection services. It does not apply to any 
other fees or charges, including premium services (such as 
distance, elevation and access charges), on-call services, 
contamination or overage fees, or ancillary fees. 

      

For 32 gallons of cart service 31.65 33.91 35.07 
For 64 gallons of cart service 63.29 67.82  70.14 
For 96 gallons of cart service 94.94 101.73 105.21 
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Description of Monthly Charge 
RY 2026 
Charge 

RY 2027 
Charge 

RY 2028 
Charge 

1-cubic yard bin 199.74 214.02 221.34 
Distance, Elevation, Access and Special Service Charges* 

No extra charge for Collection less than fifty (50) feet from 
curb. Distance charge is twelve and one-half percent (12.5%) 
times volume charge (before Diversion discount) for weekly 
Collection within each fifty- (50) foot increment thereafter. 
Distance is from curb to farthest container. 

      

No extra charge for Collection less than four (4) feet elevation 
change from street level. Elevation charge is twenty-five 
percent (25%) times volume charge (before Diversion 
discount) for weekly Collection from elevation changes within 
each eight (8)-foot increment thereafter. Elevation is from 
street level to farthest container. 

      

Weekly access charge per container $8.87 $9.50 $9.82 
An extra charge of fifty percent (50%) times volume charge 
(before Diversion discount) applies for each trap door 
(collector must lift a cover and pull carts up to street level), 
clearing of a Disposal chute, rake-out (Disposal chute without 
a cart) or cart located on a ledge one foot or more above 
floor. 

      

Special pick-up or return trip pick-up is 25% of the 
Customer's monthly subscribed Rate. 

      

Extra bag/cart - Solid Waste, Recyclable Materials, or Compost* 
Less than 32 gallons $5.28 $5.66 $5.85 
32 gallons $10.53 $11.28 $11.67 
64 gallons $21.09 $22.60 $23.37 
96 gallons $31.65 $33.91 $35.07 
Per yard $65.91 $70.62 $73.04 
Excess cardboard (per 8 cubic feet, bundled)  $6.13 $6.57 $6.79 
Cart replacement $140.38 $150.42 $155.56 
Container exchange $287.72 $308.29 $318.83 

* The Rates in this Section apply to Residential Customers in buildings with six (6) or more units, but less 
than six hundred (600) rooms, which are not subscribed to Commercial services.  
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Additional Provisions and Requirements for all Customers 

Households with income less than or equal to two hundred percent (200%) of the poverty level may 
qualify for 25% base and volume discounts. Nonprofit housing organizations may qualify for 10% 
discounts. 

Distance, elevation and access charges are waived for Customers with a permanent disability that 
pay for individual service and certify they are physically unable to place carts at the curb and no 
able-bodied persons live in their building. Customer must place carts in a location as accessible as 
possible for Collection. 

Residential one- (1) to five- (5) unit and six (6) unit and larger apartment Rates apply to single and 
multi-family homes, flats, apartments, condominiums, tenancies in common, in-law units, lofts, 
live/work spaces (unless clearly Commercial), single room occupancy hotels (with an apartment 
license), and low income housing. Buildings with more than 600 rooms (not counting kitchens and 
bathrooms), buildings with weekly service greater than or equal to (3) yards or compacted service, 
mixed use buildings without dedicated Residential carts, and all other buildings are charged 
Commercial rates. Customer must provide accurate unit and room counts, subject to verification by 
Recology. 

City law mandates everyone must have adequate Solid Waste service, pay for service on time, and 
properly separate Recyclable Materials, Organic Materials, and Solid Waste. Minimum weekly service 
per unit is sixteen (16) gallons for Solid Waste, sixteen (16) gallons for Recyclable Materials, and 
eight (8) gallons for Organic Materials, unless there is no contamination in any cart. Carts may be 
shared by dwelling units within one (1) building if Solid Waste service minimums are met. Apartment 
Rates are for shared carts only. 

Recyclable Materials, Organic Materials, and Solid Waste carts should be at the same location. Carts 
shall be unobstructed and easily accessible so they can be used and serviced in a normal and safe 
manner, as determined by Recology. 

Solid Waste is to be in standard carts. Loose material, overflowing (lid must be closed), overweight 
(more than two (2) pounds per gallon), or non-standard carts may be charged the next highest 
standard cart Rate. Cardboard must be placed in a Recyclable Materials cart, cardboard box, or paper 
bags not exceeding two (2) feet in any dimension or eight (8) cubic feet total. Customers with excess 
cardboard not in a cart on service Day may be charged a cardboard fee for every eight (8) cubic feet 
of excess cardboard. 
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Additional Provisions and Requirements for all Customers 

Additional frequency charges are linear (weekly service charges are multiplied by the number of 
Collections per week). Sixteen- (16) and twenty- (20) gallon carts are not serviced more frequently 
than one (1) time per week. Customers must exceed minimums in order to subscribe to more than 
once-weekly service. 

Saturday service is seventy-five percent (75%) more than the applicable Rate (including volume, 
distance, elevation, access, and other special service charges) for weekday service. Customers must 
subscribe to at least three (3) Days per week services in order to subscribe to Saturday Collection. 
Saturday service is not available to 1-5 unit residential buildings. 

Sunday service is one hundred and seventy-five percent (175%) more than the applicable Rate 
(including volume, distance, elevation, access, and other special service charges) for weekday service. 
Customers must subscribe to daily service in order to subscribe to Sunday Collection. Sunday service 
is not available to 1-5 unit residential buildings. 

Street level and curb is where Collection vehicles must park to service Customer's containers. 
Distance is measured from vehicle along service path to containers. Elevation is determined by 
adding all distances up and down along service path. 

Volume, distance, elevation, access, and other charges are per location. Charges may be split among 
Customers at the same location at one hundred fifty percent (150%) of the otherwise applicable 
Rate. If two (2) or more Customers split service charges, they will be applied to each bill payer equally 
or as designated by the Customers, subject to approval by Recology. 

An access charge will be applied for each container at a location when a key, padlock, combination 
lock, key pad, entry code, electronic door opener, transmitter, or other similar entry mechanism is 
required to enter or leave/secure premises. An access charge will be applied per container, for each 
occurrence of unlocking a container. An additional access charge will be applied for relocking each 
container serviced should a front-loader driver be required to get out of the vehicle again. An 
additional charge will not be applied for re-securing rear load or side load containers at the curb. 

Customers with contaminated Recyclable Material, Organic Material, and/or Solid Waste containers 
above the applicable threshold for that container type may have their Diversion discount removed 
and a one hundred percent (100%) contamination charge assessed. If a bin containing Recyclable 
Materials or Organic Materials requires Disposal due to contamination, a fee equal to the “Extra 
Bag/Cart” for an equivalent volume of Solid Waste may be assessed. See the Contamination Charge 
and Removal of Diversion Discount policy and Section 4 Core Collections for more information. 
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Additional Provisions and Requirements for all Customers 

It is the Customer's responsibility to monitor all services and charges and notify Recology of any 
possible discrepancies. Service credits will not exceed thirty (30) Days or one (1) billing cycle, 
whichever is greater, from the time of notification by the Customer. Recology performs periodic 
audits and will correct charges and recommend service changes. 

Recology is responsible for normal wear of containers provided to Customers. Customers are 
responsible for damaged containers beyond normal wear, reporting missing carts, excessive missing 
containers, and may be responsible for replacement cost. Container cleaning service is available at 
an extra charge. 

Twenty dollars ($20.00) will be charged to open a service account. Closing an account is only allowed 
for residency changes. Credit will be given for suspension of service (e.g., vacations) for one to three 
months. Customers must notify Recology of the suspension and restart dates before start of 
suspension. Base charges are not credited and an administrative charge of ten dollars ($10.00) is 
required to restart service after suspension. 

Electronic bill payers receive a one dollar ($1.00) credit on each bill. 

Twenty-five dollars ($25.00) will be charged for each check returned for insufficient funds. 

Recology shall bill all one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers quarterly for services provided. 
Recology shall bill one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers not earlier than one (1) month nor 
later than two (2) months into each quarterly billing cycle. Quarterly one- (1) to five- (5) unit 
Residential Customer invoices shall be due fifteen (15) calendar Days after the bill date. 

Monthly six- (6) unit and larger Residential Apartment Customer invoices shall be issued in the 
month following the billing period and shall be due fifteen (15) calendar Days after the invoice date. 
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4. CORE COLLECTIONS
Except as otherwise specified, all services contained in this SLA are to be provided within the 
approved Rates specified in Section 3 Rate Sheets of this Rate Order. The SLA also specifies types 
of additional charges and/or fees Recology may assess such as those for container replacement, 
extra service, and contamination, with reference to the applicable Section(s) of the Rate Order 
defining the specific amounts Recology is authorized to charge in each instance.  

4.1 One to Five Unit Residential Services 
One- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers are single-family dwelling units and buildings 
consisting of five (5) or fewer dwelling units. 

4.1.1 Municipal Solid Waste Collection  
Recology shall Collect MSW placed in Recology-provided carts one (1) time per week (or more 
frequently, based on subscription), Monday through Friday generally between the hours of 
5:00AM and 5:00PM from one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers. Due to various factors 
that may impede the ability to provide service during this time frame, Recology may collect 
Residential Customers outside of the 5:00AM and 5:00PM service hours. MSW Collected from one- 
(1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers will be Transported to the Tunnel Avenue Transfer
Station and then Transported to the designated Disposal facility.

Containers: Wheeled Cart. Grey in color. 

Available Sizes: 16 gallon, 32 gallon, 64 gallon, and 96 gallon. 

Recology is responsible for normal wear and tear and the occasional 
replacement of carts provided to the Customer. Customers may be 
assessed a replacement charge for excessive damage and missing 
carts occurring more than once every two (2) years. 

Default Size: Sixteen (16) gallons for single family dwellings and 16 gallons per 
Residential unit for buildings five (5) units or less. 

Frequency: At least one (1) time per week. Monday through Friday. 

All material streams will be serviced on the same Day provided the 
service location is curbside. Recology is solely responsible for 
determining the assigned Collection Day. Recology may change the 
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Collection Day at their sole discretion with fourteen (14) Days’ 
advance notice to the Customer. 

 Collection services will not be provided on Christmas Day or New 
Year’s Day each year. Recology will notify impacted Customers of 
their alternative Collection service Day each year. 

Service Location: Curbside in front of a Customer’s property or at a location on 
Customer’s property mutually agreed upon between the Customer 
and Recology. 

 Collection of material at a specified location on a Customer’s property 
is available for an additional charge as measured from where the 
Collection vehicle is located to the Collection point. 

 Carts for all material streams should be placed for service at the same 
location for Collection each week. 

 Carts shall be unobstructed and placed for easy access by Recology, 
so they can be serviced in a normal and safe manner by Recology 
personnel each week. 

Acceptable Materials: Municipal Solid Waste. 

 Recology shall accept household batteries separately bagged in a 
clear plastic bag and set out on top of the lid of the Solid Waste cart 
on the Customer’s service Day. 

Prohibited Materials: Recyclable Materials, Organic Materials, hazardous waste (including 
HHW), E-Waste, other materials described below. 

 If Recology determines that material placed in any container for 
Collection is hazardous waste (including HHW), designated waste, or 
other material that may not legally be Disposed of at the designated 
Disposal location, handled at the Processing facility, or presents a 
hazard to Recology's employees, Recology shall have the right to 
refuse to Collect a cart containing such material. 
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 In such cases, Recology shall leave a non-Collection notice and 
comply with any provisions of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Program Agreement and the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Facility Operation Plan. See Section 8.4.5 Non-Collection 
Due to Contamination, 8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to Excluded Waste, 
8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection, 8.4.8 Disposal of 
Heavily Contaminated Containers, and 8.4.9 Record of Non-
Collection. 

Missed Collection: Recology shall return within twenty (24) hours of notification by 
Customer of a missed Collection to remedy the service discrepancy. 
See Sections 8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints and 8.4.4 Courtesy 
Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs. 

 Recology shall provide regular reporting of missed Collections to the 
Refuse Rates Administrator as part of its quarterly reporting. 

Extra Service Charges: The following extra service charges are specified in Section 3 Rate 
Sheets. 

An access charge will apply to each container being serviced on a 
Customer’s property for each key, padlock, keypad, entry code, 
opener, or similar access device required for Collection. An access 
charge will apply to each curbside cart with a manual locking device. 

 Distance, elevation, and access charges may be divided amongst 
Customers at the same location at the Rates outlined in Section 3 
Rate SheetsRate Sheets. 

 Residential Customers in one- (1) to five- (5) unit buildings may set 
out additional bagged Solid Waste, in no larger than thirty-two (32) 
gallon bags, next to or on top of the Customer’s Solid Waste cart on 
service Day. Additional bagged materials set out for Collection on a 
Customer’s service Day will be Collected for an additional charge per 
bag. 
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 Recology shall provide additional Solid Waste carts to one- (1) to five- 
(5) unit Residential Customers upon request and will charge the 
appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

No extra charges will apply for Collection less than twenty (25) feet 
from the curb. A distance charge per cart for Collection will apply for 
each twenty-five (25) foot increment beyond the original twenty-five 
(25) feet. 

No extra charge for Collection locations with less than a four (4) foot 
elevation change from street level. An elevation charge per cart will 
apply for Collection of each cart with an elevation change of greater 
than four (4) feet. Elevation charges will be applied in eight (8) foot 
increments after the original four (4) feet elevation change. For 
example, an elevation charge will apply to carts with an elevation 
change from street level from five (5) feet in elevation to twelve (12) 
feet in elevation. An additional elevation charge will apply to carts 
with an elevation change from thirteen (13) feet to twenty (20) feet. 

Contamination Charges: Contamination charges such as extra bag/cart Collection fees may 
apply if contamination is found in MSW carts or bins. Thresholds for 
contamination are twenty-five percent (25%) by volume for MSW 
carts and bins. Contamination charges are outlined in the 
Contamination Charge and Removal of Diversion Discount policy. 

4.1.2 Organic Materials Collection 
Recology shall Collect Organic Materials placed in Recology provided carts one (1) time per week 
(or more frequently, based on subscription), Monday through Friday generally between the hours 
of 5:00AM and 5:00PM from one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers. Due to various factors 
that may impede the ability to provide service during this time frame, Recology may collect 
Residential Customers outside of the 5:00AM and 5:00PM service hours. Organic Materials 
Collected from one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers will be Transported to the Tunnel 
Avenue Transfer Station and then Transported to the designated Processing facility.  

Containers: Wheeled Cart. Green in color. 

Available Sizes: 32 gallons and 64 gallon. 
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 Recology is responsible for normal wear and tear and the occasional 
replacement of carts provided to the Customer. Customers may be 
assessed a replacement charge for excessive damage or missing carts 
occurring more than once every two (2) years. 

 At the time a new Customer opens an account, Recology shall provide 
each single-family unit with one (1) kitchen pail at no additional cost. 
Replacement kitchen pails will be provided upon request (up to one 
(1) kitchen pail every two (2) years). Kitchen pails are designed to 
store and transport food scraps inside a property prior to placement 
of food waste in the Customer’s Organic Materials cart. Kitchen pail 
specifications shall be approved by the City prior to ordering and 
distribution. Kitchen pails will not be serviced by Recology. 

Default Size: 32 gallons for single family 'dwellings and 32 gallons per Residential 
unit for buildings five (5) units or less. 

Frequency: At least one (1) time per week. Monday through Friday. 

 All material streams will be serviced on the same Day provided the 
service location is curbside. Recology is solely responsible for 
determining the assigned Collection Day. Recology may change the 
Collection Day at their sole discretion with fourteen (14) Days’ 
advance notice to the Customer. 

 Collection services will not be provided on Christmas Day or New 
Year’s Day each year. Recology will notify impacted Customers of 
their alternative Collection service Day each year. 

Service Location: Curbside in front of a Customer’s property or at a location on 
Customer’s property mutually agreed upon between the Customer 
and Recology. 

 Collection of material at a specified location on a Customer’s 
property is available for an additional charge as measured from 
where the Collection vehicle is located to the Collection point. 
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 Carts for all material streams should be placed for service at the same 
location for Collection each week. 

 Carts shall be unobstructed and placed for easy access by Recology, 
so they can be serviced in a normal and safe manner by Recology 
personnel each week. 

Acceptable Materials: Organic Materials (i.e., yard trimmings, food waste). 

Prohibited Materials: Municipal Solid Waste (MSW), Recyclable Materials, dirt, hazardous 
waste (including HHW), E-Waste, cooking oil, tree limbs and trunks 
more than six (6) inches in diameter and more than three (3) feet in 
length, other materials described below. 

 Recology may refuse to Collect an Organic Materials cart that 
contains more than five percent (5%) by volume of prohibited 
materials or contaminants, as outlined in the Contamination Charges 
and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol. In such cases, Recology 
will leave a tag informing the Customer of the reason Collection did 
not occur. 

 If Recology determines that material placed in any container for 
Collection is hazardous waste (including HHW), designated waste, or 
other material that may not legally be Disposed of at the designated 
Disposal location, handled at the Processing facility, or presents a 
hazard to Recology's employees, Recology shall have the right to 
refuse to Collect a cart containing such material. 

 In such cases, Recology shall leave a non-Collection notice and 
comply with any provisions of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Program Agreement and the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Facility Operation Plan. See Section 8.4.5 Non-Collection 
Due to Contamination, 8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to Excluded Waste, 
8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection, 8.4.8 Disposal of 
Heavily Contaminated Containers, and 8.4.9 Record of Non-
Collection. 

Missed Collection: Recology shall return within twenty (24) hours of notification by 
Customer of a missed Collection to remedy the service discrepancy. 
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See Sections 8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints and 8.4.4 Courtesy 
Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs. 

 Recology shall provide regular reporting of missed Collections to the 
Refuse Rates Administrator as part of its Quarterly Reporting. 

Extra Service Charges: The following extra service charges are specified in Section 3 Rate 
Sheets of the Rate Order. 

An access charge will apply to each container being serviced on a 
Customer’s property for each key, padlock, keypad, entry code, 
opener, or similar access device required for Collection. An access 
charge will apply to each curbside cart with a manual locking device. 

 Distance, elevation, and access charges may be divided amongst 
Customers at the same location at the Rates outlined in Section 3. 

 Residential Customers in one- (1) to five- (5) unit buildings may set 
out additional bagged yard waste only, in paper yard waste bags no 
larger than thirty-two (32) gallons each, next to or on top of their 
Organic Materials cart on their service Day. Up to ten (10) paper yard 
waste bags with yard waste material only may be set out for 
Collection on a Customer’s service Day at no additional charge. 
Additional yard waste bags beyond the ten (10) additional bags 
allowed will be Collected for an additional charge equivalent to the 
extra bag/cart fee in the Rate sheets for the respective volume.  

 Sod, dirt, tree trunks, and food waste are not accepted in additional 
yard waste bags and will not be Collected. Paper yard waste bags are 
not provided by Recology and must be provided by the Customer. 
Materials set out in plastic bags will be handled as MSW and will be 
Collected as such. Applicable charges for materials set out in plastic 
bags and Collected as MSW will apply. Each additional yard waste 
bag must weigh less than twenty-five (25) pounds to be Collected. 
Bags weighing more than twenty-five (25) pounds will not be 
Collected. 
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 Recology shall provide additional Organic Materials carts to one- (1) 
to five- (5) unit Residential Customers upon request and will charge 
the appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

No extra charge will apply for Collection less than twenty (25) feet 
from curb. A distance charge per cart for Collection will apply for each 
twenty-five (25) foot increment beyond the original twenty-five (25) 
feet. 

No extra charge for Collection locations with less than a four (4) foot 
elevation change from street level. An elevation charge per cart will 
apply for Collection of each cart with an elevation change of greater 
than four (4) feet. Elevation charges will be applied in eight (8) foot 
increments after the original four (4) feet elevation change. For 
example, an elevation charge will apply to carts with an elevation 
change from street level from five (5) feet in elevation to twelve feet 
in elevation. An additional elevation charge will apply to carts with an 
elevation change from thirteen (13) feet to twenty (20) feet. 

Contamination Charges: Contamination charges such as extra bag/cart Collection fees may 
apply if contamination is found in Organic Materials carts or bins. 
Thresholds for contamination are five percent (5%) by volume for 
organic materials carts and bins. Contamination charges are outlined 
in the Contamination Charge and Removal of Diversion Discount 
Protocol. 

4.1.3 Recyclable Materials Collection 
Recology shall Collect Recyclable Materials placed in Recology provided carts one (1) time per 
week (or more frequently, based on subscription), Monday through Friday generally between the 
hours of 5:00AM and 5:00PM from one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers. Due to various 
factors that may impede the ability to provide service during this time frame, Recology may collect 
Residential Customers outside of the 5:00AM and 5:00PM service hours. Recyclable Materials 
Collected from one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers will be Transported to the Recology 
Pier 96 facility for Processing. 

Containers: Wheeled Cart. Blue in color. 
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Available Sizes: 32 gallon, 64 gallon, and 96 gallon. 

 Recology is responsible for normal wear and tear and the occasional 
replacement of carts provided to the Customer. Customers may be 
assessed a replacement charge for excessive damage or missing carts 
occurring more than once every two (2) years. 

Default Size: 64 gallons for single family dwellings and 64 gallons per Residential 
unit for buildings five (5) units or less. 

Frequency: At least one (1) time per week. Monday through Friday. 

 All material streams will be serviced on the same Day provided the 
service location is curbside. Recology is solely responsible for 
determining the assigned Collection Day. Recology may change the 
Collection Day at their sole discretion with fourteen (14) Days 
advance notice to the Customer. 

 Collection services will not be provided on Christmas Day or New 
Year’s Day each year. Recology will notify impacted Customers of 
their alternative Collection service Day each year. 

Service Location: Curbside in front of a Customer’s property or at a location on 
Customer’s property mutually agreed upon between the Customer 
and Recology. 

 Collection of material at a specified location on a Customer’s 
property is available for an additional charge as measured from 
where the Collection vehicle is located to the Collection point. 

 Carts for all material streams should be placed for service at the same 
location for Collection each week. 

 Carts shall be unobstructed and placed for easy access by Recology, 
so they can be serviced in a normal and safe manner by Recology 
personnel each week. 

Acceptable Materials: Recyclable Materials. 
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Prohibited Materials: Municipal Solid Waste, Organic Materials, hazardous waste (including 
HHW), E-Waste, and other materials described below. 

 Recology may refuse to Collect a Recyclable Materials cart that 
contains more than ten percent (10%) by volume of prohibited 
materials or contaminants, as outlined in the Contamination Charges 
and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol. In such cases, Recology 
will leave a tag informing the Customer of the reason Collection did 
not occur. 

 If Recology determines that material placed in any container for 
Collection is hazardous waste (including HHW), designated waste, or 
other material that may not legally be disposed of at the designated 
Disposal location, handled at the Processing facility, or presents a 
hazard to Recology's employees, Recology shall have the right to 
refuse to Collect a cart containing such material. 

 In such cases, Recology shall leave a non-Collection notice and 
comply with any provisions of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Program Agreement and the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Facility Operation Plan. See Section 8.4.5 Non-Collection 
Due to Contamination, 8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to Excluded Waste, 
8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection, 8.4.8 Disposal of 
Heavily Contaminated Containers, and 8.4.9 Record of Non-
Collection. 

Missed Collection: Recology shall return within twenty (24) hours of notification by 
Customer of a missed Collection to remedy the service discrepancy. 
See Sections 8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints and 8.4.4 Courtesy 
Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs. 

 Recology shall provide regular reporting of missed net Collections to 
the Refuse Rates Administrator as part of its Quarterly Reporting. 
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Extra Service Charges: The following extra service charges are specified in Section 3 Rate 
Sheets of the Rate Order. 

An access charge will apply to each container being serviced on a 
Customer’s property for each key, padlock, keypad, entry code, 
opener, or similar access device required for Collection. An access 
charge will apply to each curbside cart with a manual locking device. 

 Distance, elevation, and access charges may be divided amongst 
Customers at the same location at the Rates outlined in Section 3 
Rate Sheets. 

 Recology will Collect additional Recyclable Materials for an additional 
charge that have been set out on a Customer’s service Day such as 
cardboard that has been flattened and bundled together with twine. 
Cardboard bundles can be no larger than two (2) feet cubed (i.e., 2’ x 
2’ x 2’). Cardboard bundles must be set out next to a Customer’s 
Recyclable Materials cart on their service Day and will be charged the 
appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

 Recology shall provide additional Recyclable Materials carts to one- 
(1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers upon request and will 
charge the appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

No extra charges will apply for Collection less than twenty (25) feet 
from curb. A distance charge per cart for Collection will apply for each 
twenty-five (25) foot increment beyond the original twenty-five (25) 
feet. 

No extra charge for Collection locations with less than a four (4) foot 
elevation change from street level. An elevation charge per cart will 
apply for Collection of each cart with an elevation change of greater 
than four (4) feet. Elevation charges will be applied in eight (8) foot 
increments after the original four (4) feet elevation change. For 
example, an elevation charge will apply to carts with an elevation 
change from street level from five (5) feet in elevation to twelve (12) 
feet in elevation. An additional elevation charge will apply to carts 
with an elevation change from thirteen (13) feet to twenty (20) feet. 
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Contamination Charges: Contamination charges such as extra bag/cart Collection fees may 
apply if contamination is found in Recyclable Material carts or bins. 
Thresholds for contamination are ten percent (10%) by volume for 
Recyclable Material carts and bins. Contamination charges are 
outlined in the Contamination Charge and Removal of Diversion 
Discount policy. 

4.1.4 Six-Unit or Larger Residential Apartment Services 
Six- (6) unit and larger Residential apartment accounts are buildings consisting of six (6) or more 
dwelling units. Residential buildings with more than six hundred (600) rooms not including 
kitchens and bathrooms, or that utilize waste containers three (3) yards in size or larger, or that 
have any form of compacted waste service, or are considered mixed-use buildings without 
dedicated Residential carts, will have Commercial services (not described in this SLA and not 
governed by Residential Rates under this Rate Order). 

4.1.5 Municipal Solid Waste Collection  
Recology shall Collect MSW placed in Recology-provided carts or bins between one (1) time per 
week and up to seven (7) times per week. Service will be offered each Day of the week, Monday 
through Sunday, at the recommendation of Recology and at the Customer’s request. Recology 
may perform Collections twenty-four (24) hours per Day. The size of carts and bins may be 
selected by the Customer subject to approval by Recology for each service location. Recology may 
provide a recommendation to Customers on the appropriate size cart or bin and the frequency of 
service for their service location. MSW will be Collected by Recology from six- (6) unit and larger 
Residential Customers and Transported to the Tunnel Avenue Transfer Station and then 
Transported to the designated Disposal facility.  

Containers: Wheeled carts, grey in color. Wheeled bins, labeled for MSW. 

Available Size Carts: 32 gallons, 64 gallons, and 96 gallons. 

Available Size Bins: 1-yard, 1.5-yard, and 2-yard. 

 Recology is responsible for normal wear and tear and the occasional 
replacement of containers provided to the Customer. Customers 
may be assessed a replacement charge for excessive damage or 
missing containers. 
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Default Size: 16 gallons per unit for six (6) unit or more Residential buildings. 

Frequency: One (1) time per week up to seven (7) times per week. Monday 
through Sunday. 

 To receive Collection service at a location on a Saturday, the account 
must receive service at least three (3) Days during the week, Monday 
through Friday.  

 To receive Collection service at a location on a Sunday, the account 
must receive service daily (i.e., six (6) times per week). 

 Recology is solely responsible for determining the assigned 
Collection Day. Recology may change the Collection Day at their 
sole discretion with fourteen (14) Days advance notice to the 
Customer. 

 Collection services will not be provided on Christmas Day or New 
Year’s Day each year. Recology will notify impacted Customers of 
their alternative Collection service Day each year. 

Service Location: Curbside in front of a Customer’s property or at a location on 
Customer’s property mutually agreed upon between the Customer 
and Recology. 

 Collection of material at a specified location on a Customer’s 
property is available for an additional charge as measured from 
where the Collection vehicle is located to the Collection point. 

 Containers for all material streams should be placed for service at 
the same location for Collection each week. 

Carts and bins shall be unobstructed and placed for easy access by 
Recology, so they can be serviced in a normal and safe manner by 
Recology personnel each week. 

Acceptable Materials: Municipal Solid Waste. 
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Prohibited Materials: Recyclable Materials, Organic Materials, hazardous waste (including 
HHW), E-Waste, other materials described below. 

 If Recology determines that material placed in any container for 
Collection is hazardous waste (including HHW), designated waste, 
or other material that may not legally be Disposed of at the 
designated Disposal location, handled at the Processing facility, or 
presents a hazard to Recology's employees, Recology shall have the 
right to refuse to Collect a container containing such material. 

 In such cases, Recology shall leave a non-Collection notice and 
comply with any provisions of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Program Agreement and the Household Hazardous 
Waste Collection Facility Operation Plan. See Section 8.4.5 Non-
Collection Due to Contamination, 8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to 
Excluded Waste, 8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection, 
8.4.8 Disposal of Heavily Contaminated Containers, and 8.4.9 Record 
of Non-Collection. 

Missed Collection: Recology shall return within twenty (24) hours of notification by 
Customer of a missed Collection to remedy the service discrepancy. 
See Sections 8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints and 8.4.4 Courtesy 
Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs. 

 Recology shall provide regular reporting of missed Collections to 
the Refuse Rates Administrator as part of its Quarterly Reporting. 

Extra Service Charges: The following extra service charges are specified in Section 3 Rate 
Sheets of the Rate Order. 

An access charge will apply to each container being serviced on a 
Customer’s property for each key, padlock, keypad, entry code, 
opener, or similar access device required for Collection. An access 
charge will apply to each curbside container with a manual locking 
device. 
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 Distance, elevation, and access charges may be divided amongst 
Customers at the same location at the Rates outlined in Section 3 
Rate Sheets. 

 Six-unit and larger Residential Customers may set out additional 
bagged Solid Waste, in no larger than thirty-two (32) gallon bags, 
next to their Solid Waste container on their service Day. Additional 
bagged materials set out for Collection on a Customer’s service Day 
will be Collected for an additional charge per bag. 

 Recology shall provide additional Solid Waste containers to six- (6) 
unit and larger Residential Customers upon request and will charge 
the appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

No extra charges will apply for Collection less than fifty (50) feet 
from the curb. A distance charge per cart or bin for Collection will 
apply for each fifty (50) foot increment beyond the original fifty (50) 
feet. 

No extra charge for Collection locations with less than a four (4) foot 
elevation change from street level. An elevation charge per cart will 
apply for Collection of each cart with an elevation change of greater 
than four (4) feet. Elevation charges will be applied in eight (8) foot 
increments after the original four (4) feet elevation change. For 
example, an elevation charge will apply to carts with an elevation 
change from street level from five (5) feet in elevation to twelve (12) 
feet in elevation. An additional elevation charge will apply to carts 
with an elevation change from thirteen (13) feet to twenty (20) feet. 

Contamination Charges: Contamination charges may apply if contamination is found in MSW 
carts or bins. Thresholds for contamination are twenty-five percent 
(25%) by volume for MSW carts and bins. Contamination charges 
are outlined in the Contamination Charge and Removal of Diversion 
Discount policy. 

4.1.6 Organic Materials Collection 
Recology shall Collect Organic Materials placed in Recology-provided carts or bins between one 
(1) time per week and up to seven (7) times per week. Service will be offered each Day of the week, 
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Monday through Sunday, at the recommendation of Recology and at the Customer’s request. 
Recology may perform Collections twenty-four (24) hours per Day. The size of carts and bins may 
be selected by the Customer subject to approval by Recology for each service location. Recology 
may provide a recommendation to Customers on the appropriate size cart or bin and the 
frequency of service for their service location. Organic Materials will be Collected by Recology 
from six- (6) unit and larger Residential Customers and Transported to the Tunnel Avenue Transfer 
Station and then Transported to the designated Processing facility. 

Containers: Wheeled carts, green in color. Wheeled bins, labeled for Organic 
Materials. 

Available Cart Sizes: 32 gallons and 64 gallons. 

Available Bin Sizes: 1-yard, 1.5-yard, and 2-yard. 

 Recology is responsible for normal wear and tear and the occasional 
replacement of containers provided to the Customer. Customers may 
be assessed a replacement charge for excessive damage or missing 
containers. 

 Upon a six- (6) unit and larger Residential building Customer opening 
their account, Recology shall provide each unit with one (1) kitchen 
pail at no additional cost. Replacement kitchen pails will be provided 
upon request (up to one (1) kitchen pail every two (2) years). Kitchen 
pails are designed to store and transport food scraps inside a 
property prior to placement of food waste in the Customer’s Organic 
Materials container. Kitchen pail specifications shall be approved by 
the City prior to ordering and distribution. Kitchen pails will not be 
serviced by Recology. 

Default Size: Eight (8) gallons per unit for six- (6) unit or more Residential buildings. 

Frequency: One (1) time per week up to seven (7) times per week. Monday 
through Sunday. 

 Recology is solely responsible for determining the assigned 
Collection Day. Recology may change the Collection Day at their sole 
discretion with fourteen (14) Days’ advance notice to the Customer. 
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 To receive Collection service at a location on a Saturday, the account 
must receive service at least three (3) Days during the week, Monday 
through Friday.  

 To receive Collection service at a location on a Sunday, the account 
must receive service daily (i.e., six (6) times per week). 

 Collection services will not be provided on Christmas Day or New 
Year’s Day each year. Recology will notify impacted Customers of 
their alternative Collection service Day each year. 

Service Location: Curbside in front of a Customer’s property or at a location on 
Customer’s property mutually agreed upon between the Customer 
and Recology. 

 Collection of material at a specified location on a Customer’s property 
is available for an additional charge as measured from where the 
Collection vehicle is located to the Collection point. 

 Containers for all material streams should be placed for service at the 
same location for Collection each week. 

 Containers shall be unobstructed and placed for easy access by 
Recology, so they can be serviced in a normal and safe manner by 
Recology personnel each week. 

Acceptable Materials: Organic Materials (i.e., yard trimmings, food waste, food-soiled 
paper, nonhazardous wood). 

Prohibited Materials: Municipal Solid Waste (MSW), Recyclable Materials, dirt, hazardous 
waste, E-Waste, cooking oil, sod, tree limbs and trunks more than six 
(6) inches in diameter and more than three (3) feet in length, other 
materials described below. 

 Recology may refuse to Collect an Organic Materials container that 
contains more than five percent (5%) by volume of prohibited 
materials or contaminants, as outlined in the Contamination Charges 
and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol. In such cases, Recology 
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will leave a tag informing the Customer of the reason Collection did 
not occur. 

 If Recology determines that material placed in any container for 
Collection is hazardous waste (including HHW), designated waste, or 
other material that may not legally be Disposed of at the designated 
Disposal location, handled at the Processing facility, or presents a 
hazard to Recology's employees, Recology shall have the right to 
refuse to Collect a container containing such material. 

 In such cases, Recology shall leave a non-Collection notice and 
comply with any provisions of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Program Agreement and the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Facility Operation Plan. See Section 8.4.5 Non-Collection 
Due to Contamination, 8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to Excluded Waste, 
8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection, 8.4.8 Disposal of 
Heavily Contaminated Containers, and 8.4.9 Record of Non-
Collection. 

Missed Collection: Recology shall return within twenty (24) hours of notification by 
Customer of a missed Collection to remedy the service discrepancy. 
See Sections 8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints and 8.4.4 Courtesy 
Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs. 

 Recology shall provide regular reporting of missed Collections to the 
Refuse Rates Administrator as part of its Quarterly Reporting. 

Extra Service Charges: The following extra service charges are specified in Section 3 Rate 
Sheets of the Rate Order. 

An access charge will apply to each container being serviced on a 
Customer’s property for each key, padlock, keypad, entry code, 
opener, or similar access device required for Collection. An access 
charge will apply to each curbside container with a manual locking 
device. 

 Distance, elevation, and access charges may be divided amongst 
Customers at the same location at one hundred fifty percent (150%) 
of the otherwise applicable Rate. If two (2) or more Customers split 

mailto:controller@sfgov.org


 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Service Level Agreements for the Refuse Rate Board’s 
2025 Rate Order 

 
 

CITY HALL • 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE • ROOM 316 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694 
(415) 554-7500 • controller@sfgov.org • sf.gov/controller  

Page 32 of 98 

service charges, they will be applied to each bill payer equally or as 
designated by the Customers, subject to approval by Recology. 

 Recology shall provide additional Organic Materials containers to six- 
(6) unit and larger Residential Customers upon request and will 
charge the appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

No extra charges will apply for Collection less than fifty (50) feet from 
the curb. A distance charge per cart or bin for Collection will apply for 
each fifty (50) foot increment beyond the original fifty (50) feet. 

No extra charge for Collection locations with less than a four (4) foot 
elevation change from street level. An elevation charge per cart will 
apply for Collection of each cart with an elevation change of greater 
than four (4) feet. Elevation charges will be applied in eight (8) foot 
increments after the original four (4) feet elevation change. For 
example, an elevation charge will apply to carts with an elevation 
change from street level from five (5) feet in elevation to twelve (12) 
feet in elevation. An additional elevation charge will apply to carts 
with an elevation change from thirteen (13) feet to twenty (20) feet. 

Contamination Charges: 
 

Contamination charges may apply if contamination is found in 
Organic Materials carts or bins. Thresholds for contamination are five 
percent (5%) by volume for Organic Materials carts and bins. 
Contamination charges are outlined in the Contamination Charge 
and Removal of Diversion Discount policy. 

4.1.7 Recyclable Materials Collection 
Recology shall Collect Recyclable Material placed in Recology-provided carts or bins between one 
(1) time per week and up to six (6) times per week. Service will be offered each Day of the week 
Monday through Saturday at the recommendation of Recology and at the Customer’s request. 
Seven- (7) Day-service, including Sunday, may be available on specific routes if mutually agreed 
between Recology and the Refuse Rates Administrator. Recology may perform Collection twenty-
four (24) hours per day. The size of carts and bins may be selected by the Customer subject to 
approval by Recology for each service location. Recology may provide a recommendation to 
Customers on the appropriate size cart or bin and the frequency of service for their service 
location. Recyclable Materials will be Collected by Recology from six- (6) units and larger 
Residential Customers and Transported to the Recology Pier 96 facility for Processing. 
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Containers: Wheeled carts, blue in color. Wheeled bins, labeled for Recyclable 
Materials. 

Available Cart Sizes: 32 gallon, 64 gallon, and 96 gallon. 

Available Bin Sizes: 1-yard, 1.5-yard, and 2-yard. 

 Recology is responsible for normal wear and tear and the occasional 
replacement of containers provided to the Customer. Customers may 
be assessed a replacement charge for excessive damage or missing 
containers. 

Default Size: Sixteen (16) gallons per unit for units with six (6) or more Residential 
buildings. 

Frequency: One (1) time per week up to at least six (6) times per week. Monday 
through Saturday. Sunday service may be available on specific routes 
if mutually agreed between Recology and the Refuse Rates 
Administrator. 

 To receive Collection service at a location on a Saturday, the account 
must receive service at least three (3) Days during the week Monday 
through Friday. 

 Recology is solely responsible for determining the assigned 
Collection Day. Recology may change the Collection Day at their sole 
discretion with fourteen (14) Days advance notice to the Customer. 

 Collection services will not be provided on Christmas Day or New 
Year’s Day each year. Recology will notify impacted Customers of 
their alternative Collection service Day each year. 

Service Location: Curbside in front of a Customer’s property or at a location on 
Customer’s property mutually agreed upon between the Customer 
and Recology. 

 Collection of material at a specified location on a Customer’s 
property is available for an additional charge as measured from 
where the Collection vehicle is located to the Collection point. 
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 Containers for all material streams should be placed for service at the 
same location for Collection each week. 

 Containers shall be unobstructed and placed for easy access by 
Recology, so they can be serviced in a normal and safe manner by 
Recology personnel each week. 

Acceptable Materials: Recyclable Materials. 

Prohibited Materials: Municipal Solid Waste (MSW), Organic Materials, hazardous waste 
(including HHW), E-Waste, other materials described below. 

 Recology may refuse to Collect a Recyclable Materials container that 
contains more than ten percent (10%) by volume of prohibited 
materials or contaminants, as outlined in the Contamination Charges 
and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol. In such cases, Recology 
will leave a tag informing the Customer of the reason Collection did 
not occur. 

 If Recology determines that material placed in any container for 
Collection is hazardous waste (including HHW), designated waste, or 
other material that may not legally be Disposed of at the designated 
Disposal location, handled at the Processing facility, or presents a 
hazard to Recology's employees, Recology shall have the right to 
refuse to Collect a container containing such material. 

 In such cases, Recology shall leave a non-Collection notice and 
comply with any provisions of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Program Agreement and the Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Facility Operation Plan. See Section 8.4.5 Non-Collection 
Due to Contamination, 8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to Excluded Waste, 
8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection, 8.4.8 Disposal of 
Heavily Contaminated Containers, and 8.4.9 Record of Non-
Collection. 

Missed Collection: Recology shall return within twenty (24) hours of notification by 
Customer of a missed Collection to remedy the service discrepancy. 
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See Sections 8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints and 8.4.4 Courtesy 
Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs. 

 Recology shall provide regular reporting of missed Collections to the 
Refuse Rates Administrator as part of its Quarterly Reporting. 

Extra Service Charges: The following extra service charges are specified in Section 3 Rate 
Sheets of the Rate Order. 

An access charge will apply to each container being serviced on a 
Customer’s property for each key, padlock, keypad, entry code, 
opener, or similar access device required for Collection. An access 
charge will apply to each curbside container with a manual locking 
device. 

 Distance, elevation, and access charges may be divided amongst 
Customers at the same location at the Rates outlined in Section 3 
Rate Sheets. 

 Recology will Collect additional Recyclable Materials for an additional 
charge that have been set out on a Customer’s service Day such as 
cardboard that has been flattened and bundled together with twine. 
Cardboard bundles can be no larger than two (2) feet cubed (i.e., 2’ x 
2’ x 2’). Cardboard bundles must be set out next to a Customer’s 
Recyclable Materials container on their service Day and will be 
charged the appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

 Recology shall provide additional Recyclable Materials containers to 
six- (6) unit and larger Residential Customers upon request and will 
charge the appropriate Rate approved by the City. 

No extra charges will apply for Collection less than fifty (50) feet from 
the curb. A distance charge per cart or bin for Collection will apply 
for each fifty (50) foot increment beyond the original fifty (50) feet. 

No extra charge for Collection locations with less than a four (4) foot 
elevation change from street level. An elevation charge per cart will 
apply for Collection of each cart with an elevation change of greater 
than four (4) feet. Elevation charges will be applied in eight (8) foot 
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increments after the original four (4) feet elevation change. For 
example, an elevation charge will apply to carts with an elevation 
change from street level from five (5) feet in elevation to twelve (12) 
feet in elevation. An additional elevation charge will apply to carts 
with an elevation change from thirteen (13) feet to twenty (20) feet. 

Contamination Charges: Charges may apply if contamination is found in Recyclable Materials 
carts or bins. Thresholds for contamination are ten percent (10%) by 
volume for Recyclable Materials carts and bins. Contamination 
charges are outlined in the Contamination Charge and Removal of 
Diversion Discount policy. 

4.2 Additional Services 

4.2.1 Container Management 
Containers are Recology-provided carts and bins used by the Customer to Collect Municipal Solid 
Waste, Organic Materials, and Recyclable Materials generated at their location and set out for 
Recology for Collection and Transport. 

Recology shall provide all Customers with carts or bins that correspond to their Service Levels, are 
compatible with Recology Collection vehicles, and can safely be Collected from Customers’ setout 
location. Recology is responsible for normal wear and tear and the occasional replacement of 
containers provided to the Customer. Customers may be assessed a replacement charge for 
excessive damage or missing containers occurring more than once every two (2) years. 

Special containers with manual locking mechanisms are available upon request for an additional 
charge. Customers requesting locks will receive locks from Recology for an additional charge. 
Locks that are excessively lost, stolen, or removed may result in the removal of the special manual 
locking container. Specially designed containers with an auto-locking mechanism may be used by 
Recology in specific locations as determined by Recology staff. 

Cart and bin cleaning services are available to Customers upon request for an additional charge. 

4.2.2 Equipment Testing/Piloting 
Novel equipment is defined as new equipment and/or technology for potential introduction in 
Recology operations. Recology may test/pilot novel equipment at any time in San Francisco in 
their sole discretion to determine the viability and effectiveness of the new equipment or 
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technology, provided that such new equipment or technology, and the testing/piloting method, 
complies with all Applicable Law and does not significantly impact core services provided to 
Customers. The City of San Francisco is only responsible for the cost of new equipment and/or 
technology and any extraordinary costs of testing/piloting novel equipment, if such equipment or 
technology and related testing/piloting received prior approval from the Refuse Rates 
Administrator or Refuse Rate Board. Recology will notify the Refuse Rates Administrator and 
applicable City departments when testing of new equipment or technology is expected to 
noticeably impact service or has noticeably impacted service. 

5.  ABANDONED MATERIAL COLLECTION  

5.1 Service Description and Delivery 

5.1.1 Proactive Sweeps 
Recology shall perform proactive sweeps for abandoned materials as follows: 

Bayview Sweep “Zone 853”: In the Bayview neighborhood, Monday through Friday, at hours 
mutually agreed upon by Recology and San Francisco Public Works, not to exceed an eight and 
one half (8.5) -hour period and no less than six (6) hours per weekday. As frequently as daily 
Monday through Friday, San Francisco Public Works may provide direction to Recology staff on 
specific areas to target within the Bayview for abandoned materials Collection. Recology shall 
provide one (1) driver and one (1) Collection truck to work at the direction of San Francisco Public 
Works in Collecting abandoned materials within the Bayview neighborhood.  
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Zone K Sweep: In Zone K, defined as the area bounded by Gough St., Broadway, Embarcadero, 
and Market St., Monday through Friday, at hours mutually agreed upon by Recology and San 
Francisco Public Works, not to exceed an 8.5-hour period and no less than six (6) hours per 
weekday, Recology shall provide two (2) drivers, one (1) box truck, and one (1) Collection truck to 
Collect abandoned materials within this Zone K. This Zone K proactive sweep shall include two 
daily stops at locations mutually agreed upon by Recology and San Francisco Public Works to 
meet with San Francisco Public Works crews during which the Public Works crews may offload 
materials that they have Collected onto a Recology truck. 

Abandoned Waste 
Zone "853" 
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Afternoon Sweeps: Recology will operate three (3) afternoon abandoned material sweep routes 
through the City Monday through Friday. Each route will consist of one (1) driver and one (1) 
Collection vehicle.  

These routes will perform proactive Collection of abandoned materials in the public right of way 
after the morning abandoned material zone routes are complete, but not earlier than 1:00 PM, 
unless an earlier Collection time has been mutually agreed upon by Recology and San Francisco 
Department of Public Works. Hours for each afternoon abandoned material sweep route shall be 
mutually agreed upon by Recology and San Francisco Public Works and shall not exceed eight 
and one-half (8.5) hours in a Day.  

The areas covered by the afternoon abandoned material sweep routes shall be mutually agreed 
upon by Recology and San Francisco Public Works. These areas may be adjusted periodically 
during a Rate Year to address shifts in abandoned material locations. Recology will collaborate 
with San Francisco Department of Public Works to identify abandoned material locations 
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throughout the City and will adjust afternoon abandoned material sweep routes as mutually 
agreed. The afternoon sweep zone map below is preliminary and subject to change. 

 

5.1.2 Abandoned Cardboard Collection 
Recology shall provide two (2) drivers and two (2) Collection vehicles to Collect abandoned 
cardboard in the public right of way, Monday through Friday, at hours and areas mutually agreed 
upon between the Recology and San Francisco Department of Public Works. Total hours for each 
abandoned cardboard Collection route shall not exceed eight and one-half (8.5) hours in a Day, 
unless at the direction of Recology management in their sole discretion. The areas covered by the 
abandoned cardboard Collection routes shall be mutually agreed upon by Recology and San 
Francisco Public Works. These areas may be adjusted periodically during a Rate Year to address 
shifts in abandoned cardboard areas. Recology will collaborate with San Francisco Department of 
Public Works to identify areas with abandoned cardboard throughout the City and will adjust 
abandoned cardboard Collection routes as mutually agreed. 

Abandoned Waste Routes 
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5.1.3 Responsive Abandoned Materials Collection 
This Section of the Service Level Agreement applies to the six (6) dedicated abandoned materials 
zones for the purpose of responding to notices of abandoned materials received from the City’s 
311 reporting system. The six (6) zones are identified in the map below as zones 1, B, D, F, H, and 
J. This Section does not apply to the separate proactive sweeps for abandoned materials described 
in the Bayview Sweep, Zone K Sweep, and Afternoon Sweeps described in Section 5.1.1 Proactive 
Sweeps. 

 

Measurement Periods will be continuous 8.5-hour periods at times and on Days mutually agreed 
upon by Recology and San Francisco Public Works. For the response times to apply, a request or 
notice for service must be received within the applicable Measurement Period. Recology may need 
to work outside of the Measurement Periods to satisfy this SLA, but the time limits described in 
the SLA shall not apply to requests or notices for service received outside of a Measurement 
Period. 

Recology shall be required to Collect materials abandoned in the public right of way within the 
City and County of San Francisco within four (4) hours of receiving notice via the City’s 311 

Abandoned Waste Routes 
Monday Through Sunday 
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reporting system of such abandoned materials during the applicable Measurement Period, 
Monday through Friday, not including San Francisco public Holidays. Recology shall be required 
to Collect materials abandoned in the public right of way within the City and County of San 
Francisco within eight (8) hours of receiving notice via the City’s 311 reporting system of such 
abandoned materials during the appliable Measurement Period on Saturdays, Sundays, and San 
Francisco public Holidays.  

The timeframes noted in the preceding paragraph shall not apply in the event that Recology has 
responded to (a) more than 329 notices of abandoned materials in one Day; or (b) more than 
10,000 notices of abandoned materials in one month; or (c) more than 120,000 notices of 
abandoned materials in one Rate Year. All services provided to respond to abandoned materials 
notices count towards the Service Levels stated in clauses (a) and (b) of the preceding sentence, 
including notices received outside the applicable Measurement Periods.  

Recology will attempt to respond as soon as reasonably possible to notices of abandoned 
materials received outside the applicable Measurement Periods, or in excess of the daily, monthly, 
or annual Service Levels, but the response times may be longer than the time limits described in 
this SLA.  

5.1.4 Additional Public Works Directed Sweeps 
Additional public works directed sweeps are instances where the City’s Department of Public 
Works may direct additional abandoned material sweeps/stops on an as-needed basis to meet 
the dynamic needs of the City. These public works directed sweeps/stops require crews to be 
reallocated from the six (6) abandoned materials dedicated zones. Each crew consists of two (2) 
drivers, one (1) box truck, and one (1) rear-end loader truck. The hours dedicated to these 
additional public works directed sweeps shall be converted into a calculated equivalent of 311 
system notices responded to using the following conversion factor: one (1) crew can respond to 
eight (8) 311 notices per hour. This calculated equivalent shall be counted toward the three 
hundred twenty-nine (329) notices per Day, ten thousand (10,000) notices per month, and one 
hundred twenty thousand (120,000) notices per year Service Level described above in Section 
5.1.3 Responsive Abandoned Materials Collection. 

5.2 Oversight 
San Francisco Public Works will proactively review data on a quarterly basis and meet with 
Recology as needed to improve service delivery and/or reduce costs. After each quarterly meeting, 
Public Works will report out to the Refuse Rates Administrator on the status of each individual 
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Collection program described above, and updates such as changes in Service Levels or 
modifications to routes.  

6. FACILITIES  

6.1 Post Collection Facilities 
Recology conducts post-Collection operations at the Tunnel Avenue Solid Waste Transfer Station 
and Recycle Central (also known as Pier 96) facilities, located at 501 Tunnel Avenue and 1000 
Amador Street, respectively. Between the two (2) facilities, services include receipt of Collected 
material, Solid Waste Transfer and Transport, Recyclable Materials and Organic Materials 
Processing, and recovered material Transfer and Transport. Recology provides services to 
Customers directly at Tunnel Avenue as specified in the Self-Haul and Public Disposal and 
Recycling Area SLAs and cardboard drop off at Pier 96.  

Recology provides a range of services for Commercial Customers at both Tunnel Avenue and Pier 
96, as well as user-funded Processing of construction and demolition materials at Tunnel Avenue. 
The Tunnel Avenue site and facility are owned by Recology. Pier 96 is a Recology-operated facility 
situated on property leased from the City. Section 2 defines the lease as the Pier 96 Lease. The 
Facilities SLA is in no way intended to conflict with the Pier 96 Lease.  

Recology is solely responsible for conducting facility operations at both facilities in full compliance 
with Applicable Law, including but not limited to obtaining and maintaining all required permits 
and regulatory approvals. Except as otherwise specified, all services contained in this SLA are to 
be provided within the Customer Rates approved in this Rate Order (Section 3: Rate Sheets). This 
SLA addresses ongoing operations. While this SLA does not specifically address pilot projects, 
Recology shall conduct pilots that are approved through this Rate Order or during the Rate Order 
period, and that involve operations at one (1) or both facilities and/or material Transport in a 
manner that is consistent with the Facilities SLA.  

The following Sections address operations and functions that are common to both facilities and 
those that are specific to Tunnel Avenue and Pier 96. 

6.2 Facility Operations  
This Section describes Recology functions that apply to both facilities and for which, except as 
otherwise noted, Recology is solely responsible. 
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6.2.1 Material Acceptance/Waste Control 
Recology’s Waste Acceptance Control Program (WACP) staff inspect all incoming loads at both 
facilities to ensure they do not contain prohibited or hazardous waste that may not be Transported 
to or Disposed of at a sanitary landfill. In addition, material sorters are trained to identify and 
recover hazardous items from the Solid Waste stream. If identified, such material is sequestered 
and Disposed in accordance with Applicable Law. The WACP, as periodically revised, is 
incorporated by reference in the Landfill Disposal Agreement (LDA) between the City and 
Recology.  

6.2.2 Equipment 
Recology obtains and maintains all rolling stock and fixed equipment, and such backup and 
substitute equipment as is necessary to off-load and handle all materials upon delivery including, 
but not limited to, material Pre-Processing, Processing, Transfer to Transfer vehicles, and Transport 
to offsite facilities. Recology will, at a minimum, apply industry standard practices for preventive 
maintenance to maximize the useful life of all equipment. 

6.2.3 Personnel 
Recology hires and trains staff and maintains staffing levels as necessary and sufficient to conduct 
and manage operations at each facility. 

6.2.4 Safety 
Recology will use, at a minimum, industry standard practices for ensuring safety prevention, 
training, and management. 

6.2.5 Vehicle Tare Weights 
No less than annually and on adding vehicles to the Collection and/or Transfer fleet, and otherwise 
at City request, Recology shall promptly identify and report tare weights for all Collection and 
Transfer vehicles to ensure accurate weighing of all materials delivered to or Transported from 
each facility. 

6.2.6 Electronic Scales 
Recology will purchase, calibrate, operate, and maintain electronic scales and weight tag systems 
at each facility to ensure accurate weighing of all materials delivered to or Transported from each 
facility, recording the date, time, weight, material type, and vehicle ID/asset number or license 
plate number. Recology shall check scale accuracy no less than monthly, and promptly upon City 
request. 
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6.2.7 Data Collection and Reporting 
Recology shall ensure that facility operational and Transport-related data is collected and reported 
in a form that meets the requirements of the Rate Order. 

6.2.8 Diversion 
Recology will conduct all material Processing in a manner that provides for Diversion of high-
quality recovered materials that meet product specifications established by end users, brokers 
and/or mills. 

6.2.9 Material Marketing 
Recology is solely responsible for marketing materials at the best price, with periodic updates to 
SFE and the RRA regarding any changes to the list of materials to be marketed. 

6.3 Tunnel Avenue Operations 
Tunnel Avenue serves as the Collection, Processing, and Transfer point for various materials 
Collected from City residences, as well as delivered directly by City staff and the public. Tunnel 
Avenue provides handling and Transfer of Municipal Solid Waste, and Pre-Processing of 
Residential Organic Materials. Tunnel Avenue also provides Processing and recovery of 
construction and demolition materials and inert debris at the Integrated Material Recovery Facility 
(iMRF), a function that is not funded through the Rates. Tunnel Avenue may accept up to five 
thousand (5,000) tons of non-hazardous Solid Waste per Day and may operate up to seven (7) 
Days per week, up to twenty-four (24) hours per Day, and up to three hundred and sixty-five (365) 
Days per year. The Self-Haul and Public Disposal and Recycling Area SLAs identify the hours that 
Tunnel Avenue is available to the public.  

Municipal Solid Waste is reloaded into Transfer vehicles for Transport to Hay Road Landfill. 
Organic Materials are delivered to the Organic Materials Transfer facility at Tunnel Avenue in 
Recology Collection vehicles. The Organic Materials Transfer facility receives, Pre-Processes, and 
Transfers source-separated Organic Materials in preparation for further Processing and/or 
composting. Equipment at the Organics Transfer Station separates contaminants from the Organic 
Materials stream prior to loading into Transfer trucks. Organic Materials are then Transported to 
either Blossom Valley Organics North (BVON), Jepson Prairie Organics (JPO), or other approved 
facilities for additional processing and reuse. Residual waste from the Organics stream is 
Transported to Hay Road Landfill. 
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6.4 Recycle Central (Pier 96) Operations 
Recology’s Recycle Central is located on Pier 96 at the Port of San Francisco. The facility provides 
large volume Processing, recycling, and Transfer services for Recyclable Materials Collected from 
residences in the City. Recology processes these Recyclable Materials to recover marketable 
materials. Except for public drop-off of cardboard, only Collection vehicles may deliver single-
stream Recyclable Materials to Pier 96. Materials targeted for recovery are high-value single-
stream Recyclable Materials that have known markets and can be recovered in a cost-effective 
manner using mechanical and manual sorting techniques.  

These materials currently include, but are not limited to, mixed grades of Recyclable Materials, 
including fiber (mixed wastepaper), containers (i.e., aluminum beverage cans, tin cans, plastic tubs, 
glass and plastic bottles, aseptic packages, etc.), mixed plastic, other incidental scrap metals, and 
wood. Pier 96 cannot receive hazardous waste, Organic Materials, or Solid Waste that is less than 
fifty percent (50%) recyclable. Recovered commodities are baled and shipped to domestic and 
foreign buyers for further Processing for use as feedstock in a variety of manufacturing processes. 

6.5 Reporting 

6.5.1 Tunnel Ave and Pier 96 Tonnage Data Reporting 

Quarterly Operational Reporting 

a. Pier 96 total tons of Recyclable Materials received from curbside Collection and cardboard 
drop-off.  

b. Pier 96 total tons of Recyclable Materials recovered. 

c. Tunnel Avenue total tons of Organic Materials, iMRF materials, and landfill-bound Solid 
Waste received from curbside Collection. 

d. Tunnel Avenue total tons of Organic Materials, iMRF materials, and landfill-bound Solid 
Waste recovered. 

Annual Operational Reporting 

a. Pier 96 total tons of Recyclable Materials received from curbside Collection and cardboard 
drop-off.  

b. Pier 96 total tons of Recyclable Materials recovered. 
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c. Tunnel Avenue total tons of Organic Materials, iMRF materials, and landfill-bound Solid 
Waste received from curbside Collection. 

d. Tunnel Avenue total tons of Organic Materials, iMRF materials, and landfill-bound Solid 
Waste recovered. 

7. BILLING  

7.1 Service Description 
Recology shall bill all one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential and six- (6) unit and larger Residential 
Apartment Customers and, except for the City’s lien process, shall be solely responsible for 
collecting billings. Billings shall be at Rates not to exceed those set in accordance with the 
currently approved Rate Order. Billing shall be performed on the basis of services rendered or 
subscribed for. Individual contracts between Recology and a Residential Customer for services 
provided under this Rate Order shall be prohibited.  

7.2 Service Delivery 

7.2.1 Billing Frequency 
Recology shall bill all one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers quarterly for services 
provided. Recology shall bill one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers not earlier than one 
(1) month nor later than two (2) months into each quarterly billing cycle. Quarterly one- (1) to 
five- (5) unit Residential Customer invoices shall be due fifteen (15) calendar Days after the bill 
date. 

Recology shall bill all six- (6) unit and larger Residential Customers on a monthly basis in arrears. 
The date of that billing is the bill through date. Monthly six- (6) unit and larger Residential 
Apartment Customer invoices shall be issued in the month following the billing period and shall 
be due fifteen (15) calendar Days after the invoice date.  

 

Should there be failure to make a payment, Recology may participate in the complaint of non-
payment process as specified under Section 291 of the San Francisco Health Code. 

Nothing in this SLA shall be deemed to limit Recology’s rights under Section 291 of the San 
Francisco Health Code or to apply to billing or Collection from Commercial Customers. 
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7.2.2 Billing Logistics 
Recology shall bill Customers electronically using paperless invoices as the preferred billing 
method, however Recology shall bill Customers who do not sign up for paperless billing by 
standard mail, using standard (paper) invoices. Recology’s website shall allow Customers to pay 
their bill(s) electronically. Recology shall provide Customers the ability to pay their bills through 
an electronic check or credit card and include the ability for Customer billings to be automatically 
charged on a recurring basis. Recology shall also allow Customers to pay bills by check.  

Recology shall provide Customers with bill inserts in accordance with current practices. Recology 
will work with City staff to determine what content will be distributed. Recology will limit the 
frequency and cost to align with historical activity, unless specifically increased or decreased in 
the current Rate Order. 

7.3 Access to Billing System 
The Refuse Rates Administrator and/or their designee shall have on site access to the billing 
system. The Refuse Rates Administrator and Recology shall meet and confer during the Rate Order 
to discuss how to ensure the Recology Ready system can provide secure remote access for the 
Refuse Rates Administrator and/or their designee as specified in Section 24.1 Recology Ready 
Implementation.  

7.4 Account Management and Modifications  
Customers are responsible for maintaining and monitoring their accounts, including Service Levels 
and billing. Customers may open, close, and make account modifications by contacting Recology 
via phone or email. Customers will be assessed a twenty dollar ($20) administrative fee for each 
account opening. The administrative fee will not be charged in instances for administrative clean 
up.  

7.4.1 Vacation Holds  
Once per year, Residential Customers may request a vacation hold for temporary instances where 
Collection service is not required due to inhabitants not being present in the residence for more 
than one (1) month, but less than three (3) months. Such vacation hold will last no more than 
three (3) months in duration. Additional terms for instituting a vacation hold include:  

a. Accounts will be assessed a ten dollar ($10) administrative fee for each vacation hold. 

b. The base charge per dwelling unit for one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential Customers shall 
continue for the duration of any vacation hold. 
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c. Customers must provide Recology with the date they wish the vacation hold to start, and 
the date service is to be reinstated, at the time the vacation hold is requested. 

d. Vacation holds are not available to six- (6) unit and larger Residential Customers. 

7.5 Data Tracking  
Recology shall develop and maintain a database of Customer contact information, which shall 
include an email address for each Customer account, excluding email addresses for Customers 
who do not provide or specifically decline to provide such information. Recology shall maintain 
and make such database available upon request by the Refuse Rates Administrator.  

Recology shall maintain copies of all billings and receipts, each in chronological order, for the 
term covered by this Rate Order and for one (1) year following the end of the term covered by 
this Rate Order. Recology shall make billings and receipts available for inspection and verification 
by the Refuse Rates Administrator at any reasonable time, but in no case more than thirty (30) 
calendar Days after receiving such request.  

8.  CUSTOMER SERVICE  

8.1 Service Description 
Recology will provide timely, accurate, and professional Customer service to all Customers. 
Customer service may be provided in person or via phone or email as described below. 

8.2 Service Delivery 

8.2.1 Availability of Representatives 
Recology maintains a Customer service department capable of receiving, handling, and 
addressing Customer inquiries. The department is staffed with representatives Monday through 
Friday, 8:00AM to 4:30PM. Recology will provide a twenty-four (24) hour email communication 
platform for Customers to submit inquiries which will be addressed by representatives during the 
hours of operation. 

Recology will maintain an after-hours telephone number allowing twenty-four- (24) hour a Day 
access to Recology management by the Refuse Rates Administrator in the event of an emergency 
involving Recology’s equipment or services including, but not limited to: service interruptions, 
priority service requests, or major incidents. 
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8.2.2 Telephone 
Recology will maintain a telephone system in operation from 8:00AM to 4:30PM and will have 
sufficient equipment and staff to handle the peak volume of calls experienced in the normal course 
of business, and such telephone equipment will be capable of recording Recology’s 
responsiveness to incoming calls. Multilingual assistance is available via 3rd party language 
support services and/or Recology staff for people speaking English, Spanish, Cantonese, 
Mandarin, Tagalog, Vietnamese, and other languages.  

If Recology’s telephone Customer service department experiences wait or hold times greater than 
fifteen (15) minutes on average in any one (1) week period Monday through Friday, Recology will 
promptly notify the Refuse Rates Administrator of the cause and provide an estimated time to 
resolve the issue giving rise to the greater than fifteen (15) minute average wait or hold times. 

Recology’s telephone system will offer Customers who have been placed into an initial call queue 
the option to receive a call back rather than remain on-hold. Recology will provide a live call back 
on the same Day to all Customers who leave call back requests by 1:00PM and will provide a live 
call back by 12:00PM of the following workday for any call back requests made after 1:00PM. For 
call-back requests received after 1:00PM on a Friday, a live call back will be made by 12:00PM on 
the Monday immediately following the original request. 

8.2.3 Web Site, Email Address, and Other Customer Engagement 
Recology will develop and maintain a website that is accessible to the public and dedicated to 
services provided in the City. Recology will post all City-approved service-related information and 
Customer portals such as that for Bulky Item Collection requests on its website and will review 
and update service-related information at least one (1) time per quarter or more frequently if 
needed. Recology’s website will include all Rates and fees allowed to be charged as approved by 
the Refuse Rate Board, all public education and outreach materials produced and distributed, and 
provide Customers with the ability to e-mail Recology questions, billing inquiries, and service 
requests, including starting service, changing or stopping existing service, and other general 
service inquiries. Recology will respond to all Customers who send e-mail messages within twenty-
four (24) hours Monday through Thursday. For Customers who send e-mail messages on a Friday, 
Saturday, or Sunday, Recology will respond by 5:00PM the following Monday. Recology may 
respond to Customer e-mails via e-mail or by phone.  
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8.2.4 Language Access 
For Customer service calls, Recology will clearly indicate that Customer service will be offered in 
multiple languages including English, Spanish, Cantonese, Mandarin, Tagalog and Vietnamese. 
This will be indicated on Recology’s website and periodically in the Customer newsletter. 

Outreach collateral such as signs and stickers will, to the maximum extent possible, convey 
information using visual images. Necessary text shall be in English with key words translated into 
Spanish and Chinese or other languages as agreed upon by Recology and the City. Customer 
newsletters will be made available online and translated into Spanish and Chinese. Recology’s 
website will provide options to be translated into multiple languages, including Spanish and 
Chinese. Container stickers will include Spanish and Chinese for key words. New carts will be hot 
stamped with messaging in English but with key words in Spanish and Chinese. 

In person tours will be made available in Spanish and Chinese, if requested. 

8.3 Service Requests and Complaints 
Recology will be responsible for the prompt and courteous attention to, and reasonable resolution 
of, all Customer service requests and complaints. Recology will record, in its computer system or 
a separate log, all service complaints, noting the name and address of Customer, date and time 
of the complaint, nature of the complaint, and nature and date of resolution. Recology will record 
and respond to all complaints as communicated by the Customer and will work to ensure 
Customer satisfaction. Recology will compile and submit a summary of the complaint log through 
their regular reporting schedule.  

Recology will respond to all complaints received in accordance with the requirements of this 
Service Level Agreement. Complaints related to missed or incomplete Collection will be addressed 
in accordance with the following Section.  

8.4 Missed Collection, Non-Collection and Courtesy Collection 

8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints 
Recology will resolve each Customer's complaint of a missed or incomplete Collection by 
returning to the Customer address and retrieving the missed materials. For missed Collection 
complaints that are received before 9:00AM, Recology will return to the Customer address and 
Collect the missed materials on the same Day on which the missed Collection was reported, except 
for dense or high-traffic areas where Collection is only safe and practicable at night or in the early 
morning. For missed Collection complaints that are received after 9:00AM, Recology will return to 
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the Customer address and Collect the missed materials by 5:00PM the following Day. If Recology 
fails to resolve a properly reported and verified missed Collection within forty-eight (48) hours of 
receiving and verifying such missed Collection, Recology will credit the Customer for the missed 
Collection.  

However, Recology will not document a missed Collection in its system, and will not be required 
to respond to a missed Collection complaint if any of the following occur:  

a. Recology’s driver has left a non-Collection notice in accordance with this Rate Order; or  

b. Recology’s driver observed there were no containers set out for Collection and coded the 
Customer as “not out.”  

However, Recology will provide courtesy Collections, as provided below in Section 8.4.4 Courtesy 
Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs. 

8.4.2 Non-Collection Notices 
Non-Collection notices are intended to provide communication to Customers as to the reason 
why a Collection may not have occurred. Non-Collection notices will:  

a. inform the Customer of the reason(s) for non Collection. 

b. include the date the notice was left. 

c. include information on proper Disposal of any excluded waste. 

d. describe the process for Recology to return and Collect the container after the reason for 
the non-Collection notice is resolved by the Customer and Recology has been informed 
of the remedy. 

Non-Collection notices may also inform Customers that Recology may charge additional fees for 
contamination. The notice may be left attached to the Customer’s container, gate, door, or access 
point to the premises, at the time the issue giving rise to non-Collection is discovered by Recology. 
Recology may also notify the Customer via phone or email.  

8.4.3 Non-Collection of Discarded Materials 
Recology will make its best effort to service all materials properly set out for Collection. In the 
event Recology encounters circumstances at a Customer premises which prevent Recology from 
Collecting discarded materials that have been set out for Collection, Recology will provide a non-
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Collection notice clearly explaining Recology’s reason for refusal to Collect the discarded 
materials. Such reasons for a Customer receiving a non-Collection notice may include:  

a. overweight containers (carts not able to be hoisted into the hopper, and metal bins not 
able to be moved to the Collection vehicle by a single driver). 

b. containers overfilled such that material is strewn about requiring unreasonable clean up.  

c. inability to access containers.  

Recology will not be required to Collect discarded materials that are reasonably believed to 
contain hazardous or otherwise excluded waste. 

8.4.4 Courtesy Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs  
In the event that a Customer does any of the following:  

a. reports that their container(s) were placed for Collection after Recology’s Collection vehicle 
had already passed the premises for regularly scheduled Collection, 

b. claims that Recology missed the Collection, even though Recology’s driver coded the 
Customer as “not out”; and the Customer requests that Recology return and Collect their 
containers,  

Recology will return to the Customer premises and provide a courtesy Collection at no charge, 
provided that Recology is not required to provide more than two (2) courtesy Collections per 
Customer per calendar year, or more than one (1) courtesy Collection in a six- (6) month period. 
Customers who repeatedly fail to set out carts on time may be subject to additional special pick 
up or return trip pick up fees, as set forth in the Rate Order. For one- (1) to five- (5) unit and six- 
(6) unit and larger Residential Customers, one (1) courtesy Collection represents Collection of all 
containers that were documented as either “late” or “not out”. Recology will complete the courtesy 
Collection by 5:00PM the next Collection Day following the request.  

8.4.5 Non-Collection Due to Contamination 
Recology may refuse to Collect a Recyclable Materials or Organic Materials container that appears 
to contain more than ten percent (10%) by weight or volume of contamination or an Organic 
Materials container that appears to contain more than five percent (5%) by weight or volume of 
contamination, provided that Recology leaves a non-Collection notice in accordance with this Rate 
Order and the Contamination Charges and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol. 
Contamination fees as listed in this Rate Order will be charged in accordance with the 
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Contamination Charge and Removal of Diversion Discount Protocol posted on the City’s Refuse 
Rates Administrator website.  

8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to Excluded Waste 
If a Collection vehicle driver observes excluded waste in an uncollected container, the driver will 
attach a non-Collection notice to the container in accordance with this Service Level Agreement 
and will not Collect the container. The non-Collection notice will list the phone number of a facility 
that accepts the excluded waste or a phone number of an entity that can provide information on 
proper Disposal of the excluded waste. If a Collection vehicle driver observes excluded waste, 
including instances in which the container with the excluded waste has been Collected, the 
Collection vehicle driver will record that observation, which will include photographic evidence (if 
available), in the on-board computer system or other record keeping system. 

8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection 
Upon request from the Customer, Recology will return to the Customer premises and provide a 
courtesy Collection at no charge of containers that received non-Collection notices due to 
contamination or excluded waste, provided that  

a. the Customer has removed the contamination or excluded waste,  

b. the request is made at least two (2) Days excluding Saturday and Sunday prior to the 
Customer’s regularly scheduled Collection Day, and  

c. the container is properly set out. Such courtesy Collections will be made within one (1) 
Working Day after the Customer’s request. 

For clarity, except for courtesy Collections under this Section 8.4.7 Service Delivery and Section 
8.4.4 Courtesy Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs above and the Contamination Charges 
and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol, Recology may charge Customers the Rate for a 
special pick-up (“return trip pick-up”) for any special pickup requested by the Customer, provided 
that Recology notifies the Customer of the Rate for this service at the time the request is made by 
the Customer. Situations where Recology may charge for special pickups include, but are not 
limited to, situations where a Recyclable Materials or Organic Materials container was not 
Collected due to contamination, but instead of removing the contamination, the Customer asks 
that Recology Collect the container as Solid Waste.  
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8.4.8  Disposal of Heavily Contaminated Containers 
If Recology observes that a Customer’s Organic Materials container or Recyclable Materials 
container is so contaminated that it needs to be Collected as Solid Waste (above the 5% 
threshold), Recology may do so and charge the Customer the appropriate Rate as outlined in the 
Contamination Charges and Removal of Diversion Discounts Protocol, provided Recology tags the 
container to inform the Customer of the contamination and the charge.  

8.4.9 Record of Non-Collection 
The driver will record the non-Collection event in the on-board computer system (if available), by 
calling it in to Recology’s dispatch, by noting it on the route sheet, by keeping a “receipt” of the 
non-Collection notice, or through some other process, and the Customer’s computerized account 
record will be updated to note the event. Recology will maintain electronic records of all non-
Collection notices, listing the service address where each notice was left, the date of the notice, 
the reason for the notice, and the date and manner of resolution of each instance.  

8.5 Reporting  

8.5.1 Quarterly Reporting 
This report is to be submitted to both the Department of the Environment and the Refuse Rates 
Administrator. 

a. Phone information on the number of answered and unanswered calls, the average call wait 
time, and the average call talk time. 

b. Number of Customer calls and email tickets by type, sector, and zip code through the call 
center. 

c. Capture the number of calls with language(s) delivered and language needs that were not 
met.  

8.5.2 Bi-Annual Reporting 
This report is to be submitted to both the Department of the Environment and the Refuse Rates 
Administrator. 

a. Upload a comprehensive dataset containing all the call and email tickets opened over the 
most recent six months. 
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9.  BULKY ITEM COLLECTION  

9.1 Service Description 
Bulky Item Collection (BIC) events will be scheduled on weekdays, Monday through Friday 
beginning the third (3rd) full week of January through the second (2nd) Friday of December.  

The SF Recology Companies will utilize seven (7), two- (2) person crews and schedule up to four 
hundred and twenty (420) BIC events per weekday. Each crew will utilize one (1) rear-load Solid 
Waste truck and one (1) box truck. Recology will offer to schedule a BIC event within three (3) 
Business Days of a Customer’s or Tenant’s request, or as soon as possible thereafter if the number 
of scheduled BIC events equals or exceeds four hundred and twenty (420) Collection events per 
weekday for the next three (3) Business Days. 

In the event that the number of requested BIC events on a weekday is less than three hundred 
(300), Recology may assign one (1) or more two-person BIC crews to another assignment such as, 
but not limited to, abandoned material Collection or cardboard Collection. Recology will make 
reasonable efforts to utilize BIC crews in an efficient and effective manner. 

9.2 Service Delivery 
Recology shall Collect acceptable Bulky Items described herein from Customers and Tenants and 
Transport them to the RSF Transfer Station for processing as described below. Changes may be 
made to the list of accepted or prohibited materials by mutual agreement between Recology and 
the Refuse Rates Administrator, and such agreement will be documented in writing. 

Containers:  Not applicable. 

Service Level:  For each Collection event, up to ten (10) individual items, not 
exceeding two (2) cubic yards total for all items combined.  

Service Frequency:  Up to two (2) times per year for Residential Customers in buildings 
with one (1) to five (5) units and up to one (1) time per year per 
dwelling unit for Residential Customers in buildings with six (6) or 
more units, at no additional cost to the Customer or Tenant. Services 
may be requested by the Tenant or property manager/owner. 

mailto:controller@sfgov.org


 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Service Level Agreements for the Refuse Rate Board’s 
2025 Rate Order 

 
 

CITY HALL • 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE • ROOM 316 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694 
(415) 554-7500 • controller@sfgov.org • sf.gov/controller  

Page 57 of 98 

 Additional on-call BIC’s may be made at the Customer’s or Tenant’s 
request. Additional Collections will be charged at Rates not 
exceeding those approved in the Rate Order.  

Service Location: Curbside, in front of each individual premises, or other location on or 
adjacent to the Customer’s or Tenant’s premises, as agreed to by the 
Customer or Tenant and Recology.  

Acceptable Materials:  Acceptable materials include Residential appliances (i.e., stoves, 
refrigerators, etc.), furniture, carpets, mattresses, E-Waste, tree 
branches not exceeding six (6) feet in length and six (6) inches in 
diameter, bathroom fixtures (toilets and any other porcelain fixtures 
must be boxed and/or wrapped), tanks, and clean textiles (bagged or 
boxed for reuse). Items must be able to be handled safely by a two 
(2) person crew, weigh no more than two hundred (200) pounds, and 
not require special Collection due to their size.  

 If Customers or Tenants have questions regarding the acceptability 
of items, they may contact the Recology Customer Service 
Department at (415) 330-1300 or contact Customer Service via email 
by visiting the Recology website at www.recology.com/recology-san-
francisco/contact/. 

Prohibited Materials:  Solid Waste, Recyclable Materials, and Organic Materials which are 
part of regularly scheduled service; hazardous waste (including 
HHW); construction and demolition debris or materials; liquids, 
sludge, rocks, cement, dirt, bundled wood exceeding six (6) feet in 
length, tree branches exceeding six (6) feet in length or six (6) inches 
in diameter, tree trunks, infectious waste, cast iron tubs and sinks, 
Commercial appliances, any porcelain fixtures (such as toilets) that 
are not boxed and/or wrapped, or any single item that cannot be 
safely serviced or that exceeds two hundred (200) pounds in weight 
(i.e., pianos, etc.). 

Additional Service:  Recology shall Collect additional Bulky Items (as described herein) 
that exceed the required Service Level and/or service frequency (as 
requested by Customer or Tenant) and may charge the appropriate 
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Rate approved in the Rate Order for such additional material 
Collected. 

Request Methods: Recology shall maintain an online portal for City Customers to 
request and schedule BIC events. Recology will utilize this online 
portal as the primary method for Customers to schedule a BIC. As a 
secondary method for BIC scheduling, Recology will also allow 
Customers and Tenants to schedule BIC events by calling the 
Recology Customer Service Department at (415) 330-1300 or by 
contacting Customer Service via email by visiting the Recology 
website at www.recology.com/recology-san-francisco/contact/. At 
Recology’s discretion, additional methods such as software 
applications may be made available and maintained. 

Other Requirements: Bulky Items must be generated by the Customer or Tenant at the 
service address wherein the Bulky Items are Collected.  

 Recology will make reasonable efforts to reuse and/or recycle items 
Collected through the BIC program. Items that cannot be reused 
and/or recycled will be Disposed of in a manner compliant with 
Applicable Law.  

 If Recology determines that material set out for Collection is 
hazardous waste (including HHW), designated waste, or other 
material that may not legally be Disposed of at the Disposal or 
Processing facilities used by Recology, or presents a hazard to 
Recology’s employees, Recology shall have the right to refuse to 
Collect such material, provided that Recology’s employee leaves a 
non-Collection notice and documents the reason for not Collecting 
the item(s).  

9.3 Reporting 

9.3.1 Bulky Item Collection Report 
The BIC Report is to be delivered monthly to the Refuse Rates Administrator and the Department 
of the Environment. 
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Reporting requirements: 

a. Number of BIC events per Day and per month. 

b. Bulky Item tonnage reused, tonnage recycled, and tonnage Disposed (estimated based on 
type and number of items Collected). 

c. Number of Bulky Items Collected by Customer type ((one- (1) to five- (5) unit Residential 
or six- (6) unit and larger Residential). 

d. Percent change in total number of requests per month compared with the prior year. 

9.3.2 Quarterly Operational Report 
a. Percentage of BIC events not scheduled within three (3) Business Days of request. 

b. Scheduled appointments in quarter. 

c. Tons Collected during quarter. 

9.4 Oversight 
Unless otherwise mutually agreed by San Francisco Public Works and Recology, the scheduled BIC 
locations shall be provided to San Francisco Public Works by no later than 7:00PM on the Day 
prior to the scheduled BIC event for monitoring purposes and to ensure coordination with 
abandoned material Collection routes (except that, for BIC events scheduled on a Monday, the 
locations shall be provided by no later than 8:00AM on that Monday). 

9.5 Bulky Item Collection Outreach to Large Apartments 
During Rate Years 2026, 2027 and 2028, Recology will conduct the following outreach for six- (6) 
unit and larger Residential Apartment residents, with the goal of decreasing material sent to 
landfill and decreasing illegal dumping by increasing utilization of the BIC program. The outreach 
program consists of three (3) categories:  

1. Mailers. Recology will conduct two (2) mailing events per year – one in February and the 
second in July or August. Each mailing event in the first Rate Year (Rate Year 2026) will 
include fifty thousand (50,000) recipients per mailing. Each mailing in the subsequent two 
(2) Rate Years (Rate Years 2027 and 2028) will include one hundred thousand (100,000) 
recipients per mailing, provided the Refuse Rates Administrator has determined the mailers 
demonstrated efficacy in the first Rate Year. Recology will develop a marketing slogan (i.e. 
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“Moving?”) to direct residents in six- (6) unit and larger Residential Apartment buildings to 
use the Recollect app via QR code and/or Recology website to schedule a Bulky Item 
Collection. In advance of each mailing event, Recology will coordinate outreach messaging 
with San Francisco Environment to guide residents to donate what they can before setting 
out, and coordinate messaging with San Francisco Public Works on discouraging illegal 
dumping. After each mailing, Recology will meet and share information with the Refuse 
Rates Administrator to determine the efficacy of the mailer outreach program. 

2. Social Media Outreach Campaign. Recology will conduct two (2) social media Outreach 
campaigns per Rate Year. Each campaign will run roughly one (1) month after each mailing 
event. Recology will align the slogans and messaging for the social media outreach 
campaign with the mailing events, and coordinate with San Francisco Environment and 
Public Works. 

3. Durable Bulky Item Collection Signage Offering. Recology will offer a durable (aluminum 
or similar) Bulky Item Collection sign to six- (6) unit and larger Residential Apartment 
buildings. The signs are intended to be placed in common areas and will feature information 
about how to schedule a Bulky Item Collection event. Up to one thousand (1,000) signs will 
be provided per Rate Year on a first-come, first-serve basis. Recology will develop an 
outreach plan to the six- (6) unit and larger Residential Apartment building owners or 
managers via a direct mailer and email to offer the free signage each Rate Year. Recology 
will provide information on the Bulky Item Collection program to all Residential Apartment 
building managers/owners that the managers can forward to their tenants via email. 
Recology will provide information to the San Francisco Apartment Association that can be 
shared with association members to inform them of the Bulky Item Collection program. 
Recology will align the slogans and messaging for the signage with the mailing events, and 
coordinate with San Francisco Environment and Public Works.  

10. HOLIDAY TREE COLLECTION  

10.1 Service Description 
Holiday tree Collection occurs Monday through Friday for two (2) consecutive weeks in January 
beginning the first regular workday following the New Year’s Day Holiday. During this time, Bulky 
Item Collection service resources will be reallocated to support holiday tree Collection in 
accordance with the Bulky Item Collection SLA.  
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Recology will operate holiday tree Collection routes with one (1) driver and one (1) Collection 
vehicle each to remove holiday trees that have been set out for Collection. Recology will deploy 
as many holiday tree Collection routes as it deems appropriate to remove all properly set out 
holiday trees from City streets. The number of holiday tree Collection routes may be adjusted each 
Day during the two (2) week period to meet holiday tree Collection needs.  

10.2 Service Delivery 
Recology will Collect trees from one- (1) to five- (5) unit and six- (6) unit and larger Residential 
Customers and Transport them to the Tunnel Avenue Transfer Station for Processing as described 
below. Changes may be made to the list of accepted or prohibited materials by mutual written 
agreement between Recology and the Refuse Rates Administrator. 

Service Level:  Collection of holiday trees for Residential Customers, at no additional 
charge during the service frequency timeframe described below.  

Service Frequency:  For a two (2) week period on the first workday following January 1st, 
all one- (1) to five- (5) unit and six- (6) unit and larger Residential 
locations will receive holiday tree Collection on their regularly 
assigned Collection Day. 

 Large apartments with Commercial service may coordinate special 
Collection arrangements directly with Recology. Large apartments 
may coordinate special Collection arrangements directly with 
Recology.  

Service Location:  At the curb in front of individual properties. Large-generating 
apartment Customers requiring special Collection arrangements may 
contact Recology and determine a Collection date and location 
agreed to by the Customer and Recology. 

Acceptable Materials:  Holiday trees only that are no longer than six (6) feet in length, with 
all decorations, adornments, and bases removed. 

Prohibited Materials:  Flocked trees, artificial trees, trees with decorations and adornments 
still attached, trees with bases still attached, yard waste including tree 
branches. 
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Service Level:  Collection of holiday trees for Residential Customers, at no additional 
charge during the service frequency timeframe described below. 

Service Frequency:  For a two (2) week period on the first workday following January 1st, 
all one- (1) to five- (5) unit and six- (6) unit and larger Residential 
locations will receive holiday tree Collection on their regularly 
assigned Collection Day. 

 Large apartments with Commercial service may coordinate special 
Collection arrangements directly with Recology. Large apartments 
may coordinate special Collection arrangements directly with 
Recology.  

Service Location:  At the curb in front of individual properties. Large-generating 
apartment Customers requiring special Collection arrangements may 
contact Recology and determine a Collection date and location 
agreed to by the Customer and Recology. 

Acceptable Materials:  Holiday trees only that are no longer than six (6) feet in length, with 
all decorations, adornments, and bases removed. 

Prohibited Materials:  Flocked trees, artificial trees, trees with decorations and adornments 
still attached, trees with bases still attached, yard waste including tree 
branches. 

Processing:  Holiday trees that have been Collected during this period will be 
brought to the SF Transfer Station and consolidated for Transport to 
the Jepsen Prairie Organics facility, where they will be chipped or 
ground into mulch for beneficial reuse applications and for compost 
feed stock. 

Request Methods:  Customers do not need to request curbside holiday tree Collection 
as all one- (1) to five- (5) unit and six- (6) unit and larger Residential 
locations will receive this service automatically. Large-generating 
apartment Customers requiring special Collection arrangements may 
contact Recology and determine a Collection date and location 
agreed to by the Customer and Recology. 
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Other Requirements: Holiday trees must be generated by the Customer and at the service 
address where the holiday trees are Collected.  

10.3 Reporting 

10.3.1 Holiday Tree Collection Report 
Holiday Tree Collection Report is to be delivered in the first regular quarterly report immediately 
following the month of January. 

Reporting requirements: 

a. Tons of holiday trees Collected during the two (2) week Collection period which occurs in 
January of each year. 

11. HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE  

11.1 Service Description 

Recology will offer Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Collection services to residents in the City 
and County of San Francisco at Recology’s Household Hazardous Waste Collection Facility located 
at 501 Tunnel Ave., San Francisco, CA 94134.  

11.2 Service Delivery  
Recology will conduct Household Hazardous Waste Collection services as described in the most 
recent revision to the “Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program Agreement Between the 
City and County of San Francisco and Recology San Francisco” (the HHW Agreement) and the 
most recent revision of the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Facility Operation Plan (the 
HHW Operation Plan) as agreed to between the City and County of San Francisco and Recology 
San Francisco. 

Recology will provide HHW Collection services in accordance with the current HHW Agreement 
and the current HHW Operation Plan and will update those services in conjunction with any 
revisions to the HHW Agreement or HHW Operation Plan. The current versions of the HHW 
Agreement and the HHW Operation Plan can be found on the City’s website and may be amended 
from time to time as deemed necessary by the parties to the HHW Agreement and HHW 
Operation Plan. 
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11.3 Very Small Quantity Generator (VSQG) Collection Program 
Recology also offers hazardous waste drop-off for qualified San Francisco businesses generating 
less than one hundred (100) kilograms (approximately two hundred twenty (220) pounds or 
twenty (27) gallons) or one (1) kilogram of extremely hazardous waste per month through the 
“Very Small Quantity Generators (VSQG) Drop-Off Program”. This service is by advance 
appointment only and is available every other Wednesday (excluding City Holidays) at the HHW 
Collection Facility. 

11.4 Reporting Requirements 

Recology will submit quarterly summary reports on the operations of the HHW program in 
accordance with requirements specified in the HHW Agreement and Operation Plan. Reports shall 
include, but not be limited to, Form 303 data (HHW weights and disposition by type by program), 
Retail Site weights by type and site, zip code summary for HHW facility drop-off, Home Collection 
Service, Battery Bucket Collection, and narrative report.  

11.5 Oversight 

San Francisco Department of the Environment (SFE) will review quarterly and regular reporting, 
will provide oversight, and will coordinate revisions to the HHW Agreement and HHW Operations 
Plan as needed by mutual agreement between SFE and Recology. 

12.  PUBLIC DISPOSAL AND RECYCLING AREA (PDRA)  

12.1 Overview 
Recology will accept non-hazardous materials and specified Universal Wastes that are delivered 
by public Customers to the facility at 501 Tunnel Avenue up to eight and one-half (8½) hours per 
Day and up to seven (7) Days per week, excluding Holidays. Recology may adjust these hours at 
Recology’s discretion based on seasonal trends and market conditions. Recology will identify 
public Customers by material type and direct them to the appropriate off-loading location on the 
property. Depending on the material being delivered, Recology may record the gross weight of 
the Customer’s vehicle and/or other apparatus upon entry and exit, to obtain a weight for the 
materials delivered. Recology will charge Customers corresponding Rates according to material 
type, weight, and/or each count for the material being delivered to the PDRA. Recology will 
maintain a list of acceptable materials that will be shared regularly with the Refuse Rates 
Administrator and SF Department of the Environment. 
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The PDRA tipping area is separated into three (3) distinct areas: two (2) distinct areas that are 
inside the public Transfer Station building and the Auxiliary Disposal and Recycling Area (ADRA), 
which is outside of the public Transfer Station. The two (2) distinct areas inside of the public 
Transfer Station building consist of an area for general Solid Waste and an area for construction 
and demolition (C&D) material. The ADRA consists of several bunkers outside of the public 
Transfer Station building designed for the tipping, storage, and transloading of green waste, dirt, 
aggregates, and other mixed inert materials.  

Recology personnel will direct public customers to the appropriate area depending on the type 
of material type(s) being delivered. In the general Solid Waste area, Recology will employ practices 
to separate and recover materials such as but not limited to expanded polystyrene, cardboard, E-
Waste, mattresses, box springs, metals, batteries, fluorescent tubes, appliances, used oil, and 
carpet. Recology will also Collect and separate re-usable items such as furniture and other 
household items for redistribution to secondhand stores.  

12.2 Mattress Program 
Recology will participate in the state-sponsored Mattress Recycling Program and will allow non-
Commercial Customers to recycle up to four (4) mattresses or box springs per visit at no charge.  

12.3 Other Materials 
Recology will recover dimensional lumber and pallets from the PDRA for reuse. Recology will 
direct public customers delivering mixed inert materials, aggregates, concrete, dirt, grass 
clippings, leaves, tree trimmings, brush, holiday trees, and other green waste materials to the 
ADRA. Materials delivered to this area will be transloaded for Transportation to the appropriate 
facility for Processing. Grass clippings, leaves, tree trimmings, brush, holiday trees, and other green 
waste materials are Transported to Recology’s Jepson Prairie Organics for composting and mulch. 
Mixed inert materials, aggregates, concrete, and dirt are Transported to the Hay Road Landfill for 
use in landfill construction projects and maintenance, and other beneficial reuse. Recology may 
Transport these materials to an alternative facility or facilities at the direction of the Refuse Rates 
Administrator or by notifying the Refuse Rates Administrator that delivery to an alternative 
location is necessary. 

12.4  Universal Waste Recycling Drop-Off 
Recology will accept the following Universal Waste items from the public at the PDRA: 

a. Covered Electronic Devices (including covered battery-embedded products), including 
up to five (5) items per Day at no charge. 
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b. Fluorescent tubes and bulbs – must be boxed and properly labelled - first thirty (30) 
tubes or bulbs per month at no charge. The current gate Rate will be charged for each 
fluorescent tube or bulb over thirty (30) per month. 

c. Loose (or removable) household batteries – up to five (5) gallons per month at no 
charge. The current gate Rate per pound will be charged for each pound of household 
batteries over five (5) gallons, prorated for fractions of a pound.  

d. Mattresses, box springs, and Universal Waste items must be delivered separately without 
other Solid Waste in order to be accepted at no charge (i.e., no separate unloading of 
these items). If a customer arrives with a comingled load, the customer will be given the 
opportunity to unload the mattresses, box springs and Universal Waste items first, at no 
charge, and then have their vehicle weighed to determine the tip fee charged for the 
other Solid Waste. If the customer does not wish to follow this procedure, the tip fee 
will be charged on the entire comingled load, including the mattresses, box springs, 
Universal Waste items, as well as the other Solid Waste.  

13. PUBLIC RECEPTACLE COLLECTION  

13.1 Service Description 
Recology shall be required to Collect materials from public receptacles located within the City as 
part of Recology’s regular Collection route service.  

13.2 Service Delivery 
Containers:  City-provided containers intended for incidental public use, as 

identified by San Francisco Public Works. 

Service Level:  Recology will Collect and empty all materials inside of a public 
receptacle as well as materials that have been set out for Collection 
that are bagged, boxed, bundled, or otherwise contained, and which 
are on top of, next to, or within a five (5) foot radius of the public 
receptacle. Recology is required to Collect loose materials (i.e., 
materials not bagged, bundled, boxed, or containerized in some 
fashion) that are on top of, next to, or are within a five (5) foot radius 
of the public receptacle if such loose materials can be Collected by a 
gloved hand with no more than a reasonable amount of effort, so as 
to leave the area around the can reasonably clean, and without 
impairing route efficiency. If loose materials are spilled during 
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Recology’s Collection of the public receptacle, Recology is required 
to Collect all loose materials that have been spilled. Recology will not 
be required to Collect materials that do not appear to have been set 
out for Collection (e.g., personal possessions such as a bicycle, 
shopping cart, tent, etc.). 

Service Frequency:  Regular daily public receptacle service is provided as part of 
Recology’s regular Collection route service. 

 Measurement Periods will be continuous 8.5-hour periods at times 
and on Days mutually agreed upon by Recology and San Francisco 
Public Works. For the response times to apply, a request or notice for 
service must be received within the applicable Measurement Period. 
Recology may need to work outside of the SLA Measurement Periods 
to satisfy this SLA, but the time limits described in the SLA shall not 
apply to requests or notices for service received outside of an SLA 
Measurement Period. 

Non-sensor notices for overflowing receptacles shall be prioritized 
over notices from receptacle sensors. If, during the applicable SLA 
Measurement Period, Recology receives a non-sensor notice from 
San Francisco Public Works that a public receptacle is overflowing 
and needs to be Collected, Recology shall empty such public 
receptacle within two (2) hours of receiving said notice. If, during the 
applicable SLA Measurement Period, Recology receive a notice via a 
receptacle sensor from San Francisco Public Works that a public 
receptacle is seventy five percent (75%) or more full and needs to be 
Collected, Recology shall empty such public receptacle within eight 
(8) hours of receiving said notice. This SLA shall not apply if Recology 
has responded to (a) more than two hundred forty-one (241) notices 
for public receptacle Collection in any single Day or (b) more than 
eighty-seven thousand eight hundred and twenty-five (87,825) 
notices for public receptacle in any Rate Year. All services provided to 
respond to public receptacle Collection notices count towards the 
Service Levels stated in clauses (a) and (b) of the preceding sentence, 
including notices received outside the applicable SLA Measurement 
Periods. 
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Recology will attempt to respond as soon as reasonably possible to 
public receptacle Collection notices received outside the applicable 
SLA Measurement Periods, or in excess of the two hundred forty-one 
(241) notices per Day and eighty seven thousand, eight hundred and 
twenty-five (87,825) notices per year Service Levels, but the response 
times may be longer than the time limits described in this SLA. 

Staff Needs At least twelve (12) drivers will be utilized to service public 
receptables on at least twelve (12) dedicated public receptable 
routes. 

Equipment Needs At least twelve (12) Collection vehicles will be dedicated to service 
public receptacles. 

Door and Liner 
Replacement 

Recology shall be required to replace doors and liners in certain 
public receptacles located within the City within seventy-two (72) 
hours (excluding weekends) of receiving notice that such receptacles 
require door or liner replacement during the period Monday through 
Friday, not including weekends and City Holidays. 

For the purposes of this SLA, “door and liner replacement” is defined 
as (a) replacing doors on public receptacles with outer facings of 
concrete, where the new door can be placed on existing hinges, (b) 
replacing the plastic latching mechanism on public receptacles with 
outer facings of concrete, (c) replacing liners in public receptacles 
with outer facings of concrete, (d) replacing liners in “Renaissance” 
style public receptacles, and/or (e) replacing liners in other types of 
public receptacles if mutually agreed by San Francisco Public Works 
and Recology. 

Recology shall not be required to perform any other repair or 
replacement work on public receptacles besides that described in the 
preceding paragraph, or any repair or replacement work on other 
types of public receptacles. For the purpose of clarity, the 
replacements described in this SLA refer to routine replacements and 
do not include any unusual or time-consuming repairs that may be 
required. 
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Recology’s ability to replace doors and liners in public receptacles is 
dependent on timely receiving all necessary parts and liners from San 
Francisco Public Works. In the event that San Francisco Public Works 
does not supply Recology with the necessary parts or liners to 
perform replacements on public receptacles, this SLA shall not apply. 

13.3 Recordkeeping and Reporting 

13.3.1 Video 
At least twelve (12) trucks assigned to public receptacle-specific routes will be equipped with 
video cameras on their working side to capture video before and after service, documenting the 
cleanliness of the public receptacle at each pick up where possible due to routing and physical 
constraints. This video will be made available to Public Works and the Refuse Rates Administrator 
upon request. Video will generally be recorded only between the hours of 10:00AM and 6:00PM 
from the public receptacle-specific route vehicles. In instances where video is not available, 
Recology will provide Global Positioning System (GPS) and time data to confirm whether the 
receptacle was serviced. 

13.4 Oversight 
San Francisco Public Works will proactively review data on a quarterly basis and meet with 
Recology as needed to improve service delivery and/or reduce costs through improved efficiency 
of Collection. After each quarterly meeting, Public Works will report to the Refuse Rates 
Administrator on the status of each individual above Collection program and provide updates 
such as Service Levels or modifications to routes.  

14.  CITY SELF-HAUL OF MATERIAL  

14.1 Service Description 
City self-haul material is nonhazardous material as defined by the California Code Regs. Title 27, 
Section 20220(a) (Nonhazardous Solid Waste), which is removed from the public right of way and 
delivered to Recology’s Transfer Station at 501 Tunnel Avenue by various City departments in City-
owned vehicles for processing or disposal. Recology SF will provide proper handling and 
disposition of this material. “City department” is used in this SLA to refer to any City department, 
division, body, operation, etc., and “City-owned vehicle” is used to refer to any vehicle owned by 
any such City department. 
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14.2 Service Delivery 

14.2.1 Eligible Material 
a. San Francisco Public Works may deliver the following types of material to the Transfer 

Station in City-owned vehicles at no additional charge for nonhazardous material removed 
from the public right of way (“eligible material”): Street sweepings from Public Works’ 
street sweeping activities; 

b. Abandoned waste, bulky items, general refuse, cardboard, litter, trash, and other debris, in 
each case that has been collected from sidewalks, streets or other public rights of way as 
part of Public Works’ street cleaning, illegal dumping, and abandoned waste collection 
efforts; and  

c. Green material, such as trees, stumps, grass clippings, leaves, branches, brush, flowers, and 
tree trimmings from work performed by the Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry in 
public-right-of-way areas, such as street medians, sidewalks and streets. This does not 
include materials originating from work done in public parks or open spaces. No individual 
item may exceed three (3) inches in diameter or eight (8) inches in length. 

d. To qualify as eligible material, the material must be delivered to the Transfer Station in 
Public Works’ street sweeping vehicles (mechanical sweepers) or Public Works’ trucks. 
Eligible material does not include construction and demolition materials from building 
repairs or otherwise, office furniture or fixtures from office cleanouts or renovations or 
otherwise, concrete, dirt, asphalt or aggregates from street repairs or otherwise, or any 
other materials not originating from the Public Works activities described in (1)-(3) above. 
The types of materials outlined in the paragraphs above are considered eligible if collected 
from the public right of way as abandoned waste and delivered in designated vehicles.  

14.2.2 Non-Eligible Material 
a. Except for eligible material from the above-described Public Works activities delivered in 

designated vehicles, all other City departments, including Public Works, shall be required 
to pay the then-applicable tipping fee for all nonhazardous material delivered to the 
Transfer Station. For clarity, non-eligible material, on which the tipping fee will be charged, 
includes, but is not limited to:All material delivered by City departments other than Public 
Works, such as the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, Port of San Francisco, 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA), etc.  
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b. All material that does not qualify as eligible material, such as concrete, dirt, asphalt, and 
aggregates, unless delivered by Public Works Bureau of Street Environmental Services 
(BSES) as abandoned waste from the public right of way. Concrete, dirt, asphalt and 
aggregates collected in the public right of way as abandoned materials may be delivered 
in City department vehicles no larger than a ten (10)-wheel dump truck.  

c. All material not originating from the Public Works activities described in section 15.2.1 
Eligible Material above. 

d. All material not delivered in a City-owned vehicle identified in advance by Public Works as 
primarily hauling eligible material. 

14.2.3 Classification of Eligible Material and City Vehicles 
Recology will use an electronic scale and weight tag system to weigh all material delivered by 
City-owned vehicles. The system will record the date, time, weight, material type, and vehicle 
ID/asset number. The vehicle ID/asset number used will be the number assigned by the relevant 
City department using the procedure below.  

At least one (1) time per calendar quarter on or around October 1st, January 1st, April 1st, and 
July 1st of each rate year, Public Works will submit to Recology a detailed list of all its vehicles 
that will deliver material to the Transfer Station. Within said list, Public Works will clearly identify 
those vehicles that are expected to collect and deliver eligible materials from the public right of 
way. The list shall include the City department name, vehicle ID/asset number, license plate 
number, vehicle type (including but not limited to street sweeper, packer truck, pickup truck, flat 
rack truck, 10-wheel dump truck, or chipper truck).  

It is the responsibility of Recology to determine the type of materials being delivered, knowing 
that the primary use of the Public Works vehicle may change. Recology will use vehicle lists 
provided by Public Works, as well as a visual inspection of materials being delivered in the load, 
to determine which vehicle loads will be charged and billed to City departments. Only City-owned 
vehicles that are identified in advance as primarily hauling eligible material, and that meet the 
other criteria described above (“designated vehicles”), will be allowed to dump at no charge. All 
other vehicles will be charged the then-applicable tipping fee. 

It is the responsibility of Recology to ensure proper billing by department and type of material. It 
is the responsibility of all City departments to timely pay invoices submitted by Recology. If a City 
department disputes an invoice or a line item on an invoice, they must notify Recology within 
thirty (30) days of receiving the invoice which charge(s) are in dispute. The City department 
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disputing the charge(s) will work with Recology to promptly remedy the disputed charge(s). If 
there is no dispute within thirty (30) days after receiving the invoice, the City will pay the invoice.  
Recology will work with the City department disputing the charge(s) to provide additional 
information requested, and that is available, to remedy the disputed charge(s). If Recology and a 
City department disagree over the characterization of any material or billing for any loads, the 
Refuse Rates Administrator (RRA) will review the issue and make a final determination. 

The vehicle list submitted by Public Works may be modified by Public Works at any time by 
submitting an updated list by email to Recology San Francisco’s General Manager or his/her 
designee. However, an updated vehicle list must be provided whenever Public Works adds or 
removes a vehicle that utilizes the Transfer Station, whenever Public Works temporarily assigns a 
vehicle to another City department (or has a vehicle assigned to Public Works by another City 
department) for use in delivering material to the Transfer Station, and whenever the type of 
material primarily delivered to the Transfer Station by the vehicle changes from eligible to non-
eligible or vice-versa.  

Any updated vehicle list must be provided at least two (2) business days before the change in 
vehicles or material occurs. If Public Works fails to timely update its vehicle list, it will be 
responsible for all tipping fees charged to it (or incorrectly not charged to it) under its most recent 
vehicle list. 

At least one (1) time per Rate Year, all City-owned vehicles utilizing the Transfer Station will be 
made available to record the vehicle’s tare weight into Recology’s electronic weight tag system. 
Tare weights of City-owned vehicles may be collected while the vehicle is at the Transfer Station 
delivering material. Recology staff will notify City personnel when the tare weight is required, and 
City personnel will accommodate Recology’s reasonable requests. 

14.3 Reporting 

14.3.1 Quarterly Operational Report 
A. Tons of Organic Materials, iMRF sorted materials, and landfill-bound Solid Waste received 

from San Francisco Public Works’ self-haul operations during the quarter. 

B. Tons Organic Materials, iMRF sorted materials, and landfill-bound Solid Waste received 
from other City departments’ self-haul operations during the quarter. 
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14.3.2 Annual Operational Report 
A. Tons Organic Materials, iMRF sorted materials, and landfill-bound Solid Waste received 

from San Francisco Public Works’ self-haul operations during the Rate Year. 

B. Tons Organic Materials, iMRF sorted materials, and landfill-bound Solid Waste received 
from other City departments’ self-haul operations during the Rate Year. 

15.  SUSTAINABILITY EDUCATION PROGRAM  

15.1 Sustainability Education Program 
The Sustainability Education Program at Recology is based out of the Environmental Learning 
Center Facility (ELC) and operates the Recology School Tour Program and the Artist in Residence 
(AIR) Program. These initiatives educate school children and adults on recycling, material reuse, 
resource conservation, and consumption reduction, supporting San Francisco's zero waste and 
Diversion goals. The programs are interconnected, with the AIR Program supporting the ELC 
curriculum.  

15.2 School Tour Program 
The School Tour Program runs from September through June and is tailored to grade school 
students in the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) and other schools in San Francisco. 
Tours are conducted for fourth (4th) grade students and align with the City’s curriculum on 
recycling and circular systems. 

In partnership with the SF Department of the Environment (SFE), Recology hosts school tours that 
include in-depth classroom presentations at the ELC, facility walkthroughs, and artist interactions. 
During the summer months, ELC staff work to develop educational activities, displays, and games 
that can be incorporated into the school curriculum. 

Outreach to San Francisco preschools unable to visit the site occurs year-round through off-site 
presentations. A staff member visits classrooms or auditoriums to deliver interactive recycling 
education tailored to engage young learners. Additionally, staff provide off-site presentations for 
San Francisco colleges and universities upon request, ensuring broader access to sustainability 
education across Diverse age groups and institutions. 

The School Tour Program also provides year-round tours to the general public, businesses, 
community groups, and local colleges and universities. The tours are guided by Recology staff 

mailto:controller@sfgov.org


 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Service Level Agreements for the Refuse Rate Board’s 
2025 Rate Order 

 
 

CITY HALL • 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE • ROOM 316 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694 
(415) 554-7500 • controller@sfgov.org • sf.gov/controller  

Page 74 of 98 

members and include a classroom presentation, a visit to the Transfer Station, the Public Disposal 
and Recycling Area, the art studio, and Pier 96. 

15.3 Artist in Residence Program 
The Artist in Residence (AIR) Program supports the educational efforts of the School Tour 
Program. Annually, professional artists and university and college level student artists participate 
in a four (4) month on-site residency, culminating in three (3) public art exhibitions per year. The 
program recruits local artists that are vetted by an advisory committee comprised of educators 
and artists to select the participants from an applicant pool. 

The ELC/AIR team organizes offsite exhibitions, showcasing the artists’ works in office buildings 
and public spaces throughout San Francisco. The staff hosts tabling events, panels, and other 
educational activities throughout the year. Staff also manage social media platforms and are 
responsible for creating virtual learning experiences, videos, newsletters, and art show 
announcements.  

15.4 Staffing 
The Sustainability Education Program consists of up to three (3) Recology employees and utilizes 
a contracted Graphic Designer and temporary labor as required. The three (3) Recology staff 
members will include one (1) full-time Program Manager and two (2) Program Specialists that 
support the School Tour Program and the AIR Program. 

16.  WASTE ZERO PROGRAM  

16.1 Service Description 
Recology will staff a Waste Zero Department to educate Customers on the importance of 
increasing Diversion from landfills, available Collection programs, and proper sorting techniques. 
Each September, the San Francisco Department of the Environment (SFE) and the Recology Waste 
Zero team will mutually agree on the annual action plan for the upcoming Rate Year. 

16.2 Service Delivery 

16.2.1 Citywide Outreach 
As part of its Citywide outreach activities, all new accounts will be mailed a Welcome Letter 
outlining the services Recology provides (such as Bulky Item Collection and battery recycling), and 
explaining how to properly sort material, where to learn more, and how to contact Recology for 
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further assistance. Recology will conduct additional outreach by setting up outreach tables at 
public events, as well as by sending out direct mail material informing Customers of proper sorting 
practices. Recology will also provide useful tips and sorting information through various social 
media channels, as well as through a quarterly newsletter that will be posted on the Recology 
website and mailed directly to Customers with their bill. 

16.2.2 Contamination Outreach  
Recology will assist Customers in correcting ongoing contamination due to improperly sorted 
materials found in Recyclable Materials, Organic Materials, or Solid Waste containers. Observed 
contamination in excess of allowable thresholds will be noted by Recology personnel, including 
drivers on route and Diversion Auditors conducting quality assurance inspections either on-site 
or at the Recology Transfer Station. As provided in the Contamination Charge and Removal of 
Diversion Discount policy, Waste Zero Specialists will contact Customers to coach them on 
improved source separation, emphasizing the cost savings and environmental benefits of 
Diverting as much as possible from landfill. The Contamination Charge and Removal of Diversion 
Discount policy will be amended regularly in agreement with Recology, the Refuse Rates 
Administrator, and SF Environment. 

16.2.3 Contamination Camera Pilot 
During Rate Years 2026-2028 Recology will continue conducting contamination camera pilots. 
Recology will track the performance of all vendors it uses for monitoring contamination in the 
Organic Materials and Recyclable Materials streams. Additionally, Recology will assess the 
performance of contamination notices generated by cameras compared to those generated by 
drivers through capturing and reporting quarterly the following metrics: 

a. Customer association (how accurately are the cameras able to match the account to the 
contamination event) 

b. Numbers of notice, warning and final notices 

c. Numbers of accounts with contamination charges and removal of Diversion discounts by 
waste stream. 

d. Conversion rate (proportion of notices that escalate to warning letters) 

e. Staffing effort to administer the programs, especially the camera technologies piloted 

mailto:controller@sfgov.org
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Contamination_Protocol_2023.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Contamination_Protocol_2023.pdf


 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Service Level Agreements for the Refuse Rate Board’s 
2025 Rate Order 

 
 

CITY HALL • 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE • ROOM 316 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694 
(415) 554-7500 • controller@sfgov.org • sf.gov/controller  

Page 76 of 98 

Recology will meet with SFE and technology vendor(s) to evaluate the effectiveness of these 
contamination monitoring tools.  

16.2.4 Waste Zero Champions 
The Waste Zero Champions program is a joint effort between Recology and SFE. It is currently 
memorialized in a Waste Zero Champions non-binding MOU, which may be continued or 
modified if mutually agreed in the annual action plan. The purpose of the Waste Zero Champions 
program is to engage Residential and Commercial volunteers with relevant information and to 
offer resources and opportunities for promoting zero waste in their communities.  

16.2.5 Clean Street (Gravity) Carts 
Recology will maintain an inventory of up to eight hundred (800) Clean Street Carts containing 
gravity locks that release when the cart is tipped. Recology will develop educational materials to 
teach users best practices for using Clean Street Carts. Carts sizes include 96 gallon blue, 96 gallon 
grey, and 64 gallon green. Recology and SFE may agree to add 64 gallon blue carts as part of the 
eight hundred (800) Clean Streets Carts inventory. These Clean Street Carts are intended for use 
in Commercial corridors, prioritizing accounts with contamination issues and other impacted areas 
with high-foot traffic. The carts will be placed at individual Customer locations, as agreed with the 
Customer, in place of the equivalently sized standard carts.  

16.3 Reporting 
Recology shall provide the following reports on its Waste Zero activities: 

a. Customer outreach for source separation (quarterly) 

b. Contamination charges and recovery discount removals (quarterly) 

c. Contamination charges quarterly data summary (quarterly) 

17.  WEEKEND CLEANUP EVENTS  

17.1 Service Description 
Annual weekend cleanup events provide local opportunities for residents to drop off items too 
big to fit in the regular Collection containers. 
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17.2 Service Delivery 
Number of Events: Recology will promote, manage, staff, and operate one (1) weekend 

cleanup drop-off event in each of the eleven (11) supervisorial 
districts across the City for a total of eleven (11) weekend cleanup 
drop-off events each Rate Year.  

Date and Time: Each weekend cleanup event will be scheduled on a Saturday during 
a four- (4) hour period from 8:00AM to 12:00PM. Recology will 
determine the date and location of each event and will coordinate 
with the appropriate City departments and other necessary entities 
to secure the proper permits and permissions for the event. 

Participants:  Residents living within the supervisorial district in which the event is 
being held may participate in the weekend cleanup event being held 
in their district of residence only. Residents are required to 
demonstrate proof of residence within the district by providing a 
driver’s license or recent utility bill. The weekend cleanup events are 
for individual residents only, not businesses, institutions, non-profits, 
or other entities. 

Acceptable Materials: Residents may deliver up to two (2) cubic yards per household of 
Solid Waste, source-separated Recyclable Materials, and source-
separated Organic Materials at each weekend cleanup event held 
within their district of residence. This includes Bulky Items and larger 
items that will not fit in regular Collection containers as a part of a 
Customer’s or Tenant’s regularly scheduled three- (3) stream 
Collection service. Events will provide for drop-off of E-Waste and 
reuse items such as furniture, clothes, books, and other items in 
reusable condition.  

 Weekend cleanup events will include a compost giveaway for 
residents to take up to a maximum of fifteen (15) gallons (i.e., three 
(3) five-gallon buckets) of finished compost at no charge, at each 
event held within their district of residence. Recology staff will have 
discretion to allow residents to take additional compost as capacity 
allows in order to maximize distribution. Residents will be responsible 
for supplying their own container or method for carrying their 
compost. Recology will supply shovels. Recology will provide up to a 
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maximum of fifteen (15) cubic yards of compost per event, which will 
be distributed on a first-come, first-served basis. 

Prohibited Materials: Items not accepted at weekend cleanup drop-off events include, but 
are not limited to, batteries, oils, paints, fluorescent lamps, tires, and 
other Household Hazardous Waste. 

Notification: As each weekend cleanup event approaches, and at least thirty (30) 
Days prior to a weekend cleanup event, Recology will release the 
schedule on their website and notify the Refuse Rates Administrator, 
the San Francisco Department of the Environment, and Department 
of Public Works. 

Outreach: Recology will email each member of the Board of Supervisors at least 
thirty (30) Days in advance of an event in their district. A mailer may 
be sent to residents surrounding each neighborhood. 
Advertisements may also be purchased to publicize the events. 

17.3 Reporting 

17.3.1 Quarterly Operational Report 
1. Weekend Cleanup Collections 

a. Number of weekend cleanup events conducted 

b. Number of attendees 

c. Estimated tonnage received by stream (Solid Waste, Recyclable Materials, Organic 
Materials) 

d. Quantity of E-Waste received 

e. Quantity of reuse items received 

2. Compost Giveaway 

a. Dates compost was provided to the public 

b. Source of product (including name, physical location, contact information for each 
entity, operation or facility from whom recovered organic waste products were sourced) 

c. Type of product 
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d. Number of San Francisco residents by distribution location and in total participating in 
the event across all distribution locations 

e. Quantity of product (yards) 

f. Invoice or other record or documentation demonstrating purchase, procurement, or 
Transfer of material to distribution location 

18. IMPOUND ACCOUNT DEPOSITS AND REMITTANCES 
The funds from the Impound Account will be utilized to fund the costs of certain City departments 
and programs relating to Solid Waste Collection. The SF Recology Companies are required to 
make monthly deposits into the Impound Account, as follows:  

a. For Rate Year 2026, monthly deposits will be two million, two hundred fourteen thousand, 
five hundred and twenty-nine dollars and eight cents ($2,214,529.08), totaling twenty-six 
million, five hundred seventy-four thousand, three hundred and forty-nine dollars 
($26,574,349). 

b. For Rate Year 2027, monthly deposits will be two million, two hundred eighty-seven 
thousand, eight hundred forty-seven dollars ($2,287,847), totaling twenty-seven million, 
four hundred fifty-four thousand, one hundred sixty-four dollars ($27,454,164). 

c. For Rate Year 2028, monthly deposits will be two million, three hundred sixty-six thousand, 
seven hundred fifty-five dollars and eight cents ($2,366,755.08), totaling twenty-eight 
million, four hundred and one thousand, and sixty-one dollars ($28,401,061). 

The Impound Account will be held in a separate bank account earning a market interest rate 
consistent with the interest rate applicable to bank accounts held by the SF Recology Companies. 

The uses are as follows: 

1. Payee: City and County of San Francisco  

2. Purpose: Department of the Environment, Department of Public Works, and Refuse Rates 
Administrator costs, as approved in the City budget. 

The use of funds from the Impound Account shall be subject to the following conditions: 

a. The purpose of expenditures shall be limited to the above-listed obligations and shall 
not be enlarged to cover any unrelated purposes. 
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b. The unexpended balance of the funds at the end of Rate Year 2028, if any, shall continue 
to earn interest as described above. 

c. The Impound Account will continue to be held as a separate bank account under the 
combined control of the SF Recology Companies and the City Administrator of the City 
and County of San Francisco. 

d. The SF Recology Companies will make monthly deposits into the Impound Account in 
the amounts specified above. 

e. Withdrawals from the Impound Account will be in the form of wire or ACH transfers to 
the City Administrator. 

f. The SF Recology Companies shall report Impound Account deposits and withdrawals in 
the Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports. 

19.  ZERO WASTE CAPITAL RESERVE FUND 

19.1 Purpose 
The Capital Reserve Fund is intended to accumulate funds in anticipation of future capital 
investments necessary to serve San Francisco Ratepayers. Building up a Capital Reserve Fund will 
help reduce the burden on San Francisco Ratepayers at the time a capital investment is made. The 
Capital Reserve Fund shall be held in an interest-bearing bank account to be managed by the SF 
Recology Companies. The Capital Reserve Fund may not be used to fund other types of activities 
but can be used to offset future Rates. No operating ratio shall be allowed until balances are spent 
on capital approved by the Refuse Rates Administrator or approved through a future Rate Order.  

19.2 Funding 
In Rate Year 2026, the SF Recology Companies shall use the balance of the Capital Reserve Fund 
as of September 30, 2025 to offset the change to Collection Rates applicable to that Rate Year. 

For Rate Years 2027 and 2028, the SF Recology Companies shall not make deposits into the Capital 
Reserve Fund. 

The SF Recology Companies may submit a proposal for the withdrawal of funds from the Capital 
Reserve Fund to cover expenses for capital investments or to offset future Rates. Such proposals 
may be submitted either as part of a future Rate application or separately and may be approved 
either by the Refuse Rates Administrator or by the Refuse Rate Board. Approval by the Refuse 
Rates Administrator or the Refuse Rate Board represents a binding commitment to allow the SF 
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Recology Companies to withdraw the funds for the stated purpose, subject to any written 
conditions included in the approval. However, funds can be withdrawn only when expenditures 
are required. The dates for all deposits, approvals, and withdrawals shall be included in the 
Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports. 

Upon completion of the capital investment, the SF Recology Companies shall prepare a 
reconciliation of the actual costs of the capital investment as compared to the proposed costs and 
include it in the Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports. 

19.3 Interest 
The Capital Reserve Fund will be held in a bank account earning a market interest rate consistent 
with the interest rate applicable to bank accounts held by the SF Recology Companies. The interest 
rates for all accounts, including but not limited to the Balancing Account, the Reserve Fund, the 
Impound Account, the Zero Waste Capital Reserve Fund, and the Programmatic Reserve, shall be 
required to be reported on all Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports covered by the Rate 
Order. 

19.4 Reporting 
All activity of the Capital Reserve Fund in the applicable period shall be reported as a separate 
appendix in the Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports for the SF Recology Companies. The 
encumbrances and withdrawals, which must be based on incurred costs, from the Capital Reserve 
Fund shall be separately reported as a separate table in the Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate 
Reports for the SF Recology Companies, entitled “Amortization of Capital Reserve Funds for 
Capital Expenditures.” The current period amortization will also be reported as a discrete line item 
on the capital expenditure expense line as reported in Tables 4(A) and/or 5 of the Financial Rate 
Report. Withdrawals from the Capital Reserve Fund shall be included as a credit against 
depreciation of the asset in the Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports. In no event shall an 
operating ratio or other profit be allowed on Capital Reserve deposits until costs are actually 
incurred by the SF Recology Companies, at which point the depreciation cost shall become an 
OR-Eligible Expense. 

20.  PROGRAMMATIC RESERVE PROVISIONS 

20.1 Purpose 
The purpose of the Programmatic Reserve Fund is to provide a payment mechanism for the City 
to make service requests beyond those services outlined in this Rate Order. Service requests must 
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be approved by the Refuse Rates Administrator and performed on behalf of the Ratepayers, such 
as initiatives to support street cleanliness. The Programmatic Reserve Fund may only be used for 
services beyond those Service Levels and Service Level Agreements described in this Rate Order. 
The Programmatic Reserve Fund may not be used to cover service requests that are typically billed 
to unregulated customers, such as open market debris box customers, Commercial contract 
customers, or those services provided under the City Facility Collection Agreement. 

20.2 Funding 
During the term of this Rate Order, Recology shall make equal monthly payments into the 
Programmatic Reserve fund at $50,000 annually for the Rate Years 2026 through 2028, for a total 
contribution of $150,000. 

During the term of this Rate Order, Recology shall make equal monthly payments into the 
Programmatic Reserve fund at fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) annually for the Rate Years 2026 
through 2028, for a total contribution of one hundred fifty thousand dollars ($150,000). 

20.3 Withdrawal  
Upon receiving a request from a City department for additional public purpose services that are 
not otherwise covered and funded in this Rate Order or subject to the City Facility Collection 
Agreement, Recology shall forward the request to the Refuse Rates Administrator with a cost 
estimate for the services along with a separate line item showing the allowed target profit using 
the ninety-one percent (91%) Operating Ratio, a description of the supplemental service or 
enhancement, a description of how the request is above and beyond the Service Levels outlined 
in this Rate Order, why this enhancement is needed according to the requesting City department 
and/or Recology, along with the proposed performance period and completion date. The 
requested service is subject to review and mutual agreement between the Refuse Rates 
Administrator and Recology prior to the performance of service. Upon completion of the work, 
Recology shall submit a final invoice requesting payment (i.e., a drawdown from the Programmatic 
Reserve). At a minimum, the invoice must include all of the following.: 

a. Name of the requesting City department and the City department contact person. 

b. Date(s) the service was performed. 

c. Description of the services provided, including a line-item breakdown of service costs 
(excluding the allowed target profit). 
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d. Allowed target profit amount, calculated in accordance with the ninety-one percent (91%) 
Operating Ratio authorized under this Rate Order. 

e. the total amount due. 

Following the completion of the work performed, the requesting City department must jointly 
notify the Refuse Rates Administrator and Recology. Any service disputes between the requesting 
City department and Recology will be reviewed in a timely manner by the Refuse Rates 
Administrator, who is authorized by the Refuse Rate Board to make the final determination. 

20.4 Limitations  
All service requests must be for periods not to exceed one Rate Year and not to extend beyond 
the end of Rate Year 2028. For a service request to be fulfilled, the balance of the Programmatic 
Reserve Fund must be sufficient to allow Recology to withdraw the estimated cost for that service 
request plus the allowed profit target associated with the ninety-one percent (91%) Operating 
Ratio as authorized by this Rate Order. The balance of the Programmatic Reserve Fund may not 
fall below zero dollars ($0.00). 

20.5 Reporting 
All activity of the Programmatic Reserve in the applicable period and interest accruals shall be 
reported in the Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports. The actual expenses incurred for 
each service request, offset by the amount withdrawn from the Programmatic Reserve for the 
requested services, shall be included in calculating above- or below-target profit for the purposes 
of Balancing Account adjustments. 

20.6 Unused Balance 
Any unused Programmatic Reserve Fund balance at the end of each Rate Year will roll over into 
the following Rate Year. The Refuse Rates Administrator is authorized to fund service requests 
that extend beyond the end of Rate Year 2028 if any unused balances exist at the end of Rate Year 
2028, and if a new Rate Order has not superseded this Rate Order. Unused Programmatic Reserve 
balances may also be recommended by the Refuse Rates Administrator to the Refuse Rate Board 
to roll over into the subsequent Rate Year or be used to offset Rate increases in subsequent Rate 
Year(s). 
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20.7 Interest on the Programmatic Reserve Balance 
Interest shall accrue on any balance of the Programmatic Reserve at the greater of the annualized 
bank interest rate that Recology credits the Solid Waste Fee Impound Account balances held by 
the company, prior to those amounts being transferred to the City, or the annualized bank interest 
rate that Recology credits the Reserve Account held by the company, that was funded by San 
Francisco Ratepayers. The interest rates for all accounts, including but not limited to the 
Programmatic Reserve, the Balancing Account, the Reserve Account, the Solid Waste Fee Impound 
Account and the Zero Waste Capital Reserve Account, shall be required to be reported on all 
Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Reports covered by the Rate Order. 

21.  THE 2024 BALANCING ACCOUNT  
The 2024 Balancing Account was a notional account established pursuant to the Refuse Rate 
Board’s 2023 Rate Order to cover Rate Years 2024 and 2025. The 2024 Balancing Account was to 
be adjusted based on a surplus or shortfall of profits earned relative to the target profit for each 
Rate Year. The adjustments were to be calculated by multiplying 50% of the profits earned for 
each Rate Year, above or below the target profit that would have been earned using a 91% 
Operating Ratio on OR-Eligible Costs, and according to the timing provisions and methodology 
specified in the 2023 Rate Order.  

Under the 2023 Rate Order, any notional balance for Rate Year 2024 and Rate Year 2025, whether 
positive or negative, after final adjustments for the difference between estimated and actual 
values, is to be reported in an audited schedule filed as a component of the SF Recology 
Companies’ Annual Audited Financial Statements and the Annual Financial Rate Report. The 
balance is to be applied to adjust Rates in any subsequent years beginning in Rate Year 2026, over 
a period not to exceed five years, based on an allocation determined by the Refuse Rates 
Administrator.  

21.1 Rate Year 2024 Balancing Account Amortization in the 2026 - 
2028 Rate Order 

The actual Rate Year 2024 shortfall of one million, nine hundred forty-two thousand, five hundred 
eighty-five dollars ($1,942,585) for the SF Recology Companies, along with the estimated Rate 
Year 2025 shortfall of six million, nine hundred thirty-one thousand, five hundred sixty-seven 
dollars ($6,931,567) for Recology Golden Gate & Recology Sunset Scavenger, and the estimated 
Rate Year 2025 shortfall of three million, six hundred fifty-two thousand, six hundred thirty-six 
dollars ($3,652,636) for Recology San Francisco, will be amortized in equal annual amounts over 
Rate Year 2027 through Rate Year 2030. The total estimated impact to Ratepayers over the five 
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(5) years (including Rate Year 2026 in which no Balancing Account amortization will be applied) is 
twelve million, five hundred twenty-six thousand, seven hundred eighty-eight dollars 
($12,526,788), before notional interest. The SF Recology Companies will submit reporting for the 
actual profits or losses for Rate Year 2025 along with their Audited Financial Statements for that 
year. The final Balancing Account balance for Rate Year 2025 will then be reconciled, notional 
interest will be calculated and applied as provided in the 2023 Rate Order, and the result will be 
allocated across Rate Year 2027 through Rate Year 2030. 

 Balancing Account Amortization Adjustment Per Year   
 RY2026 RY2027 RY2028 RY2029 RY2030 Total 
GG/SS & RSF RY2024 
Actual Notional 
Balancing Account 
Surplus (Shortfall) 

 $ 0   $ (485,646)  $ (485,646)  $ (485,646)  $ (485,646)  $ (1,942,585) 

Estimated GG/SS 
RY2025 Notional 
Balancing Account 
Surplus (Shortfall) 

 $ 0   $ (1,732,892)  $ (1,732,892)  $ (1,732,892)  $ (1,732,892)  $ (6,931,567) 

Estimated RSF RY2025 
Notional Balancing 
Account Surplus 
(Shortfall) 

 $ 0   $ (913,159)  $ (913,159)  $ (913,159)  $ (913,159)  $ (3,652,636) 

Total (before notional 
interest)  $ 0   $ (3,131,697)  $ (3,131,697)  $ (3,131,697)  $ (3,131,697)  $ (12,526,788) 

22. THE 2026 BALANCING ACCOUNT  

22.1 Overview 
The 2026 Balancing Account shall cover Rate Year 2026 through Rate Year 2028. The account shall 
start with a zero balance as of 10/1/2025. The SF Recology Companies shall adjust the notional 
balance of the 2026 Balancing Account based on the surplus or shortfall of profits earned for each 
Rate Year covered by this Rate Order. The adjustments shall be calculated by multiplying 100% by 
the actual profits earned above or below the target profit that would have been earned using a 
91% Operating Ratio on Operating Ratio-Eligible Costs (OR-Eligible Costs) for each Rate Year, and 
according to the timing provisions and methodology specified below. This process shall be 
followed unless and until superseded by a subsequent Rate Order by the Refuse Rate Board. OR-
Eligible Costs include all Rate-recoverable costs of the SF Recology Companies, excluding 
intercompany Disposal and processing costs, and the costs of licenses, permits and San Francisco 
business taxes. 

' 

' 

' 

l l l l l l 
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With the issuance of each Quarterly Financial Rate Report, the SF Recology Companies shall report 
the notional balance of the 2026 Balancing Account as of the end of the quarter that is the subject 
of the Quarterly Financial Rate Report. The SF Recology Companies shall increase or decrease the 
notional balance to 100% of the quarterly estimated profit above or below the target profit on 
OR-Eligible Costs that would have been earned using a 91% Operating Ratio, calculated according 
to the methodology specified in the next Section, titled “Calculation of Above-/Below-Target 
Profit.” Following the end of Recology’s Fiscal Year and the Rate Year, both of which end on 
September 30th, and the issuance of the Annual Audited Financial Statements and the associated 
Annual Financial Rate Report, the SF Recology Companies shall true-up the Balancing Account 
(increase or decrease the notional balance, as necessary) for the Rate Year to reflect the difference, 
if any, in the calculation between the actual figures used in the previous quarters of the Rate Year 
and the actual figures included in the Annual Financial Rate Report. Each Quarterly and the Annual 
Financial Rate Report shall include a schedule showing these adjustments to the notional 
Balancing Account, along with the Rate Year and Quarterly beginning and ending notional 
balances, along with a summary explaining the key revenue and/or cost factors causing the 
adjustments. 

22.2 Calculation of Above-/Below-Target Profit 
The quarterly increase or decrease shall be calculated by taking the difference between actual net 
profits earned or losses incurred during each quarter and reported in the Quarterly Financial Rate 
Report, as applicable, and (actual OR-Eligible Costs for the applicable period divided by the 91% 
Operating Ratio less actual OR-Eligible Costs) as illustrated in the equation below, where 
“expenses” means OR-Eligible Costs and “actual net profits” means actual net profits or losses 
based on actual OR-Eligible Costs and revenues reported in the Quarterly or Annual Financial Rate 
Reports: 

𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎/𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑏𝑏𝑎𝑎𝑏𝑏 𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡 𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡 = 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑏𝑏 𝑛𝑛𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡 𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑝𝑝 − �
𝑎𝑎𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑛𝑛𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑝𝑝

0.91
− 𝑎𝑎𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑛𝑛𝑝𝑝𝑎𝑎𝑝𝑝� 

 
Above- or below-target profit, as adjusted, shall be calculated separately for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate, on the one hand, and for Recology San Francisco, on the 
other. The results of these calculations shall be added to obtain a combined adjusted net above- 
or below-target profit. Elimination of intercompany charges between Recology Sunset Scavenger, 
Recology Golden Gate, and Recology San Francisco must be made to ensure the target profit 
amount is not being inflated. Each of the OR-Eligible Costs represents costs with no imbedded 
profit accruing to another Recology subsidiary or the parent corporation.  
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A positive value of the combined adjusted net above- or below-target profit shall result in the SF 
Recology Companies increasing the notional balance of the Balancing Account in an amount equal 
to 100% of that positive value. Increases or positive value amounts reflect funds identified as held 
for the benefit of San Francisco ratepayers in future periods. A negative value of the combined 
adjusted net above- or below-target profit shall result in the SF Recology Companies decreasing 
the notional balance of the Balancing Account by an amount equal to 100% of that negative value, 
including below zero, if applicable. Reductions or negative value amounts reflect funds identified 
as due from San Francisco ratepayers in future periods. 

22.3 No Effect on Profit Calculation 
Increases or decreases in the notional balance of the 2026 Balancing Account shall have no effect 
on the calculation of above- or below- target profit for Rate Year 2026, Rate Year 2027, or Rate 
Year 2028.  

22.4 Use of Notional Balance 
Any notional balance for a Rate Year, positive or negative after true-up occurs, shall be reported 
in an audited schedule filed as a component of the SF Recology Companies’ Annual Audited 
Financial Statements for the Rate Year, which is submitted with the Annual Financial Rate Report 
for the Rate Year. The notional balance as so reported shall be subject to adjustment pursuant to 
the Cost Controls Methodology set forth in Section 23 Cost Controls Methodology. Specifically, if 
any costs for a given Rate Year are finally determined to be disallowed or excluded pursuant to 
the Cost Controls Methodology, the above- or below-target profit for that Rate Year, and the 
resulting increase or decrease in the notional balance of the Balancing Account, shall be 
recalculated with those costs excluded, and the reported notional balance shall be adjusted 
accordingly. The full amount of the notional balance as so adjusted shall be applied to adjust 
Rates in a subsequent Rate Year. The adjusted notional balance for Rate Year 2026 shall be applied 
to adjust Rates for Rate Year 2028 up to a maximum Rate adjustment of +/- 3%, with the unapplied 
remainder to stay in the Balancing Account to be applied on a schedule determined in a future 
Rate Order. The adjusted notional balances for Rate Year 2027 and Rate Year 2028 shall be applied 
to adjust Rates over a period of one to five years (ending no later than Rate Year 2033 and Rate 
Year 2034, respectively) as determined in a future Rate Order.  

Adjusted notional balances shall be applied as follows. If the adjusted notional balance for Rate 
Year 2026 is positive, the positive notional balance shall offset any Rate increase that would 
otherwise occur in Rate Year 2028. The dollar amount of the offset shall cause the notional balance 
of the Balancing Account to decrease by an equal dollar amount. If the adjusted notional balance 
for Rate Year 2026 is negative, the negative notional balance shall increase Rates in Rate Year 
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2028, over and above any Rate adjustment that would otherwise occur in Rate Year 2028. The 
dollar amount of the increase shall cause the notional balance of the Balancing Account to 
increase by an equal dollar amount. The adjusted notional balances for Rate Year 2027 and Rate 
Year 2028 shall be applied in a similar manner, but on a schedule determined in a future Rate 
Order.  

22.5 Interest on Balancing Account Notional Amounts 
Notional interest shall be calculated due to San Francisco Ratepayers for positive balances (and 
due from San Francisco Ratepayers for negative balances) in the 2026 Balancing Account at a 
market interest rate consistent with the interest rate applicable to bank accounts held by the SF 
Recology Companies. The interest rates for all accounts, including but not limited to the Balancing 
Account, the Reserve Account, the Solid Waste Fee Impound Account, the Zero Waste Capital 
Reserve Account, and the Programmatic Reserve, shall be required to be reported on all Quarterly 
and Annual Financial Rate Reports covered by the Rate Order. 

22.6 Reporting 
Each Quarterly and Annual Financial Rate Report shall include a schedule showing all adjustments 
to the 2026 Balancing Account, showing separately the 2022 Settlement Balancing Account and 
the 2024 Balancing Account, during the period of the report and shall include beginning and 
ending notional balances for the Rate Year (to-date) and Quarter.  

The SF Recology Companies’ Annual Audited Financial Statements shall include a schedule 
disclosing the activities in and adjustments to the Balancing Account over the period covered by 
the audit, for Rate Year 2024 and onward. If the Annual Audited Financial Statements do not 
include such a schedule, the schedule must be separately submitted in an Agreed Upon 
Procedures report issued by the SF Recology Companies’ external, independent auditors. 

23.  COST CONTROLS METHODOLOGY 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this Cost Controls Methodology is to protect Ratepayers by ensuring that 

the SF Recology Companies (Recology) effectively manage costs within their control. This 
methodology will apply to costs incurred between Rate Year 2026 and Rate Year 2028 and 
the Balancing Account calculations for those years. This methodology replaces the 
Substituted Costs mechanism that was utilized in Rate Year 24-25. 
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Process 
2. This Cost Controls Methodology will be applied each Rate Year to costs incurred in the prior 

Rate Year, beginning with costs incurred in Rate Year 26. 

3. Recology will provide the Refuse Rates Administrator with a Cost Controls Report with the 
Annual Rate Report, beginning with the report for RY26. The report perform each of the 
following functions:  

a. Calculate revenue-adjusted projected costs 

b. Detail variances between actual costs and revenue-adjusted projected costs 

c. Identify any Line-Item Variances and Line-Item Savings 

d. Explain and justify any Line-Item Variances 

e. Include a Cost Cap variance analysis and identify any Cost Cap exceedances. 

4. The Refuse Rates Administrator will review Recology’s submission as provided in item 
numbers 14 through 16 below. Within forty-five (45) Days after submission of the Annual 
Rate Report, the Refuse Rates Administrator will issue written findings regarding the results 
of its review, including any adjustments to the Balancing Account resulting from application 
of the Cost Controls Methodology. Recology will have 45 Days after receipt of the Refuse 
Rates Administrator’s proposals to appeal them to the Refuse Rate Board under items 22 
and 23 in this Section below, which Recology may do by filing a written notice of appeal 
with the Refuse Rates Administrator and the Refuse Rate Board. If a notice of appeal is filed 
timely, the Refuse Rate Board will hear the appeal at a public hearing to be held within forty-
five (45) Days of the filing of the notice of appeal. After final determination by the Refuse 
Rate Board of any issues subject to appeal, any Balancing Account adjustments resulting 
from application of the Cost Controls Methodology will be applied to the Balancing Account 
balance for the Rate Year under review. 

5. Recology will include a Cost Controls analysis in its quarterly reports in Rate Year 2026 
through Rate Year 2028, for monitoring purposes. However, since there may be seasonality 
not accounted for in the quarterly reporting, the methodology will be applied on a full Rate 
Year basis only. 

6. This Cost Controls Methodology is applied to all allowable costs of the SF Recology 
Companies, including both OR-eligible and pass-through costs, and costs for both regulated 
and unregulated services.  
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Methodology 

7. This Cost Controls Methodology has 2 main components: a line-item variance analysis, and 
a cost cap variance analysis. Both involve comparing actual costs to revenue-adjusted 
projected costs, and then determining whether any excess amounts are justified. The 
rationale for adjusting projections based on revenue is that higher-than-projected revenue 
indicates greater-than-projected business, and therefore higher-than-projected costs, 
depending on the elasticity of the line item to revenue.  

Line-Item Variance Analysis 

8. The line-item variance analysis involves measuring actual costs against revenue-adjusted 
projected costs for each line-item expense shown in Exhibit A. If an actual line-item cost 
exceeds the revenue-adjusted projected cost for that line item by at least 5% (except for 
Payroll and Related, Administrative Costs, or Professional Services, for which the limit is at 
least 3%) and at least $500K in a given Rate Year, then the RRA will evaluate those variances, 
and may limit Balancing Account cost recovery for the excess amounts.  

9. The line items that comprise Payroll & Related Costs will be aggregated for purposes of the 
line-item variance analysis. The analysis will be applied to Payroll & Related Costs as if Payroll 
& Related Costs were a single line item, rather than applying the analysis individually to each 
of its constituent line items (Payroll, Payroll Taxes, Pension, Health Insurance and Workers 
Compensation).  

10. The line items that comprise Disposal & Processing Costs will likewise be aggregated for 
purposes of the line-item variance analysis. The analysis will be applied to Disposal & 
Processing Costs as if Disposal & Processing Costs were a single line item, rather than 
applying the analysis individually to each of its constituent line items (I/C Disposal, I/C 
Processing, O/S Disposal, O/S Processing). 

11. The first step in the line-item variance analysis is to calculate the Revenue Adjustment Factor 
for the Rate Year under review. The Revenue Adjustment Factor equals the percentage by 
which actual revenue from paying customers exceeds (positive number) or falls short of 
(negative number) projected revenue from paying customers. Paying customers includes 
customers for both regulated and unregulated services. The rationale for using revenue from 
both categories of customers is that expenses are reported on a combined basis across both 
categories of customers, so this allows for comparison on the same basis. Paying customers 
excludes revenue from commodity sales and revenue from CalRecycle under the California 
Beverage Container Recycling Program. 
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12. The next step in the line-item variance analysis is to calculate the revenue-adjusted projected 
cost for each line item. This is done by taking the projected cost for the line item as shown 
in the Rate model, and adjusting it by the product of (a) the Revenue Adjustment Factor 
calculated above and (b) the Elasticity Factor for the line item shown in Exhibit A. The 
Elasticity Factor is an agreed percentage that indicates the sensitivity of the line item to 
changes in revenue.  

a. For example, if a line item’s projected cost in the Rate model is $3.00M for Rate Year 
2026, and the Revenue Adjustment Factor for Rate Year 2026 is +4%, and the Elasticity 
Factor for the line item is 50%, then the revenue-adjusted projected cost for the line 
item would be $3.06M (= $3.0 * (1+(.04*.50)).  

13. The actual cost and the revenue-adjusted projected cost are then compared: 

a. If the actual cost is greater than the revenue-adjusted projected cost by an amount that 
is at least $500,000 and at least 5% of the revenue-adjusted projected cost (except for 
Payroll and Related, Administrative Costs, or Professional Services, for which the 
threshold is at least 3%), then the dollar amount in excess of the larger of the two (2) 
thresholds ($500,000 or 5% or 3%) is referred to as a Line-Item Variance. Line-Item 
Variances are subject to review by the RRA as provided in items 14-16 of this Section 
below. 

b. If the actual cost is less than the revenue-adjusted projected cost by an amount that is 
at least $500,000 and at least 5% (except for Payroll and Related, Administrative Costs, 
or Professional Services, for which the threshold is at least 3%)  of the revenue-adjusted 
projected cost, then the dollar amount below the lower of the two thresholds ($500,000 
or 5% or 3%) is referred to as a Line-Item Savings. Line-Item Savings may affect the 
Balancing Account adjustment as provided in item 17 of this Section below. 

For example, if the revenue-adjusted projected cost for a line item is $3.06M for Rate 
Year 2026, and the actual cost for the line item is $3.70M for Rate Year 2026, there would 
be a Line-Item Variance of $140K (=$3.70M-$3.06M-$500K). If instead the actual cost 
was $2.40M for Rate Year 2026, there would be a Line-Item Savings of $160K (=$3.06M-
$2.40M-$500K). (Note: The 5% or 3% threshold is not relevant in these examples 
because $500K exceeds 3% and 5% of $3.06M.) 

Evaluation Procedure 
14. Each Line-Item Variance identified above will be evaluated by the RRA using the following 

procedure. For each variance, Recology will submit an explanation of the variance and any 
supporting documentation Recology deems appropriate as part of the Cost Controls Report. 
The RRA will then review each variance and determine whether it was justified under the 
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standard below, taking into account Recology’s submissions, relevant operating statistics, 
and other relevant information. Recology will provide such additional information as the 
RRA may reasonably request in connection with the RRA’s review of the variance. 

15 A variance will be deemed justified to the extent Recology can demonstrate, or the RRA 
finds:  

a. That it was reasonable in amount and necessary to perform Recology’s obligations 
under the Rate Order; 

b. That it was reasonable in amount and necessary to perform Recology’s obligations 
under Applicable Law (e.g., new regulatory mandates, increased governmental 
fees/taxes) – but excluding any fines or penalties for Recology’s violation of law; 

c. That it was reasonable in amount and necessary to perform Recology’s obligations 
under contracts pertaining to Residential or Commercial services (e.g., a CBA, or the 
Landfill Disposal Agreement); 

d. That it resulted from increases in prices paid by Recology to third parties (e.g., fuel price 
spikes, vehicle cost increases); or  

e. That it resulted from factors beyond Recology’s reasonable control (e.g., natural 
disasters, fires, National Sword, COVID, macroeconomic conditions, other acts of God). 

16. If the RRA determines that all or part of a variance is justified, no adjustment to the Balancing 
Account calculation will be made with respect to the justified amount. If the RRA determines 
that all or part of a variance is not justified, then the RRA may disallow all or part of the 
variance for the purpose of adjusting the Balancing Account. The disallowed amount is 
referred to as a Disallowed Variance.  

Disallowed Variances 
17. The sum total of Disallowed Variances, net of any Line-Item Savings, will be excluded from 

Rate-allowed expenses for purposes of the Balancing Account calculation. The effect of this 
is that Recology will bear the full cost of the excluded net amount. The rationale for reducing 
Disallowed Variances by Line-Item Savings is that, if there are significant cost “underruns” in 
certain areas, they should be used to offset significant cost overruns in other areas.  

Cost Caps 
18. The Cost Cap variance analysis involves measuring actual costs against revenue-adjusted 

projected costs for each of the 5 Cost Categories shown in Exhibit A: Payroll & Related Costs, 
Disposal & Processing Costs, Vehicle Costs, Facilities Costs, and Administrative Costs. Each 
Cost Category comprises various line items, as specified in Exhibit A. If actual costs for a Cost 
Category exceed the revenue-adjusted projected cost for that Cost Category by more than 
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the Cost Cap (one hundred ten percent (110%) for Disposal & Processing Costs, Vehicle 
Costs, or Facilities Costs, adjusted for inflation and allowed Line-Item Variances as described 
in item 19 in this Section below, or one hundred and seven percent (107%) for Payroll & 
Related Costs, Administrative Costs, or Professional Services Costs), then the Balancing 
Account cost recovery will be limited only to the dollar amounts below the Cost Cap.  

19. The Cost Cap for each Cost Category for a given Rate Year is determined by adding the 
revenue-adjusted projected cost for each line item included in the Cost Category and 
multiplying the result by one hundred ten percent (110%) for Disposal & Processing Costs, 
Vehicle Costs, or Facilities Costs, or one hundred and seven percent (107%) for Payroll & 
Related Costs, Administrative Costs, or Professional Services Costs. The one hundred ten 
percent (110%) or one hundred and seven percent (107%) figure will be adjusted for the 
difference between the inflation factor used in the Rate application, and actual inflation over 
the period in question. In addition, if there was a Line-Item Variance for any of the line items 
included in the Cost Category, and some or all of the variance was found to be justified 
under Sections 14 through 16 above, then the Cost Cap will be increased by the justified 
amount. 

a. For example, if the Rate Year under review is Rate Year 2027 (the second (2nd) year of 
the Rate cycle), and the inflation factor used in the Rate application was three percent 
(3.0%) in Rate Year 2026 and Rate Year 2027, but actual inflation was three and four 
tenths percent (3.4%) in Rate Year 2026 and three and seven tenths percent (3.7%) in 
Rate Year 2027, then the Cost Cap for Rate Year 2027 would be calculated as one 
hundred eleven and one tenth percent (111.1%) of the revenue-adjusted project costs 
for the Cost Category for Disposal & Processing Costs, Vehicle Costs, or Facilities Costs 
(1.1% = 0.4% + 0.7%) or would be calculated as one hundred and eight and one tenth 
percent (108.1%) of the revenue-adjusted project costs for the Cost Category for Payroll 
& Related Costs, Administrative Costs, or Professional Services Costs (1.1% = 0.4% + 
0.7%). 

Other Balancing Account Adjustments 
20. In addition to the cost controls set forth above, two (2) other adjustments will be made to 

the Balancing Account calculation.  

a. First, shortfalls that are the result of Recology’s Rate calculation errors and underlying 
data was not disclosed to the RRA during the Rate application and review process, will 
be included at fifty percent (50%) in the Balancing Account calculation. For clarity, 
assumptions or projections that are forecasts of future events are not considered errors 
merely because the events do not occur as forecast. The intent of this adjustment is to 
ensure that Recology is held accountable for the accuracy of its calculations. 
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b. Second, bad debt associated with Late-Submitted Lien Amounts will be excluded from 
Rate-allowed expenses for purposes of the Balancing Account calculation, meaning 
Recology will bear the full cost of such bad debt. Late-Submitted Lien Amounts means 
the amount of any delinquent bill issued to a one- (1) to five- (5) unit or six- (6) unit and 
larger Residential Customer, where Recology submitted a verified written complaint with 
respect to such bill to the Department of Public Health under Section 291.5 of the Health 
Code, but which DPH rejects because such complaint was submitted more than 180 
Days after the bill became delinquent. The intent of this adjustment is to ensure that 
Recology is incentivized to process delinquent bills timely through the lien process. 

Appeal Process 
22. If Recology disagrees with the determination of the RRA as to any Line-Item Variances, 

Recology may appeal the RRA’s decision to the Refuse Rate Board within the time frame 
specified in Section 4. The appeal will be considered by the Refuse Rate Board in a public 
hearing. The RRA and Recology will each be entitled to submit their positions and relevant 
supporting documentation to the Refuse Rate Board in writing in advance of the hearing, 
and to present their positions to the Refuse Rate Board at the hearing.  

23. If actual costs for a Cost Category exceed the revenue-adjusted projected cost for that Cost 
Category by more than the allowable threshold (one hundred ten percent (110%) for 
Disposal & Processing Costs, Vehicle Costs, or Facilities Costs, adjusted for inflation and 
allowed Line-Item Variances, or one hundred and seven percent (107%) for Payroll & Related 
Costs, Administrative Costs, or Professional Services Costs adjusted for inflation and allowed 
Line-Item Variances) due to extraordinary circumstances that prevented Recology from 
performing services stipulated in the Rate Order without exceeding the Cost Caps, Recology 
may appeal to the Refuse Rate Board to allow for an exception to the Cost Cap within the 
time frame specified in Section 4. The appeal will be considered by the Refuse Rate Board in 
a public hearing. Recology will be entitled to submit its position and relevant supporting 
documentation to the Refuse Rate Board in writing in advance of the hearing, and to present 
its position to the Refuse Rate Board at the hearing.  

[Exhibit A follows] 
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EXHIBIT A 
Line Items & Cost Categories 

Cost Category/Line Item Fixed/Variable Elasticity Factor 
   
Payroll & Related Costs     
 Payroll  Variable 50% 
 Payroll Taxes  Variable 50% 
 Pension  Fixed 10% 
 Health Insurance  Fixed 10% 
 Workers Compensation  Variable 50% 
   
Disposal & Processing   
 I/C Disposal Variable 100% 
 I/C Processing Variable 100% 
 O/S Disposal  Variable 100% 
 O/S Processing Variable 100% 
   
Vehicle Costs   
 Lease  Fixed 10% 
 O/S Equipment Rental Variable 50% 
 Fuel Variable 50% 
 Repairs & Maintenance Fixed 10% 
 Supplies  Variable 50% 
 Tires & Tubes  Fixed 10% 
 Parts  Fixed 10% 
 Liability Insurance  Fixed 10% 
 Licenses & Permits  Fixed 10% 
 Freight  Fixed 10% 
   
Facilities Costs   
 Security & Janitorial  Fixed 10% 
 Building & Facility Repair  Fixed 10% 
 Depreciation Fixed 10% 
 Outside Property Rental Fixed 10% 
 Intercompany Property Rental Fixed 10% 
 Utilities Fixed 10% 
   
Administrative Costs   
 Corporate Allocations Variable 50% 
 Bad Debt  Variable 50% 
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 O/S Billing Services  Variable 50% 
 Office  Fixed 10% 
 Postage  Variable 50% 
 Professional Services  Fixed 10% 
 Taxes  Fixed 10% 
 Telephone  Fixed 10% 
Other* Fixed 10% 

* Includes other costs under any Cost Category that are not covered under one of the specified line items.  

24.  CAPITAL EXPENDITURES MANAGEMENT 
The goal of this approach to regulating capital expenditures is : 

a. increase transparency with respect to Rate recovery of capital investments 

b. ensure that cost recovery reflects the assets placed into service 

c. create a capital expenditure cost cap 

A list of assets to be acquired during the upcoming Rate Order was submitted with the Rate 
application. Final Rate approval of the Rate Order shall include approval of the detailed asset 
listings for both Collection and post-Collection operations.  

For assets on the approved list, no other approval will be required. In the event Recology needs 
to acquire an asset not specifically on the approved asset listing, approval from the RRA will be 
required before the asset can be purchased. Appropriate recovery will be proposed as part of the 
request for the asset to be purchased. In the event that the purchase value of assets acquired 
reaches the total approved capital expenditures in the Rate Order, any additional expenditures 
must be approved by the Refuse Rate Board. Capital expenditures not completed in Rate Year 
2026 carry forward to Rate Year 2027 and expenditures not completed in Rate Year 2027 carry 
forward to Rate Year 2028. 

Actual asset acquisition cost and timing may vary from the estimate included in the Rate Order. 
Likewise lease rates may vary from the Rate Order as they are set monthly based on Recology’s 
then-current borrowing costs. Variances between the projected cost of any specific asset, along 
with variances in timing and variances in the rate used to originate leases, will flow through the 
Balancing Account. 
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Reconciliation of all assets purchased and measurement of actual expenditures against the Rate-
Order-approved expenditures will be done on an annual basis. Reporting of assets purchased and 
placed in service will be included in quarterly and annual Rate reports. 

24.1 Recology Ready Implementation 
The Rate Order includes a line item for the implementation of Recology Ready, which among 
other improvements includes replacement of the current operations, customer service and billing 
system. The SF Recology Companies have committed to achieving specific milestones for 
implementation of this system, outlined in Section 25.1.1 below. If the SF Recology Companies do 
not meet these milestones, the Refuse Rates Administrator may request additional information, 
assess the status of the project, and potentially disallow a portion of the cost recovery associated 
with replacement of the system. Any disallowed costs will be reflected through an adjustment to 
the Balancing Account, consistent with the Cost Controls Methodology specified in the Rate Order. 

24.1.1 Implementation Milestones 
a. Input from City Departments: May – September 2025

b. Development Roadmap Finalized: February 2026

c. Begin Data and Site Preparation: March 2026

d. New Functionality Preview: August 2026

e. Preliminary Migration and Training: December 2026

f. Cutover and Go-Live: April 2027

24.1.2 Notice and Opportunity to Cure 
The SF Recology Companies will provide written notice to the Refuse Rates Administrator if there 
will be a delay in meeting any of the milestones outlined in Section 25.1.1. If the delay is due to 
circumstances beyond the SF Recology Companies' control (e.g., vendor-related issues), the 
timeframe will be extended for such additional period as is reasonably necessary to achieve the 
milestone. If the milestone is not achieved within that period, a portion of the cost recovery may 
be disallowed for failing to meet the milestone, as provided in Section 25.1.1. 

24.1.3 Appeal Process 
If any costs are disallowed by the Refuse Rates Administrator, the SF Recology Companies may 
submit a written notice of appeal within forty-five (45) Days of receiving the Refuse Rates 

mailto:controller@sfgov.org


CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Service Level Agreements for the Refuse Rate Board’s 
2025 Rate Order 

CITY HALL • 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE • ROOM 316 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694 
(415) 554-7500 • controller@sfgov.org • sf.gov/controller

Page 98 of 98 

Administrator’s decision. If a notice of appeal is timely filed, the Refuse Rate Board will hear the 
appeal at a public hearing to be held within forty-five (45) Days from the filing of the notice of 
appeal. The Refuse Rates Administrator and the SF Recology Companies will each be entitled to 
submit their positions and relevant supporting documentation to the Refuse Rate Board in writing 
in advance of the hearing, and to present their positions to the Refuse Rate Board at the hearing. 
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General: 
The Refuse Rate Board requires that Recology produce regular reports during this rate cycle 
(Rate Years 2026 – 2028) and deliver them to the Refuse Rates Administrator and/or other 
City departments as designated. These reports shall be made to the knowledge of the 
signatory after reasonable investigation, signed under penalty of perjury, and are intended 
to assist the City in ensuring that Recology is providing the services contained in this Rate 
Order, to fulfil local, state, and federal reporting obligations, and to conduct analyses 
which will allow the City to better serve ratepayers. 

Each reporting requirement in this Rate Order contains specific deliverables related to 
data. For reporting data and requirements which have not been included in prior rate 
orders, Recology and the City will work together in good faith to develop the form and 
format. For all Recology-generated reports with tables, tables should be provided in 
machine-readable (Microsoft Excel) format or both PDF and Excel format. 

Included in this Rate Order is the development and launch of Recology Ready, a new 
operations and customer management system which will be integrated into Recology’s 
operations, customer experience, billing, and reporting. Recology and the City will work 
together during the development and implementation of the new system, and the form and 
format of these reporting requirements may be modified in relation to that system by 
agreement between Recology and the City. The Service Level Agreements for Capital 
Expenditures Management contain additional detail on Recology Ready implementation. 

Certain information required to be provided by these reporting requirements, or that 
Recology may elect to provide to the City, may constitute the confidential information of 
Recology, of ratepayers, or of third parties. Recology and the Refuse Rates Administrator 
will cooperate in good faith to maintain the confidentiality of such information, taking into 
account the City’s public disclosure ordinances and obligations under the California Public 
Records Act. Measures to maintain the confidentiality of such information may include 
redacting sensitive data, providing information via screen sharing or onsite review, and/or 
Recology marking files or documents as “Confidential – CPRA Exemption Requested.” City 
agrees not to disclose or make public any information so marked, except to the extent 
required under the City’s public disclosure ordinances and/or California Public Records 
Act, after providing Recology reasonable prior notice so that Recology may seek a court 
order enjoining the disclosure. 
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Due Dates: 
Recology is required to produce the following reports on the schedule listed below: 

Annual Reporting Due Dates 

Rate Year Report Period End of Period 
Days Due After 
Reporting Period Due Date Note  

RY2026 Q1-Q4 2026 9/30/2026 120 1/28/2027   

RY2027 Q1-Q4 2027 9/30/2027 120 1/28/2028   

RY2028 Q1-Q4 2028 9/30/2028 120 1/29/2029 * 
 

Quarterly Reporting Due Dates 

Rate Year Report Period End Of Period 
Days Due After 
Reporting Period Due Date  Note 

RY2026 Q1 2026 12/31/2025 60 3/2/2026 * 
Q2 2026 3/31/2026 60 6/1/2026 * 
Q3 2026 6/30/2026 60 8/29/2026   
Q4 2026** 9/30/2026 60 11/30/2026 * 

RY2027 Q1 2027 12/31/2026 60 3/1/2027   
Q2 2027 3/31/2027 60 5/31/2027 * 
Q3 2027 6/30/2027 60 8/30/2027 * 
Q4 2027** 9/30/2027 60 11/29/2027   

RY2028 Q1 2028 12/31/2027 60 2/29/2028   
Q2 2028 3/31/2028 60 5/30/2028   
Q3 2028 6/30/2028 60 8/29/2028   
Q4 2028** 9/30/2028 60 11/29/2028   
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Monthly Reporting Due Dates 

Rate Year Report Period End of Period 
Days Due After 
Reporting Period Due Date Note  

RY2026 October 2025 10/31/2025 30 12/1/2025 * 
November 2025 11/30/2025 30 12/30/2025   
December 2025 12/31/2025 30 1/30/2026   
January 2026 1/31/2026 30 3/2/2026   
February 2026 2/28/2026 30 3/30/2026   
March 2026 3/31/2026 30 4/30/2026   
April 2026 4/30/2026 30 6/1/2026 * 
May 2026 5/31/2026 30 6/30/2026   
June 2026 6/30/2026 30 7/30/2026   
July 2026 7/30/2026 30 8/31/2026 * 
August 2026 8/31/2026 30 9/30/2026   
September 2026 9/30/2026 30 10/30/2026   

RY2027 October 2026 10/31/2026 30 11/30/2026   
November 2026 11/30/2026 30 12/30/2026   
December 2026 12/31/2026 30 2/1/2027 * 
January 2027 1/31/2027 30 3/2/2027   
February 2027 2/28/2027 30 3/30/2027   
March 2027 3/31/2027 30 4/30/2027   
April 2027 4/30/2027 30 5/31/2027 * 
May 2027 5/31/2027 30 6/30/2027   
June 2027 6/30/2027 30 7/30/2027   
July 2027 7/30/2027 30 8/30/2027 * 
August 2027 8/31/2027 30 9/30/2027   
September 2027 9/30/2027 30 11/1/2027 * 

RY2028 October 2027 10/31/2027 30 11/30/2027   
November 2027 11/30/2027 30 12/30/2027   
December 2027 12/31/2027 30 1/31/2028 * 
January 2028 1/31/2028 30 3/1/2028   
February 2028 2/28/2028 30 3/29/2028   
March 2028 3/31/2028 30 5/1/2028 * 
April 2028 4/30/2028 30 5/30/2028   
May 2028 5/31/2028 30 6/30/2028   
June 2028 6/30/2028 30 7/31/2028 * 
July 2028 7/30/2028 30 8/29/2028   
August 2028 8/31/2028 30 10/2/2028 * 
September 2028 9/30/2028 30 10/30/2028   

*Indicates due date has been extended when date would fall on a weekend or holiday. 

**Indicates that separate 4th Quarter reports are not due because reporting for the 4th 
Quarter will be included in Annual Reports. 
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If Recology determines it will not be able to deliver any of these reports by their deadline, 
Recology will notify the Refuse Rates Administrator and any relevant City department 
recipients as far in advance as possible via email, along with the reason for delay and an 
expected delivery date.  

Recology may contact the Refuse Rates Administrator for clarification as to who the proper 
recipients are within each City department and what their contact details are. 
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Annual Reporting Requirements 

Annual Operating Rate Report 
Due dates: 1/28/2027, 1/28/2028, and 1/29/2029 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment, SF Public Works  

The Annual Operating Rate Report will capture operational metrics from the prior Rate Year 
for Recology Golden Gate, Recology Sunset Scavenger, and Recology San Francisco, and 
may be provided in the format used during the RY 2024-2025 Rate Order, or may be 
modified in agreement with the Refuse Rates Administrator.  

• Introduction 
o Background on the Rate Order and this reporting requirement. 

• Table 1: Recovery and Disposal Tonnage for Combined SF Companies. Metrics to be 
provided as tonnage received, tonnage recovered, tonnage disposed, and percent of 
tonnage recovered. 

o Recycle Central Recyclables: Collected, Dropoff, Total Recyclables 
o Tunnel Avenue Organics: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City 

departments, Account Customers, Non-Account Customers, Sorted 
Residuals, Total Organics 

o Tunnel Avenue iMRF: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City departments, 
Account Customers, Total iMRF 

o Other Tunnel Avenue: Collected other trash, collected roll-off trash, 
abandoned material collection, bulky item collection, public refuse 
receptacles, SFDPW, Other CCSF, Account customers, non-account 
customers, collected inerts, construction material reuse, other recycling, 
total other Tunnel Avenue. 

o Adjustments, Total Tons 
o BVON organics tiers 
o Disposal Tonnage Breakdown: landfills and residual, total disposal tonnage 
o iMRF Fines for ADC 

• Table 2: Toxics Collection and Participation for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to 
be provided as collection weight, pounds handled and service standard number, 
and/or number of units. 

o HHW Facility Drop Off 
o HHW Home Collection 
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o Very Small Quantity Generator 
o Residential Curbside Battery Collection 
o Apartment Building Battery Collection 
o Commercial Battery Collection 
o Retail Collection Partners 
o Waste Acceptance Control Program 
o E-Waste sent to the Processor 

• Table 3: Where Our Recyclables Go for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be 
provided as material type, tons, percentage, and recycling market locations. 

o Cardboard & Paper 
o Plastic - Domestic  
o Plastic - Export  
o Glass 
o Tin & Metal 
o Aluminum 
o Total 

• Table 4: Number of Accounts and Subscription Percentage for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as the number of 
accounts per customer type, trash subscription number and percentage, recycling 
subscription number and percentage, and organics subscription number and 
percentage.  

o Residential  
o Apartment  
o Commercial 
o City and County of San Francisco 
o School District & University of California San Francisco 
o Contract Customers 
o Total 

• Table 5: Residential Minimum Volume Trash Subscriptions for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as the number of 
residential units subscribing to 16 and 20-gallon trash service. 

o Total Residential Accounts subscribing for 16-Gallon and 20-Gallon Trash 
Bins 

o Total Residential Accounts 
o Percentage of Residential Accounts with 16-Gallon and 20-Gallon Trash Bins 
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• Table 6: Carts and Containers in Service by Size for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 
Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as Carts and Containers in Service by 
Size for Residential, Apartment, and Commercial, subdivided by trash, recycling, 
and organics. 

o 16 and 20 Gallon Carts 
o 32 Gallon Carts 
o 64 Gallon Carts 
o 96 Gallon Carts 
o 1.0 Yd Container 
o 1.5 Yd Container 
o 2.0 Yd Container 
o 2.5 Yd Container 
o 3.0 Yd Container 
o 4.0 Yd Container 
o 6.0 Yd Container 
o 7.0 Yd Container 
o 0.75 Yd Compactor 
o 1.0 Yd Compactor 
o 1.25 Yd Compactor 
o 1.5 Yd Compactor 
o 2.0 Yd Compactor 
o 2.25 Yd Compactor 
o 2.5 Yd Compactor 
o 2.75 Yd Compactor 
o 3.0 Yd Compactor 
o 3.25 Yd Compactor 
o 3.5 Yd Compactor 
o 4.0 Yd Compactor 
o 4.25 Yd Compactor 
o 6.0 Yd Compactor 
o 15 Yd Debris Box 
o 20 Yd Debris Box 
o 30 Yd Debris Box 
o Other cart, container, compactor, and debris box volumes not described 

above. 
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• Table 7A: Type of Vehicle for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. 
Metrics to be provided as the type of vehicle and the number of vehicles. Zero-
emission vehicle types to be reported as separate lines. 

o Container Truck 
o Front Loader 
o Office Vehicle 
o Rear Loader 
o Rear Loader, Split 
o Roll Off 
o Service Truck 
o Side Loader 
o Side Loader, Split 
o Special Flatbed 
o Any other vehicles 

• Table 7B: Type of Vehicle for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be provided as type 
of vehicle and number of vehicles. Zero-emission vehicle types to be reported as 
separate lines. 

o Office & Support Vehicles 
o Roll-Off 
o Flatbeds 
o Stakebeds 
o Shop Truck 
o Trailer 
o Tractor 
o Any other vehicles 

• Table 8: Number of Lifts for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. 
Metrics to be provided as ratepayer type and number of lifts from rate-regulated 
activity. 

o Residential 
o Apartment 
o Commercial 

• Table 9: Number of hauls for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden 
Gate. Metrics to be provided as ratepayer type and number of hauls from rate-
regulated activity. 

o Compactor 
o Debris Box 
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• Table 10: Route Labor Hours for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden 
Gate. 

• Table 11: Route and Maintenance Personnel for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 
Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as Route and Maintenance Personnel 
type, Category (Maintenance or Operations), and Employee Headcount. 

o Assistant Foreperson - Shop 
o Equipment Maintenance Manager 
o Equipment Maintenance Supervisor 
o Foreperson - Shop 
o Mechanic 
o Shop Person 
o Dispatch Supervisor 
o District Manager 
o Route Assignment Coordinator 
o Driver 
o Helper 
o Geographic Information Systems Specialist 
o Geographic Systems Supervisor 
o Operations Manager 
o Operations Manager Senior 
o Operations Supervisor 
o Other positions not described above 

• Appendix A: Program Metrics for Recology Sunset Scavenger, Recology Golden 
Gate, and Recology San Francisco. 

o Bulky Item Collection: 
 Compliance Percentage with Days to Schedule per SLA 
 Scheduled Appointments 
 Tons Collected 

o Holiday Tree Collection 
 Tons of Holiday trees collected 

o Disposal of Street Sweeping 
 Vehicle Drop offs 
  Tons Received 

o Disposal of Abandoned Waste 
 Vehicle Drop offs 
  Tons Received 



Reporting Requirements For The 
2025 Refuse Rate Order 

Page 12 of 63 
City and County of San Francisco 

o Public Disposal and Reuse Area
 Customer Drop offs
 Tons Received

o Safe Needle Program
 Small containers delivered

o Perfectly Good Reuse Program
 Outbound Trailers
 Tons Shipped Out

o Mattress Recycling
 Mattresses Shipped Out
 Tons Shipped Out

o Tire Recycling
 Tons Received

o Styrofoam Drop-Offs
 Customer Drop-offs
 Tons Received

o Litter Collection from Community Benefit Districts
 Customers
 Total Subscription Service

o Special Event Recycling
 Number of events

o Educational Tour Program and Artist In Residence
 Number of Tours, and School Presentations
 Number of Visitors, Student Participation, Webinar Attendees, and

Exhibition Attendees
o Artist in Residence

 Number of Artist Applicants
 Number of Artists
 Square Footage of Studio Spaces, Learning Centers and Classrooms
 Staff Hours Spent on Program
 Program Costs

o Compost Giveaway
 Number of Events
 Number of Recipients
 Compost Giveaways In Yards
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• Appendix B: Weekend Cleanup Program Metrics for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 
Recology Golden Gate.  

o Event Date 
o Supervisorial District 
o Tons Collected 
o Recovery Rate 
o Number of attendees 
o Tonnage received by stream (garbage, recyclables, organics) 
o E-waste received by weight 
o Reuse items received by weight 

• Appendix C: Abandoned Materials Collection Program Metrics for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate.  

o Number of notices of abandoned materials to which the SF Recology 
Companies have responded in the applicable period. 

o Total number of notices of abandoned materials to which the SF Recology 
Companies are projected to respond in the rate year (for the 12 months). 

o Number of days during the applicable period on which the SF Recology 
Companies responded to more than 329 notices. 

o Number of responses to notices of abandoned materials received during the 
applicable SLA Measurement Period completed within the time limits 
described in the SLA. 

o Total tons of abandoned materials collected during the applicable period, 
with a separate breakout of the total tons of abandoned cardboard collected 
on the Abandoned Cardboard Collection routes described above. 

o Total hours spent on Additional Public Works Directed Sweeps and 
calculated equivalent of 311 system notices. 

o Dedicated Zone  
 Requests 
 Tons (including Bayview, Zone K, and Abandoned Cardboard) 
 Average Response Time (Mon - Fri) 
 Average Response Time (Sat - Sun) 

o Bayview Zone 
 Tons 

o Zone K 
 Tons 

o Abandoned Cardboard 
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 Tons 
• Appendix D: Public Receptacles Collection Program Metrics for Recology Sunset 

Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. 
o Number of notices for public receptacle collection to which the SF Recology 

Companies have responded in the applicable period. 
o Total number of notices for public receptacle collection to which the SF 

Recology Companies are projected to respond in the rate year (for the 12 
months). 

o Number of days during the applicable period on which the SF Recology 
Companies responded to more than 241 notices for public receptacle 
collection. 

o Number of responses to notices for public receptacle collection received 
during the applicable SLA Measurement Period completed within the time 
limits described in the SLA. 

o Total tons of material collected from public receptacles outside of regular 
collection route service. 

o Sensor Requests 
o Non-Sensor Requests 
o Total Requests 
o Tons 
o Average Response Time (Mon - Sun) - Sensor 
o Average Response Time (Mon - Sun) - Non-Sensor 

• Appendix E: Public Receptacles Door & Liner Replacements Service Level 
Agreement for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. 

o Date, location, and type of replacement performed (e.g., door replaced, liner 
replaced) for each instance of replacement work performed. 

o Compliance % per SLA 
• Appendix F: Customer Communication Tracking for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 

Recology Golden Gate.  
o Total Number of Answered Calls  
o Total Number of Unanswered Calls  
o Average Call Wait Time  
o Average Call Talk Time 
o Number of Call Tickets By Type, Sector, and Reporting Zip Code for 

Residential, Apartment, Commercial, and Total 
 Service-Related Communication 
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 Billing Inquiry  
 Customer Feedback  
 Other  
 Total 

o Number of Email Tickets By Type, Sector, and Reporting Zip Code for 
Residential, Apartment, Commercial, and Total 
 Service-Related Communication 
 Billing Inquiry  
 Customer Feedback  
 Other  
 Total 

o Language Support Number of Callers 
 Cantonese  
 Spanish  
 Mandarin  
 Chin Hakha  
 Hmong  
 Taishanese 
 Tagalog 
 Japanese 
 Korean 
 Turkish 
 Farsi 
 Other languages 
 Total 
 Number of callers for whom language needs were not met 

 

Annual Financial Report 
Due dates: 1/28/2027, 1/28/2028, and 1/29/2029 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment, SF Public Works  

The Annual Financial Rate Report will capture financial metrics from the prior Rate Year for 
Recology Golden Gate, Recology Sunset Scavenger, and Recology San Francisco, and may 
be provided in the format used during the RY 2024-2025 Rate Order, or may be modified in 
agreement with the Refuse Rates Administrator.  
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• Introduction 
o Introduction: Background on the Rate Order and this reporting requirement. 
o Bank account reporting 
o Reserve funds 
o Impound funds 
o Programmatic reserve 
o Capital reserves 
o Balancing accounts 
o Rate-eligible and operating ratio-eligible expenses 
o Defined-benefit pension plans 

• Table 1: Net Revenue Retained for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden 
Gate. Metrics to be provided as revenue description, regulated and unregulated 
projection, Less Unregulated Projection, Regulated  Projection – Rate, Regulated 
and Unregulated Actual, Less Unregulated Actual, Regulated Actual – Rate, $ 
Variance – Rate, Percentage Variance – Rate. 

o Residential 
 All line items 

o Apartment  
 All line items 

o Commercial 
 All line items 

o Commercial Compactors 
o Debris Box  
o Total Revenue from Ratepayers 
o CalRecycle 
o Miscellaneous Income 
o Interest Income 
o ZWI Addback 
o Rate Stabilization 
o Total Non Ratepayer Rate Revenue 
o Total Rate Related Revenue 
o Open Market Debris Box 
o Contract Customers 
o City Services Contract 
o Equipment & Supply Sales 
o Total Revenue not Subject to Rate 
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o Total Sources 
o Impound Account Funding 
o Programmatic Reserve Funding 
o Zero Waste Capital Reserve Funding 
o Net Revenue Retained 

• Table 2: Net Revenue Retained for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be provided 
as revenue description, tonnage (Projection, Actual, Tonnage Variance, Percentage 
Variance), and revenue (Projection, Actual, $ Variance, Percentage Variance). 

o Tonnage & Revenue from Tipping Fee 
o Recology Sunset Scavenger/Golden Gate 
o Recycle Central 
o Organics 
o iMRF 
o Trash 
o Other 
o Subtotal (Recology Sunset Scavenger/Golden Gate) 
o Non-Account Customers 
o Account Customers 
o Total San Francisco 
o Total Non-San Francisco 
o Tipping Fee Tonnage, and Revenue 
o Non Tipping Fee Tonnage 
o Total Tipping Fee and Non-Tip Fee Tonnage and Revenue 
o Net Recycling Revenue 
o Minimums for PRRA 
o Intercompany Dirt, Inerts & Drayage 
o Rental Income 
o Total Other Revenue 
o Total Sources 
o ZWI Addback 
o Net Revenue Retained 

• Table 3: Net Recycling Revenue for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be provided 
as tons, revenue, and price per ton, subdivided into projections from this rate-
setting process, actuals, and variance between projections and actuals in both 
actual tons or dollars and percent of variance. 

o Mixed Paper 
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o Cardboard 
o Aseptic Carton 
o EPS Foam 
o Aluminum 
o Metal/Ferrous 
o PET 
o HDPE Blend 
o Plastic Film 
o Mixed Plastics 3-7 
o Mixed Glass 
o Total Recycle Central 
o Tunnel Avenue 
o Metal 
o Wood 
o Mixed Rigid Plastic 
o SB20/50 E-Waste 
o Total Tunnel Avenue 
o Total Recycling Revenue 
o Processing Expenses 
o Purchases 
o Net Recycling Revenue 

• Table 4(A): Total Expenses for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden 
Gate. Metrics to be provided as regulated and unregulated projections based on the 
rate-setting model for this rate order, regulated and unregulated actuals, and 
variance between projections and actuals in dollars and percent of variance. The 
total number of employees at the end of the reporting period will also be reported. If 
expenses for unregulated activity are included, an explanation of such will be 
provided along with information on how unregulated activity expenses can be 
removed for purposes of calculating the rate-related Operating Ratio. 

o Payroll                       
o Payroll Taxes                 
o Pension                       
o Health Insurance              
o Workers Compensation          
o Total Payroll & Related           
o Corporate Allocations  
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o Bad Debt                      
o O/S Billing Services          
o Office                 
o Postage                       
o Professional Services         
o Security & Janitorial         
o Taxes                         
o Telephone                     
o Total Administrative   
o Building & Facility Repair      
o Depreciation  
o Freight   
o Fuel  
o I/C Disposal               
o I/C Processing   
o Lease   
o Liability Insurance           
o Licenses & Permits          
o O/S Disposal   
o O/S Equipment Rental  
o Parts                         
o Outside Property Rental  
o Intercompany Property Rental  
o Repairs & Maintenance  
o Supplies                      
o Tires & Tubes                 
o Utilities                     
o Total Operating    
o Contract Services   
o Other                 
o Total Other   
o Total Expenses 

• Table 4(B): Total Expenses Subject to Rate for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 
Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as Regulated and Unregulated 
Projection, Less Unregulated Projection, Regulated Projection – Rate, Regulated and 



Reporting Requirements For The  
2025 Refuse Rate Order 

Page 20 of 63 
City and County of San Francisco 

Unregulated Actual, Less Unregulated Actual, Regulated Actual – Rate, $ Variance – 
Rate, Percentage Variance – Rate.  

o OR Eligible Expenses  
o Processing 
o Disposal  
o Licenses & Permits  
o Total Expenses 

• Table 5: Total Expenses Subject to Rate for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be 
provided as projections based on the rate-setting model for this rate order, actuals, 
and variance between projections and actuals in dollars and percent of variance. 
The total number of employees at the end of the reporting period, and any expenses 
that are not rate-eligible will also be reported.  

o Payroll                       
o Payroll Taxes                 
o Pension                       
o Health Insurance              
o Workers Compensation          
o Total Payroll & Related           
o Corporate Allocations  
o Bad Debt                      
o Office                 
o Postage                       
o Professional Services         
o Repairs & Maintenance  
o Security & Janitorial         
o Taxes                         
o Telephone                     
o Total Administrative   
o Bridge Tolls  
o Building & Facility Repair      
o Depreciation  
o Amortization of ZWI Funding For Capital Expenditures  
o Freight   
o Fuel  
o I/C Processing & Disposal               
o Lease   
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o Liability Insurance           
o Licenses & Permits          
o O/S Disposal   
o O/S Equipment Rental  
o Parts                         
o Outside Property Rental  
o Intercompany Property Rental  
o Supplies                      
o Tires & Tubes                 
o Utilities                     
o Total Operating  
o Contract Services   
o Other                 
o Total Other  
o Total Expenses 

• Table 6: Statement of Operating Ratios and Profit Margin Subject to Rates for 
Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as 
Crosswalk to other tables in the report, Regulated  Projection – Rate, Regulated 
Actual – Rate, dollar Variance – Rate, and Percentage Variance – Rate for both 
Sources and Uses. Net profit, operating ratio on OR-eligible expenses, operating 
ratio on all expenses, and profit margin on all expenses will also be reported. 

o Sources: 
 Residential  
 Apartment  
 Commercial 
 Commercial Compactors 
 Debris Box  
 Total Revenue from Ratepayers 
 CalRecycle Payment 
 Miscellaneous Income 
 Interest Income 
 ZWI Addback 
 Rate Stabilization 
 Total Non Ratepayer Rate Revenue 
 (a) Total Sources 

o Uses: 



Reporting Requirements For The  
2025 Refuse Rate Order 

Page 22 of 63 
City and County of San Francisco 

 Impound Account Funding (Not OR Eligible) 
 Programmatic Reserve Funding (Not OR Eligible) 
 Zero Waste Capital Reserve Funding (Not OR Eligible) 
 Processing (Not OR Eligible) 
 Disposal (Not OR Eligible) 
 Licenses & Permits (Not OR Eligible) 
 (b) OR Eligible Expenses  
 (c) Total Uses 

o (d) NET PROFIT  
 = (a) less (c)  

o OPERATING RATIO ON PROFIT ELIGIBLE EXPENSES  
 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((b) plus (d)))  

o OPERATING RATIO ON ALL EXPENSES 
 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((c) plus (d)))  

o PROFIT MARGIN ON ALL EXPENSES  
 = (d) divided by (a) 

• Table 7: Statement of Operating Ratios and Profit Margin Subject to Rates for 
Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be provided as Crosswalk to other tables in 
report, Projection, Dollar Variance, and Percentage Variance for both Sources and 
Uses. Net profit, operating ratio on profit eligible expenses, operating ratio on all 
expenses, and profit margin on all expenses will also be reported. 

o Sources: 
 Tipping Fee Revenue 
 Net Recycling Revenue 
 Other Revenue 
 ZWI Addback 
 Revenue 
 (a) Total Sources 

o Uses: 
 I/C Processing & Disposal (Not OR Eligible) 
 Licenses & Permits (Not OR Eligible) 
 (b) OR Eligible Expenses 
 (c)Total Uses 

o (d) NET PROFIT  
 = (a) less (c)  

o OPERATING RATIO ON PROFIT ELIGIBLE EXPENSES  
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 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((b) plus (d)))  
o OPERATING RATIO ON ALL EXPENSES 

 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((c) plus (d)))  
o PROFIT MARGIN ON ALL EXPENSES  

 = (d) divided by (a)" 
• Table 8(A): Statement of Operating Ratios and Profit Margin Subject to Rates for 

Recology Combined San Francisco companies. Metrics to be provided as Crosswalk 
to other tables in report, Projection, Dollar Variance, and Percentage Variance for 
both Expenses and Uses. Combined operating ratio on profit eligible expenses, 
combined operating ratio on all expenses, and profit margin on all expenses will also 
be reported.  

o RSS & RGG OR Eligible Expenses 
o RSF OR Eligible Expenses 
o (b) Combined Recology OR Eligible Expenses 
o RSS & RGG Total Uses 
o RSF Total Uses 
o (c) Combined Recology Total Uses 
o RSS & RGG Net Profit 
o RSF Net Profit 
o COMBINED OPERATING RATIO ON PROFIT ELIGIBLE EXPENSES  

 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((b) plus (d))) 
o COMBINED OPERATING RATIO ON ALL EXPENSES 

 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((c ) plus (d))) 
o PROFIT MARGIN ON ALL EXPENSES  

 = (d) divided by ((c ) plus (d)) 
• Table 8(B): Above/Below Target Profit Calculation for Recology Combined San 

Francisco companies. Metrics to be provided: 
o Combined Recology Actual Net Profit 
o Target Profit ((b) divided by 91% less (b))   
o Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 
o 100% of Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 

• Table 9: Amortization of ZWI Funds for Capital Expenditures for Recology San 
Francisco. Metrics to be provided as ZWI Fund Received, Date Received, 
Amortization Start Date, ZWI Funds to be Amortized, Cumulative Amortization End 
of Prior Rate Year, Amortization in Current Report, Cumulative Amortization as of 
this Report, and Remaining Balance for all capital expenditure projects. 
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• Table 10: Programmatic Reserve for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology 
Golden Gate: 

o Beginning Balance (with date) 
o Funding 
o Eligible Programmatic Expenses 
o Operating Ratio on Programmatic Expenses 
o Interest 
o Ending Balance (with date) 

• Table 11: Zero Waste Capital Reserve for Recology San Francisco.  
o Beginning Balance (with date) 
o Funding 
o Eligible Capital Expenditures 
o Interest 
o Ending Balance (with date) 

• Appendix A: Combined San Francisco Companies Bank Account Details.  
o Deposits, Disbursements, and Balances 
o Interest 
o Administrative Fees 
o Impound Deposits 
o Impound Disbursements 
o Programmatic Reserve Deposit Details 
o Zero Waste Capital Reserve Deposit Details 

• Appendix B: 2022 Settlement Notional Balancing Account for Combined San 
Francisco Companies 

o Beginning notional balance 
o Ending notional balance 

• Appendix C: 2024 Rate Order Notional Balancing Account for Combined San 
Francisco Companies 

o Beginning notional balance 
o 50% of Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 
o Notional Interest 
o Ending notional balance 

• Appendix D: RY2026 Rate Order Notional Balancing Account for Combined San 
Francisco Companies 

o Beginning notional balance 
o 100% of Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 
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o Notional Interest 
o Ending notional balance 

• Appendix E: Nonprofit Disclosures 
o Recology shall disclose all contributions of money or goods valued at $1,000 

or more to Non-profit Entities based in the City and County of San Francisco. 
The Non-profit Disclosures shall report contributions from the preceding 
quarter. The Non-profit Disclosures shall be made to the knowledge of the 
signatory after reasonable investigation, and shall be signed under penalty of 
perjury. If the SF Recology Companies discover any good-faith errors in 
previously disclosed Non-profit Disclosures, the SF Recology Companies 
shall have 30 days from the date of discovery of the error to cure the error by 
the submission of amended Non-profit Disclosures to the Refuse Rates 
Administrator, and then shall include the amended disclosure in the next 
quarterly submission.  

o For purposes of this reporting requirement, “Non-profit Entity” shall mean an 
organization with tax-exempt status under 26 United States Code Section 
501(c), 501(d), 501(e), 501(f), or 501(k). 

• Appendix F: Contact Disclosures 
o Recology shall disclose all Reportable contacts with City Government 

Officials for the preceding month. The Contact Disclosure shall be made to 
the knowledge of the signatory after reasonable investigation and be signed 
under penalty of perjury. If the SF Recology Companies discover any good 
faith errors in previously disclosed Contact Disclosures, the SF Recology 
Companies shall have 30 days from the date of the discovery of the error to 
cure the errors by the submission of amended Contact Disclosures to the 
Refuse Rates Administrator, and then shall include the amended disclosure 
in the next quarterly submission.  

o For purposes of this reporting requirement, “Reportable Contact” shall have 
the same meaning as “Contact” as defined in San Francisco Campaign and 
Governmental Conduct Section 2.106, but shall not include any 
communication, oral or written, made for the purpose of discussing  
 (1) the SF Recology Companies’ day-to-day operations, including but 

not limited to collection and processing services, payments, and 
invoicing;  

 (2) the implementation or modification of any of the programs, 
services or other requirements contemplated by this Rate Order;  
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 (3) the implementation of the Refuse Rate Reform Ordinance of 2022 
(Proposition F), including but not limited to the ratemaking process; or  

 (4) the implementation of other applicable laws, including but not 
limited to Article 6 (Garbage and Refuse) of the San Francisco Health 
Code, and Chapter 19 (Mandatory Recycling and Composting) of the 
San Francisco Environment Code.  

o “City Government Officials” shall mean  
 (a) any Officer (as defined in San Francisco Campaign and 

Governmental Conduct Code Section 3.203) of the City and County of 
San Francisco, or  

 (b) any employee of the City and County of San Francisco who has 
decision-making authority concerning the refuse rate-making process 
or who participates in the City’s decision-making concerning the 
refuse rate-making process. 

 

Annual Baseline Operating Metrics 
Due dates: 11/21/2025, 1/28/2027, 1/28/2028, and 1/29/2029 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator 

The annual baseline operating metrics are intended to help the Refuse Rates Administrator 
evaluate variances as a component of cost controls.  

Recology shall provide the following metrics for Rate Year 2024 Actuals and Projected Rate 
Years 2025, 2026, 2027, and 2028 (based on rate application) to the Refuse Rates 
Administrator by September 30, 2025, and actuals for Rate Years 2025-2028 on the same 
deadline as the annual financial and operating rate reports. 

• Routes, lifts, or containers, and hauls by Customer Type: 
o Number of routes per day. 
o Lifts or containers per scheduled day. 
o Types of vehicles. 
o Crew size per route. 
o Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) routes. 
o Number of accounts per route. 
o Average cost per route. 

• Personnel: 
o Organizational chart (anonymized). 
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o Job classifications and number of employees (e.g., administrative, Customer 
service representatives, drivers, supervisors, educational staff). 

o Total wages by job classification (i.e. line of business). 
o Number of hours per job classification per year. 

• Productivity Statistics: 
o Average number of accounts per route per day by Customer Type. 
o Average Tons per route per day by vehicle type (i.e., side-loader, front-loader, 

roll-off). 
• Vehicles: 

o List of Collection vehicles including year purchased, mileage, and ZEV status.  
o Average age of collection equipment. 

• Operational Changes: 
o Number of routes. 
o Staffing. 
o Supervision. 
o Collection services. 

 

Annual Audited Financial Statements and Agreed Upon Procedures 
Due Dates: 1/28/2027, 1/28/2028, and 1/29/2029 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator 

Audited Financial Statements for the SF Recology Companies shall include the following:  

• Standard Independently-audited financial statements for the combined companies, 
including balancing and reserve accounts. 

• The SF Recology Companies shall provide to the Refuse Rates Administrator in view-
only format within 15 days of the issuance of the Audited Financial Statements:  

o any and all management representation letters in support of the Annual 
Audited Financial Statements; and  

o any and all internal control letters issued by the independent auditor of the 
Annual Audited Financial Statements. 

• Agreed Upon Procedures (AUP) schedules for Recology properties paid for with 
ratepayer funds and for reconciliation between audited financial statements and the 
annual rate reports, including balancing and reserve accounts.  

Weight Scale Records 
Due Dates: 1/28/2027, 1/28/2028, and 1/29/2029 
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Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment, SF Public Works  

• Weight scale records will be provided in Microsoft Excel format. Columns include 
transfer station outgoing; Hay Road incoming, explanation, monthly summary 

• Table 1: Recovery and Disposal Tonnage for Combined SF Companies. Metrics to be 
provided as tonnage received, tonnage recovered, tonnage disposed, percent of 
tonnage recovered, and Reference. 

o Recycle Central Recyclables: Collected, Dropoff, Total Recyclables 
o Tunnel Avenue Organics: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City 

departments, Account Customers, Non-Account Customers, Sorted 
Residuals, Total Organics 

o Tunnel Avenue iMRF: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City departments, 
Account Customers, Total iMRF 

o Other Tunnel Avenue: Collected other trash, collected roll-off trash, 
abandoned material collection, bulky item collection, public refuse 
receptacles, SFDPW, Other CCSF, Account customers, non-account 
customers, collected inerts, construction material reuse, other recycling, 
total other Tunnel Avenue. 

o Adjustments, Total Tons 
o BVON organics tiers 
o Disposal Tonnage Breakdown: landfills and residual, total disposal tonnage 
o iMRF Fines for ADC 

• Table 2: Type of Tonnage for Combined SF Companies. Metrics to be provided as 
Table 1 Reference, OPM3, Others, Dollar Variance, Percent Variance, and Notes.  

o Collected 
o Public Works 
o Dropoff 
o Incoming Tons Excluding Public and Commercial 
o Public & Commercial Customers 
o Total Tons 

• Table 3: OPM3. Metrics to be provided as Franchise, Commodity, Loads, Net 
Pounds, Net Tons, Average Tons, Units, and Dollars for all commodities. 
 

Report by Line of Business 
Due Dates:1/28/2027, 1/28/2028, and 1/29/2029 
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Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator 

• Revenue Streams 
o Residential, apartment, and commercial revenues for 

 Bin Collection 
 Commercial Compactor 
 Debris Box 
 Base Charge Revenue 
 Special Charges 
 Contamination Fee 
 Discounts and Credits 
 Total Collections Revenue 

• Compactor Charges 
o For each zone: 

 Customers 
 Tons 
 Transportation Charge Revenue 
 Disposal Charge Revenue 
 Container Rotation Charge Revenue 
 Total Revenue 

• Bin Collection Revenue 
o For the number of bins by days of pickup per week: 

 Residential (5 units or Less) 
• Trash 

o 16 Gallons 
o 20 Gallons 
o 32 Gallons 
o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o Total 

• Recycling 
o 32 Gallons 
o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o Total 

• Compost 
o 32 Gallons 
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o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o Total 

 Apartment (6 units to 599 units) 
• Trash 

o 32 Gallons 
o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o 1 Yd 
o 1.5 Yd 
o 2 Yd 
o 2.5 Yd 
o 3 Yd 
o 4 Yd 
o 6 Yd 
o 7 Yd 
o Total 

• Recycling 
o 32 Gallons 
o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o 1 Yd 
o 1.5 Yd 
o 2 Yd 
o 2.5 Yd 
o 3 Yd 
o 4 Yd 
o 6 Yd 
o 7 Yd 
o Total 

• Compost 
o 32 Gallons 
o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o 1 Yd 
o 1.5 Yd 
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o 2 Yd 
o 2.5 Yd 
o 3 Yd 
o 4 Yd 
o 6 Yd 
o 7 Yd 
o Total 

 Commercial 
• Trash 

o 32 Gallons 
o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o 1 Yd 
o 1.5 Yd 
o 2 Yd 
o 2.5 Yd 
o 3 Yd 
o 4 Yd 
o 6 Yd 
o 7 Yd 
o Total 

• Recycling 
o 32 Gallons 
o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o 1 Yd 
o 1.5 Yd 
o 2 Yd 
o 2.5 Yd 
o 3 Yd 
o 4 Yd 
o 6 Yd 
o 7 Yd 
o Total 

• Compost 
o 32 Gallons 
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o 64 Gallons 
o 96 Gallons 
o 1 Yd 
o 1.5 Yd 
o 2 Yd 
o 2.5 Yd 
o 3 Yd 
o 4 Yd 
o 6 Yd 
o 7 Yd 
o Total 

o For the number of weekday and Saturday and Sunday collections: 
 Front-Load/Commercial Compactor 

• 0.5 Yds 
• 0.75 Yds 
• 1 Yd 
• 1.5 Yds 
• 2 Yds 
• 2.5 Yd 
• 3 Yd 
• 4 Yd 
• 4.5 Yd 
• 6 Yd 
• 7 Yd 
• Total 

• Regulated Debris Box 
o Bins collected, tons, and total revenues for 

 14 Yard 
 20 Yard 
 30 Yard 
 Total 

• Additional Charges 
o For Residential, Apartment, and Commercial, provide number of customers 

and revenues for: 
 Base Charge 
 Distance Charge 
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 Elevation Charge 
 Access Charge 
 Contamination Fee 
 Overweight Fee 

SB 1383 Waste Evaluation  
Due Dates: 1/28/2027, 1/28/2028, and 1/29/2029 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

Recology will report waste evaluations performed per the Container Contamination 
Minimization requirements of SB 1383 Section 18984.5(c). The methodology and format of 
reporting will align with those agreed between Recology and San Francisco Environment 
Department. 

Twice (2 times) each year during different seasons, Recology will evaluate  three (3) routes 
(1 solid waste, 1 organics, and 1 recycling). At the transfer station, Recology will evaluate a 
minimum number of samples/containers. Each sample is a minimum of 200 pounds. If 
samples exceed 25% of contaminants by weight, Recology will confirm they have 
conducted outreach or a targeted route review on that route. 

Reporting by season: 

• Company Number 
• Route Number 
• Residential, Commercial, Apartment 
• Container Type and Container Color 
• Number of Customers on Route 
• Facility Name and Hauler Name 
• Route Description and Area Description 
• Day of the week 
• Total Sample Weight 
• Contaminants Weight and Ratio 
• Notified On Date 
• Actual Date 
• Whether Notification was Required and Notified All Generators 
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Hazardous Waste Landfill Report 
Due Dates: August 31st annually or as otherwise established in the Landfill Disposal 
Agreement. 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

This reporting requirement is contained in section 6.2 of the Landfill Disposal Agreement 
between Recology San Francisco and the City (San Francisco Environment Department). 
This requirement is an annual report on the quantities of unpermitted hazardous waste and 
unpermitted designated waste removed prior to and at the landfill from the City’s waste 
stream during the prior July through June period. 

• Reporting period 
• Pounds 
• Tons 

Landfill Greenhouse Gas Capture 
Due Dates: August 31st annually or as otherwise established in the Landfill Disposal 
Agreement. 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

This reporting requirement is contained in section 6.3 of the Landfill Disposal Agreement 
between Recology San Francisco and the City (San Francisco Environment Department). 
This requirement is an annual report on the percent and amount of landfill gas captured 
from the gas recovery system. 

Requirements include: 

• Reporting period 
• Greenhouse gas emissions percentage 
• Greenhouse gas emissions captured 
• Assumptions 
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Quarterly Reporting Requirements 

Quarterly Operating Rate Report 
Due dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 2/29/2028, 
5/30/2028, and 8/29/2028. Fourth-quarter reports are not required as all data will be 
included in the Annual Report. 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment, SF Public Works  

The Quarterly Operating Rate Report will capture operational metrics from the prior Rate 
Year for Recology Golden Gate, Recology Sunset Scavenger, and Recology San Francisco, 
and may be provided in the format used during the RY 2024-2025 Rate Order, or may be 
modified in agreement with the Refuse Rates Administrator.  

• Introduction 
o Background on the Rate Order and this reporting requirement. 

• Table 1: Recovery and Disposal Tonnage for Combined SF Companies. Metrics to be 
provided as tonnage received, tonnage recovered, tonnage disposed, and percent of 
tonnage recovered. 

o Recycle Central Recyclables: Collected, Dropoff, Total Recyclables 
o Tunnel Avenue Organics: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City 

departments, Account Customers, Non-Account Customers, Sorted 
Residuals, Total Organics 

o Tunnel Avenue iMRF: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City departments, 
Account Customers, Total iMRF 

o Other Tunnel Avenue: Collected other trash, collected roll-off trash, 
abandoned material collection, bulky item collection, public refuse 
receptacles, SFDPW, Other CCSF, Account customers, non-account 
customers, collected inerts, construction material reuse, other recycling, 
total other Tunnel Avenue. 

o Adjustments, Total Tons 
o BVON organics tiers 
o Disposal Tonnage Breakdown: landfills and residual, total disposal tonnage 
o iMRF Fines for ADC 

• Table 2: Toxics Collection and Participation for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to 
be provided as collection weight pounds handled and service standard number and 
unit. 



Reporting Requirements For The  
2025 Refuse Rate Order 

Page 36 of 63 
City and County of San Francisco 

o HHW Facility Drop Off 
o HHW Home Collection 
o Very Small Quantity Generator 
o Residential Curbside Battery Collection 
o Apartment Building Battery Collection 
o Commercial Battery Collection 
o Retail Collection Partners 
o Waste Acceptance Control Program 
o E-Waste sent to the Processor 

• Table 3: Where Our Recyclables Go for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be 
provided as material type, tons, percentage, and recycling market locations. 

o Cardboard & Paper 
o Plastic - Domestic  
o Plastic - Export  
o Glass 
o Tin & Metal 
o Aluminum 
o Total 

• Table 4: Number of Accounts and Subscription Percentage for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as the number of 
accounts per customer type, trash subscription number and percentage, recycling 
subscription number and percentage, and organics subscription number and 
percentage. 

o Residential  
o Apartment  
o Commercial 
o City and County of San Francisco 
o School District & University of California San Francisco 
o Contract Customers 
o Total 

• Table 5: Residential Minimum Volume Trash Subscriptions for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as the number of 
residential units subscribing to 16 and 20-gallon trash service. 

o 16-Gallon and 20-Gallon Trash Bins 
o Total Residential Accounts 
o Percentage of Residential Accounts with 16-Gallon and 20-Gallon Trash Bins 
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• Appendix A: Program Metrics for Recology Sunset Scavenger, Recology Golden 
Gate, and Recology San Francisco. 

o Bulky Item Collection: 
 Compliance Percentage with Days to Schedule per SLA 
 Scheduled Appointments 
 Tons Collected 

o Holiday Tree Collection 
 Tons of Holiday trees collected 

o Disposal of Street Sweeping 
 Vehicle Drop offs 
  Tons Received 

o Disposal of Abandoned Waste 
 Vehicle Drop offs 
  Tons Received 

o Public Disposal and Reuse Area 
 Customer Drop offs 
  Tons Received 

o Safe Needle Program 
 Small containers delivered 

o Perfectly Good Reuse Program 
 Outbound Trailers 
 Tons Shipped Out 

o Mattress Recycling 
 Mattresses Shipped Out 
 Tons Shipped Out 

o Tire Recycling 
 Tons Received 

o Styrofoam Drop-Offs 
 Customer Drop-offs 
  Tons Received 

o Litter Collection from Community Benefit Districts 
 Customers  
 Total Subscription Service 
 Revenue from CBDs 

o Special Event Recycling 
 Number of events 
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o Educational Tour Program and Artist In Residence 
 Number of Tours, and School Presentations  
 Number of Visitors, Student Participation, Webinar Attendees, and 

Exhibition Attendees 
o Artist in Residence 

 Number of Artist Applicants  
  Number of Artists  
  Square Footage of Studio Spaces, Learning Centers and Classrooms  
  Staff Hours Spent on Program  
  Program Costs 

o Compost Giveaway 
 Dates when compost was provided to the public. 
 Source of product 

• Name 
• Physical location 
• Contact information for each entity 
• Operation or facility from whom Recovered Organic Waste 

Products were procured 
 Type of product 
 Number of San Francisco residents by distribution location and in 

total participating in the event across all distribution locations 
 Quantity of product (Yards) 

• Appendix B: Weekend Cleanup Program Metrics for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 
Recology Golden Gate.  

o Event Date 
o Supervisorial District 
o Tons Collected 
o Recovery Rate 
o Number of attendees 
o Tonnage received by stream (garbage, recyclables, organics) 
o Quantity of e-waste received 
o Quantity of reuse items received 

• Appendix C: Abandoned Materials Collection Program Metrics for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate.  

o Number of notices of abandoned materials to which the SF Recology 
Companies have responded in the applicable period. 
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o Total number of notices of abandoned materials to which the SF Recology 
Companies are projected to respond in the rate year (for the 12 months). 

o Number of days during the applicable period on which the SF Recology 
Companies responded to more than 329 notices. 

o Number of responses to notices of abandoned materials received during the 
applicable SLA Measurement Period completed within the time limits 
described in the SLA. 

o Total tons of abandoned materials collected during the applicable period, 
with a separate breakout of the total tons of abandoned cardboard collected 
on the Abandoned Cardboard Collection routes described above. 

o Total hours spent on Additional Public Works Directed Sweeps and 
calculated equivalent of 311 system notices. 

o Dedicated Zone  
 Requests 
 Tons (including Bayview, Zone K, and Abandoned Cardboard) 
 Average Response Time (Mon - Fri) 
 Average Response Time (Sat - Sun) 

o Bayview Zone 
 Tons 

o Zone K 
 Tons 

o Abandoned Cardboard 
 Tons 

• Appendix D: Public Receptacles Collection Program Metrics for Recology Sunset 
Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. 

o Number of notices for public receptacle collection to which the SF Recology 
Companies have responded in the applicable period. 

o Total number of notices for public receptacle collection to which the SF 
Recology Companies are projected to respond in the rate year (for the 12 
months). 

o Number of days during the applicable period on which the SF Recology 
Companies responded to more than 241 notices for public receptacle 
collection. 

o Number of responses to notices for public receptacle collection received 
during the applicable SLA Measurement Period completed within the time 
limits described in the SLA. 
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o Total tons of material collected from public receptacles outside of regular 
collection route service. 

o Sensor Requests 
o Non-Sensor Requests 
o Total Requests 
o Tons 
o Average Response Time (Mon - Sun) - Sensor 
o Average Response Time (Mon - Sun) - Non-Sensor 

• Appendix E: Public Receptacles Door & Liner Replacements Service Level 
Agreement for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. 

o Date, location, and type of replacement performed (e.g., door replaced, liner 
replaced) for each instance of replacement work performed. 

o Compliance % per SLA 
• Appendix F: Customer Communication Tracking for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 

Recology Golden Gate.  
o Total Number of Answered Calls  
o Total Number of Unanswered Calls  
o Average Call Wait Time  
o Average Call Talk Time 
o Number of Call Tickets By Type, Sector and Reporting Zip Code for 

Residential, Apartment, Commercial, and Total 
 Service-Related Communication 
 Billing Inquiry  
 Customer Feedback  
 Other  
 Total 

o Number of Email Tickets By Type, Sector and Reporting Zip Code for 
Residential, Apartment, Commercial, and Total 
 Service-Related Communication 
 Billing Inquiry  
 Customer Feedback  
 Other  
 Total 

o Language Support Number of Callers 
 Cantonese  
 Spanish  
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 Mandarin  
 Chin Hakha  
 Hmong  
 Taishanese 
 Tagalog 
 Japanese 
 Korean 
 Turkish 
 Farsi 
 Other languages 
 Total 
 Number of callers for whom language needs were not met 

 

Quarterly Financial Rate Report 
Due dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 2/29/2028, 
5/30/2028, and 8/29/2028. Fourth-quarter reports are not required as all data will be 
included in the Annual Report. 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment, SF Public Works  

The Quarterly Financial Rate Report will capture financial metrics from the prior quarter of 
the Rate Year for Recology Golden Gate, Recology Sunset Scavenger, and Recology San 
Francisco, and may be provided in the format used during the RY 2024-2025 Rate Order, or 
may be modified in agreement with the Refuse Rates Administrator.  

• Introduction 
o Introduction: Background on the Rate Order and this reporting requirement. 
o Bank account reporting 
o Reserve funds 
o Impound funds 
o Programmatic reserve 
o Capital reserves 
o Balancing accounts 
o Rate-eligible and operating ratio-eligible expenses 
o Defined-benefit pension plans 
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• Table 1: Net Revenue Retained for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden 
Gate. Metrics to be provided as revenue description, regulated and unregulated 
projection, Less Unregulated Projection, Regulated  Projection – Rate, Regulated 
and Unregulated Actual, Less Unregulated Actual, Regulated Actual – Rate, $ 
Variance – Rate, Percentage Variance – Rate. 

o Residential 
 All line items 

o Apartment  
 All line items 

o Commercial 
 All line items 

o Commercial Compactors 
o Debris Box  
o Total Revenue from Ratepayers 
o CalRecycle 
o Miscellaneous Income 
o Interest Income 
o ZWI Addback 
o Rate Stabilization 
o Total Non Ratepayer Rate Revenue 
o Total Rate Related Revenue 
o Open Market Debris Box 
o Contract Customers 
o City Services Contract 
o Equipment & Supply Sales 
o Total Revenue not Subject to Rate 
o Total Sources 
o Impound Account Funding 
o Programmatic Reserve Funding 
o Zero Waste Capital Reserve Funding 
o Net Revenue Retained 

• Table 2: Net Revenue Retained for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be provided 
as revenue description, tonnage (Projection, Actual, Tonnage Variance, Percentage 
Variance) and revenue (Projection, Actual, $ Variance, Percentage Variance). 

o Tonnage & Revenue from Tipping Fee 
o Recology Sunset Scavenger/Golden Gate 
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o Recycle Central 
o Organics 
o iMRF 
o Trash 
o Other 
o Subtotal (Recology Sunset Scavenger/Golden Gate) 
o Non-Account Customers 
o Account Customers 
o Total San Francisco 
o Total Non-San Francisco 
o Tipping Fee Tonnage and Revenue 
o Non Tipping Fee Tonnage 
o Total Tipping Fee and Non-Tip Fee Tonnage and Revenue 
o Net Recycling Revenue 
o Minimums for PRRA 
o Intercompany Dirt, Inerts & Drayage 
o Rental Income 
o Total Other Revenue 
o Total Sources 
o ZWI Addback 
o Net Revenue Retained 

• Table 3: Net Recycling Revenue for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be provided 
as tons, revenue, and price per ton, subdivided into projections from this rate-
setting process, actuals, and variance between projections and actuals in both 
actual tons or dollars and percent of variance. 

o Mixed Paper 
o Cardboard 
o Aseptic Carton 
o EPS Foam 
o Aluminum 
o Metal/Ferrous 
o PET 
o HDPE Blend 
o Plastic Film 
o Mixed Plastics 3-7 
o Mixed Glass 
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o Total Recycle Central 
o Tunnel Avenue 
o Metal 
o Wood 
o Mixed Rigid Plastic 
o SB20/50 E-Waste 
o Total Tunnel Avenue 
o Total Recycling Revenue 
o Processing Expenses 
o Purchases 
o Net Recycling Revenue 

• Table 4(A): Total Expenses for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden 
Gate. Metrics to be provided as regulated and unregulated projections based on the 
rate-setting model for this rate order, regulated and unregulated actuals, and 
variance between projections and actuals in dollars and percent of variance. The 
total number of employees at the end of the reporting period will also be reported. If 
expenses for unregulated activity are included, an explanation of such will be 
provided along with information on how unregulated activity expenses can be 
removed for purposes of calculating the rate-related Operating Ratio. 

o Payroll                       
o Payroll Taxes                 
o Pension                       
o Health Insurance              
o Workers Compensation          
o Total Payroll & Related           
o Corporate Allocations  
o Bad Debt                      
o O/S Billing Services          
o Office                 
o Postage                       
o Professional Services         
o Security & Janitorial         
o Taxes                         
o Telephone                     
o Total Administrative   
o Building & Facility Repair      
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o Depreciation  
o Freight   
o Fuel  
o I/C Disposal               
o I/C Processing   
o Lease   
o Liability Insurance           
o Licenses & Permits          
o O/S Disposal   
o O/S Equipment Rental  
o Parts                         
o Outside Property Rental  
o Intercompany Property Rental  
o Repairs & Maintenance  
o Supplies                      
o Tires & Tubes                 
o Utilities                     
o Total Operating    
o Contract Services   
o Other                 
o Total Other   
o Total Expenses 

• Table 4(B): Total Expenses Subject to Rate for Recology Sunset Scavenger and 
Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as Regulated and Unregulated 
Projection, Less Unregulated Projection, Regulated Projection – Rate, Regulated and 
Unregulated Actual, Less Unregulated Actual, Regulated Actual – Rate, $ Variance – 
Rate, Percentage Variance – Rate.  

o OR Eligible Expenses  
o Processing 
o Disposal  
o Licenses & Permits  
o Total Expenses 

• Table 5: Total Expenses Subject to Rate for Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be 
provided as projections based on the rate-setting model for this rate order, actuals, 
and variance between projections and actuals in dollars and percent of variance. 
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The total number of employees at the end of the reporting period, and any expenses 
that are not rate-eligible will also be reported.  

o Payroll                       
o Payroll Taxes                 
o Pension                       
o Health Insurance              
o Workers Compensation          
o Total Payroll & Related           
o Corporate Allocations  
o Bad Debt                      
o Office                 
o Postage                       
o Professional Services         
o Repairs & Maintenance  
o Security & Janitorial         
o Taxes                         
o Telephone                     
o Total Administrative   
o Bridge Tolls  
o Building & Facility Repair      
o Depreciation  
o Amortization of ZWI Funding For Capital Expenditures  
o Freight   
o Fuel  
o I/C Processing & Disposal               
o Lease   
o Liability Insurance           
o Licenses & Permits          
o O/S Disposal   
o O/S Equipment Rental  
o Parts                         
o Outside Property Rental  
o Intercompany Property Rental  
o Supplies                      
o Tires & Tubes                 
o Utilities                     
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o Total Operating  
o Contract Services   
o Other                 
o Total Other  
o Total Expenses 

• Table 6: Statement of Operating Ratios and Profit Margin Subject to Rates for 
Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology Golden Gate. Metrics to be provided as 
Crosswalk to other tables in the report, Regulated  Projection – Rate, Regulated 
Actual – Rate, dollar Variance – Rate, and Percentage Variance – Rate for both 
Sources and Uses. Net profit, operating ratio on profit eligible expenses, operating 
ratio on all expenses, and profit margin on all expenses will also be reported. 

o Sources: 
 Residential  
 Apartment  
 Commercial 
 Commercial Compactors 
 Debris Box  
 Total Revenue from Ratepayers 
 CalRecycle Payment 
 Miscellaneous Income 
 Interest Income 
 ZWI Addback 
 Rate Stabilization 
 Total Non Ratepayer Rate Revenue 
 (a) Total Sources 

o Uses: 
 Impound Account Funding (Not OR Eligible) 
 Programmatic Reserve Funding (Not OR Eligible) 
 Zero Waste Capital Reserve Funding (Not OR Eligible) 
 Processing (Not OR Eligible) 
 Disposal (Not OR Eligible) 
 Licenses & Permits (Not OR Eligible) 
 (b) OR Eligible Expenses  
 (c) Total Uses 

o (d) NET PROFIT  
 = (a) less (c)  
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o OPERATING RATIO ON PROFIT ELIGIBLE EXPENSES  
 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((b) plus (d)))  

o OPERATING RATIO ON ALL EXPENSES 
 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((c) plus (d)))  

o PROFIT MARGIN ON ALL EXPENSES  
 = (d) divided by (a) 

• Table 7: Statement of Operating Ratios and Profit Margin Subject to Rates for 
Recology San Francisco. Metrics to be provided as Crosswalk to other tables in 
report, Projection, Dollar Variance, and Percentage Variance for both Sources and 
Uses. Net profit, operating ratio on profit eligible expenses, operating ratio on all 
expenses, and profit margin on all expenses will also be reported. 

o Sources: 
 Tipping Fee Revenue 
 Net Recycling Revenue 
 Other Revenue 
 ZWI Addback 
 Revenue 
 (a) Total Sources 

o Uses: 
 I/C Processing & Disposal (Not OR Eligible) 
 Licenses & Permits (Not OR Eligible) 
 (b) OR Eligible Expenses 
 (c)Total Uses 

o (d) NET PROFIT  
 = (a) less (c)  

o OPERATING RATIO ON PROFIT ELIGIBLE EXPENSES  
 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((b) plus (d)))  

o OPERATING RATIO ON ALL EXPENSES 
 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((c) plus (d)))  

o PROFIT MARGIN ON ALL EXPENSES  
 = (d) divided by (a) 

• Table 8(A): Statement of Operating Ratios and Profit Margin Subject to Rates for 
Recology Combined San Francisco companies. Metrics to be provided as Crosswalk 
to other tables in the report, Projection, Dollar Variance, and Percentage Variance 
for both Expenses and Uses. Combined operating ratio on profit eligible expenses, 
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combined operating ratio on all expenses, and profit margin on all expenses will also 
be reported.  

o RSS & RGG OR Eligible Expenses 
o RSF OR Eligible Expenses 
o (b) Combined Recology OR Eligible Expenses 
o RSS & RGG Total Uses 
o RSF Total Uses 
o (c) Combined Recology Total Uses 
o RSS & RGG Net Profit 
o RSF Net Profit 
o COMBINED OPERATING RATIO ON PROFIT ELIGIBLE EXPENSES  

 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((b) plus (d)))  
o COMBINED OPERATING RATIO ON ALL EXPENSES 

 = 100% less ((d) divided by ((c ) plus (d)))  
o PROFIT MARGIN ON ALL EXPENSES  

 = (d) divided by ((c ) plus (d)) 
• Table 8(B): Above/Below Target Profit Calculation for Recology Combined San 

Francisco companies. Metrics to be provided: 
o Combined Recology Actual Net Profit 
o Target Profit ((b) divided by 91% less (b))   
o Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 
o 100% of Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 

• Table 9: Amortization of ZWI Funds for Capital Expenditures for Recology San 
Francisco. Metrics to be provided as ZWI Fund Received, Date Received, 
Amortization Start Date, ZWI Funds to be Amortized, Cumulative Amortization End 
of Prior Rate Year, Amortization in Current Report, Cumulative Amortization as of 
this Report, and Remaining Balance for all capital expenditure projects. 

• Table 10: Programmatic Reserve for Recology Sunset Scavenger and Recology 
Golden Gate: 

o Beginning Balance (with date) 
o Funding 
o Eligible Programmatic Expenses 
o Operating Ratio on Programmatic Expenses 
o Interest 
o Ending Balance (with date) 

• Table 11: Zero Waste Capital Reserve for Recology San Francisco.  
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o Beginning Balance (with date) 
o Funding 
o Eligible Capital Expenditures 
o Interest 
o Ending Balance (with date) 

• Appendix A: Combined San Francisco Companies Bank Account Details.  
o Deposits, Disbursements and Balances 
o Interest 
o Administrative Fees 
o Impound Deposits 
o Impound Disbursements 
o Programmatic Reserve Deposit Details 
o Zero Waste Capital Reserve Deposit Details 

• Appendix B: 2022 Settlement Notional Balancing Account for Combined San 
Francisco Companies 

o Beginning notional balance 
o Ending notional balance 

• Appendix C: 2024 Rate Order Notional Balancing Account for Combined San 
Francisco Companies 

o Beginning notional balance 
o 50% of Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 
o Notional Interest 
o Ending notional balance 

• Appendix D: RY2026 Rate Order Notional Balancing Account for Combined San 
Francisco Companies 

o Beginning notional balance 
o 100% of Above/Below Target Surplus (Shortfall) 
o Notional Interest 
o Ending notional balance 

• Appendix E: Nonprofit Disclosures 
o Recology shall disclose all contributions of money or goods valued at $1,000 

or more to Non-profit Entities based in the City and County of San Francisco. 
The Non-profit Disclosures shall report contributions from the preceding 
quarter. The Non-profit Disclosures shall be made to the knowledge of the 
signatory after reasonable investigation, and shall be signed under penalty of 
perjury. If the SF Recology Companies discover any good-faith errors in 
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previously disclosed Non-profit Disclosures, the SF Recology Companies 
shall have 30 days from the date of discovery of the error to cure the error by 
the submission of amended Non-profit Disclosures to the Refuse Rates 
Administrator, and then shall include the amended disclosure in the next 
quarterly submission.  

o For purposes of this reporting requirement, “Non-profit Entity” shall mean an 
organization with tax-exempt status under 26 United States Code Section 
501(c), 501(d), 501(e), 501(f), or 501(k). 

• Appendix F: Contact Disclosures 
o Recology shall disclose all Reportable contacts with City Government 

Officials for the preceding month. The Contact Disclosure shall be made to 
the knowledge of the signatory after reasonable investigation and be signed 
under penalty of perjury. If the SF Recology Companies discover any good 
faith errors in previously disclosed Contact Disclosures, the SF Recology 
Companies shall have 30 days from the date of the discovery of the error to 
cure the errors by the submission of amended Contact Disclosures to the 
Refuse Rates Administrator, and then shall include the amended disclosure 
in the next quarterly submission.  

o For purposes of this reporting requirement, “Reportable Contact” shall have 
the same meaning as “Contact” as defined in San Francisco Campaign and 
Governmental Conduct Section 2.106, but shall not include any 
communication, oral or written, made for the purpose of discussing  
 (1) the SF Recology Companies’ day-to-day operations, including but 

not limited to collection and processing services, payments, and 
invoicing;  

 (2) the implementation or modification of any of the programs, 
services or other requirements contemplated by this Rate Order;  

 (3) the implementation of the Refuse Rate Reform Ordinance of 2022 
(Proposition F), including but not limited to the ratemaking process; or  

 (4) the implementation of other applicable laws, including but not 
limited to Article 6 (Garbage and Refuse) of the San Francisco Health 
Code, and Chapter 19 (Mandatory Recycling and Composting) of the 
San Francisco Environment Code.  

o “City Government Officials” shall mean  
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 (a) any Officer (as defined in San Francisco Campaign and 
Governmental Conduct Code Section 3.203) of the City and County of 
San Francisco, or  

 (b) any employee of the City and County of San Francisco who has 
decision-making authority concerning the refuse rate-making process 
or who participates in the City’s decision-making concerning the 
refuse rate-making process. 

Pension Reports 
Due dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, and 11/29/2028. 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator 

Pension plan Administrators and Fiduciaries, like Recology, receive monthly investment 
reports. The pension report will be inclusive of the actuarial valuation and market 
valuation.  The third-party reports may be provided to the Refuse Rates Administrator with a 
confidentiality clause if necessary. 

Commercial and Apartment Customer Outreach for Source Separation 
Due dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, and 11/29/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

Commercial and apartment building accounts (defined by SIC code) with one or more 
assists (e.g., site visit, presentation, phone exchange, email or letter offering outreach, 
outreach materials sent, self-assessment forms completed, waste zero champion sign-up, 
service level recovery improvement). Include relevant account details, including address, 
zip code, and language served for assistance. For each customer: 

• Ratepayer Type 
• Customer Number 
• Customer Name 
• Service Address 
• Service Zip Code 
• Number of Outreach Events by Month and Total for Quarter 
• Contamination Communication 
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• CC/RODD Outreach (Remove Charges) 
• Diversion Attempt Communication 
• Phone, Email, or Mailed 
• Customer Increased Diversion 
• Order Kitchen Pail 
• Waste Zero Champion Signup 
• Presentation/Tabling Rate Quote 
• Training/Site Visit 
• Total Number of Outreach Types 

Noncompliant Accounts 
Due dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, and 11/29/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

This reporting requirement will be developed by mutual agreement between SF 
Environment and Recology. Reporting includes all commercial accounts and residential 
accounts 5 units or more without collection service for any refuse stream. 

Contamination Charges and Recovery Discount Removals 
Due dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, and 11/29/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

This reporting requirement will be developed by mutual agreement between SF 
Environment and Recology. Reporting includes a detailed quarterly breakdown of 
Recology's contamination charges program, focusing on contamination charges assessed 
and preventative notices issued. The intended purpose is to help SF Environment evaluate 
the distribution and effectiveness of contamination charges and preventative notices in 
addressing improper source-separation. 

Refuse Separation Compliance Ordinance 
Due Dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, and 11/29/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 
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This report focuses on Large refuse generator (LRG) accounts (compactor or 40 cy/week 
total refuse collection volume) under the Refuse Separation Compliance Ordinance.  

• ALTAR, account, and address numbers 
• Account name, address, and contact information 
• Total garbage, recycling, compost, and total volumes 
• Qualified 
• Franchise and SIC codes 
• Contamination charge 
• Current Removal of Diversion Discount 

Household Hazardous Waste Report 
Due Dates: As agreed in the Household Hazardous Waste Agreement or with SF 
Environment 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

Reporting requirements are as agreed in the Household Hazardous Waste Agreement or 
with SF Environment. Such requirements may include Form 303 data (weights and 
disposition by type by program), Retail Site weights by type and site, zip code summary for 
Facility Drop-off, Home Collection Service, Battery Bucket Collection, and narrative 
reporting. 

Customer Communication Record Export 
Due Dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, and 11/29/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

Recology will export all customer communication records for prior quarter including emails 
and phone calls records in Microsoft Excel format. The form and format of this reporting 
requirement may be adjusted through mutual agreement with Recology and the Refuse 
Rates Administrator. 

Special Events 
Due Dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, and 11/29/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 
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Recovery rate reports for special events, including service levels, recovery percentage, 
applicable audit results and contact information. To satisfy Mandatory Recycling and 
Composting Ordinance requirement for special event source separation. For each event: 

• Event No. 
• Month 
• Event Name 
• Account Name 
• Contact Name 
• Contact Phone 
• Contact Email 
• Landfill Service Level 
• Landfill Total Volume (yards)  
• Recycling Service Level 
• Recycling Total Volume (yards)  
• Organics Service Level 
• Organics Total Volume (yards)  
• Total Diversion Volume (Yards) 
• Total Special Event Volume (Yards) 
• Diversion Rate 
• Audit Results 
• Total Recovery Rate 
• Audit notes 

Compost Procurement and Distribution Invoices 
Due Dates: 3/2/2026, 6/1/2026, 8/29/2026, 11/30/2026, 3/1/2027, 5/31/2027, 8/30/2027, 
11/29/2027, 2/29/2028, 5/30/2028, 8/29/2028, 11/29/2028, and as-requested given ten 
(10) days’ notice if requested by CalRecycle. 

SF Environment must provide this reporting to CalRecycle annually on August 1st, and as-
requested by CalRecycle given ten (10) days’ notice.  

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

This reporting deliverable may be modified in agreement between Recology and SF 
Environment as-needed to satisfy CalRecycle requirements. Components of this reporting 



Reporting Requirements For The  
2025 Refuse Rate Order 

Page 56 of 63 
City and County of San Francisco 

requirement may be incorporated in the Quarterly and Annual Operating Rate Reports, 
where possible, such as Appendix A. 

This report will focus on SB 1383-qualified "organic waste products" procured on behalf of 
the City & County of SF ratepayers and distributed directly within San Francisco as part of 
the compost distribution programs outlined in the Rate Order. Recology will provide 
invoices or other records or documentation demonstrating purchase, procurement, or 
transfer of material to giveaway locations. 

  



Reporting Requirements For The  
2025 Refuse Rate Order 

Page 57 of 63 
City and County of San Francisco 

Monthly Reporting Requirements 

Route Collection Reports 
Due Dates: 12/1/2025, 12/30/2025, 1/30/2026, 3/2/2026, 3/30/2026, 4/30/2026, 6/1/2026, 
6/30/2026, 7/30/2026, 8/31/2026, 9/30/2026, 10/30/2026, 11/30/2026, 12/30/2026, 
2/1/2027, 3/2/2027, 3/30/2027, 4/30/2027, 5/31/2027, 6/30/2027, 7/30/2027, 8/30/2027, 
9/30/2027, 11/1/2027, 11/30/2027, 12/30/2027, 1/31/2028, 3/1/2028, 3/29/2028, 
5/1/2028, 5/30/2028, 6/30/2028, 7/31/2028, 8/29/2028, 10/2/2028, and 10/30/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

Recycling, composting, and trash graphs, summary, monthly Table 1 and disposal. Used for 
technical assistance, overall communication, and SF Environment reporting to the Refuse 
Rates Administrator. 

• Collections Summary Tables 
• Trash Collections Chart 
• Recycling Collections Chart 
• Composting Collections Chart 
• Hay Road BVON Disposal Tonnage Table 
• Monthly Table 1: Recovery and Disposal Tonnage for Combined SF Companies. 

Metrics to be provided as tonnage received, tonnage recovered, tonnage disposed, 
and percent of tonnage recovered. 

o Recycle Central Recyclables: Collected, Dropoff, Total Recyclables 
o Tunnel Avenue Organics: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City 

departments, Account Customers, Non-Account Customers, Sorted 
Residuals, Total Organics 

o Tunnel Avenue iMRF: Collected, SF Public Works, Other City departments, 
Account Customers, Total iMRF 

o Other Tunnel Avenue: Collected other trash, collected roll-off trash, 
abandoned material collection, bulky item collection, public refuse 
receptacles, SFDPW, Other CCSF, Account customers, non-account 
customers, collected inerts, construction material reuse, other recycling, 
total other Tunnel Avenue. 

o Adjustments, Total Tons 
o BVON organics tiers 
o Disposal Tonnage Breakdown: landfills and residual, total disposal tonnage 
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o iMRF Fines for ADC 

AR ALTAR 
Due Dates: 12/1/2025, 12/30/2025, 1/30/2026, 3/2/2026, 3/30/2026, 4/30/2026, 6/1/2026, 
6/30/2026, 7/30/2026, 8/31/2026, 9/30/2026, 10/30/2026, 11/30/2026, 12/30/2026, 
2/1/2027, 3/2/2027, 3/30/2027, 4/30/2027, 5/31/2027, 6/30/2027, 7/30/2027, 8/30/2027, 
9/30/2027, 11/1/2027, 11/30/2027, 12/30/2027, 1/31/2028, 3/1/2028, 3/29/2028, 
5/1/2028, 5/30/2028, 6/30/2028, 7/31/2028, 8/29/2028, 10/2/2028, and 10/30/2028 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

This reporting is used to update the City’s CRM service information and provide direct 
technical assistance for compliance with source separation and adequate service. The 
reporting format will include all account information from AR and ALTAR services in one 
row in Excel format. 

Landfill Tonnage and Landfill Fee Statement 
Due Dates: The 20th of each month for the prior calendar month, or as otherwise 
established in the Landfill Disposal Agreement between Recology and the City (SF 
Environment). 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, SF Environment 

This reporting requirement is contained in section 3.1 of the Landfill Disposal Agreement 
between the City (SF Environment) and Recology. 

Recology shall prepare and submit to the City a fee statement for all Fees paid to Recology, 
including Solid Waste tonnage, Organics-Free Waste tonnage and Beneficial Use Material 
tonnage, by the 20th of each month for the prior calendar month. If the initial categorization 
of material is subsequently modified (e.g., if material initially categorized as Beneficial Use 
Material is subsequently determined to be unsuitable for such use and must be disposed 
of), then an appropriate adjustment shall be made in a subsequent fee statement. 

Bulky Item Collection Report 
Due Dates: 12/1/2025, 12/30/2025, 1/30/2026, 3/2/2026, 3/30/2026, 4/30/2026, 6/1/2026, 
6/30/2026, 7/30/2026, 8/31/2026, 9/30/2026, 10/30/2026, 11/30/2026, 12/30/2026, 
2/1/2027, 3/2/2027, 3/30/2027, 4/30/2027, 5/31/2027, 6/30/2027, 7/30/2027, 8/30/2027, 
9/30/2027, 11/1/2027, 11/30/2027, 12/30/2027, 1/31/2028, 3/1/2028, 3/29/2028, 
5/1/2028, 5/30/2028, 6/30/2028, 7/31/2028, 8/29/2028, 10/2/2028, and 10/30/2028 
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Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, San Francisco Environment Department 

The form and format of the Bulky Item Collection Report will be developed in agreement 
between Recology and the Refuse Rates Administrator. 

• Number of BIC events per day and per month. 
• Bulky Item tonnage reused, tonnage recycled, and tonnage disposed (estimated 

based on type and number of items collected). 
• Number of Bulky Items collected by customer type (Residential or Apartment). 
• Percent change in total number of requests per month compared with the prior year. 
• Holiday Tree collection tonnage 
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As-Needed and Continual Reporting 

Bulky Item Collection Locations 
Cadence: Continual Reporting 

Recipients: San Francisco Public Works 

Unless otherwise mutually agreed by San Francisco Public Works and Recology, the 
scheduled BIC locations shall be provided to San Francisco Public Works by no later than 
7:00 pm on the day prior to the scheduled BIC event for monitoring purposes and to ensure 
coordination with abandoned material collection routes (except that, for BIC events 
scheduled on a Monday, the locations shall be provided by no later than 8:00am on that 
Monday). 

Suspected Mistake or Error Disclosure  
Cadence: As-needed 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, Refuse Rate Board 

The following definitions shall apply to this Section A and Section B below: 

“Material Mistake or Error” means a mistake or error in Rate Reporting or  Rate 
Applications for which the correction of said mistake or error would change the 
estimated total revenue or total expenses by more than $2 million in a Rate Year. 
Assumptions and projections in a rate application that are forecasts of future events 
are not Material Mistakes or Errors to the extent such events do not occur as 
forecast. A change in accounting methodology is not a Material Mistake or Error. An 
omission of data in a rate application that should have been reported, or a 
calculation error in a rate application, would be a Material Mistake or Error, as long 
as the dollar threshold is met.   

“Marginal Mistake or Error” has the same meaning as “Material Mistake or Error,” 
except that the dollar threshold is less than or equal to $2 million in a Rate Year.   

“Rate Reporting or Rate Applications” means any rate-making calculations, 
information, figures, or data communicated to the City by the SF Recology 
Companies in connection with a rate application process, quarterly reports to the 
City, as required by a Rate Order, or annual reports to the City, as required by a Rate 
Order.  
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“Suspected” means a belief or opinion based on objectively reasonable facts or 
information that may be true, but is subject to confirmation.  

Within forty-five (45) days of any discovery by SF Recology Companies of a Suspected 
Material or Marginal Mistake or Error, SF Recology Companies shall disclose a description 
of the Suspected Material or Marginal Mistake or Error (“Suspected Mistake Disclosure”). 
Within forty-five (45) days of the Suspected Mistake Disclosure, SF Recology Companies 
shall disclose whether the Suspected Material or Marginal Mistake or Error has been 
confirmed or not confirmed. If confirmed, SF Recology Companies shall follow the 
procedures set forth in Section B below. 

All disclosures required by this Section A shall be signed under penalty of perjury and sent 
to the San Francisco Refuse Rates Administrator. Complete copies of each Suspected 
Material Mistake or Error Disclosure shall be sent electronically to all members of the 
Refuse Rate Board 

Confirmed Mistakes or Error Disclosure 
Cadence: As-needed 

Recipients: Refuse Rates Administrator, Refuse Rate Board 

Within thirty (30) days after disclosing that a Suspected Material or Marginal Mistake or 
Error has been confirmed, the SF Recology Companies shall disclose and explain the 
following: 

1. The scope of the Mistake or Error, and 
2. The cause of the Mistake or Error. 

Within sixty (60) days after disclosing that a Suspected Material or Marginal Mistake or Error 
has been confirmed, the SF Recology Companies shall disclose and explain the following: 

1. The plan to address the Mistake or Error, and 
2. The proposed timeline to cure the Mistake or Error. 

All disclosures of Confirmed Marginal Mistakes or Errors required by this section shall be 
signed under penalty of perjury and sent to the Refuse Rates Administrator.  

All disclosures of Confirmed Material Mistakes or Errors required by this section shall be 
signed under penalty of perjury, visibly posted on the SF Recology Companies’ website, 
and uploaded to the San Francisco Refuse Rates Administrator’s website. Complete copies 
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of each Confirmed Material Mistake or Error disclosure shall be sent electronically to all 
members of the Refuse Rate Board.  

The deadlines set forth in this section and Section A above may be extended by mutual 
agreement of the SF Recology Companies and the San Francisco Refuse Rates 
Administrator.  

Unless otherwise mutually agreed by the SF Recology Companies the Refuse Rates 
Administrator, the SF Recology Companies shall correct any previously filed Annual 
Financial Reports affected by the Marginal or Material Mistake or Error, but shall not be 
required to correct any previously filed Quarterly Financial Reports. 

Public Receptacle Collection Electronic Documentation 
Cadence: As-needed 

Recipients: San Francisco Public Works 

At least twelve (12) trucks assigned to public receptacle-specific routes will be equipped 
with video cameras on their working side to capture video before and after service, 
documenting the cleanliness of the public receptacle at each pickup where possible due to 
routing and physical constraints. This video will be made available to Public Works and the 
Refuse Rate Administrator upon request. Video will generally be recorded only between the 
hours of 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. from the public receptacle-specific route vehicles. In 
instances where video is not available, Recology will provide Global Positioning System 
(GPS) and time data to confirm whether the receptacle was serviced. 

San Francisco Public Works will proactively review data on a quarterly basis and meet with 
Recology as needed to improve service delivery and/or reduce costs through improved 
efficiency of collection. After each quarterly meeting, Public Works will report out to the 
Refuse Rates Administrator on status of each individual above collection program, and 
updates such as service levels or modifications to routes.  

Abandoned Material Collection  
Cadence: As-needed 

Recipients: San Francisco Public Works 

San Francisco Public Works and Recology may agree on a form and format for AMC data 
review. San Francisco Public Works will proactively review data on a quarterly basis and 
meet with Recology as needed to improve service delivery and/or reduce costs. After each 
quarterly meeting, Public Works will report out to the Refuse Rates Administrator on the 
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status of each individual collection program described above, and updates such as changes 
in service levels or modifications to routes.  

Collection Locations and Days  
Cadence: As-needed 

Recipients: San Francisco Public Works 

San Francisco Public Works and Recology may agree on a method for Recology to share 
route collection locations and related information with Public Works, as-needed to assist 
Public Works in refuse and street-cleaning-related activities. 
 



Final Refuse Rates FAQ 
FAQ to aid BOS with Constituent Questions 

  
Background 
Proposition F was passed by San Francisco voters in June 2022 to reform the City's refuse rate setting 
process. It established the Controller as the Refuse Rates Administrator, instead of the director of the 
Department of Public Works who previously had that role. This change ultimately came about because 
of the corruption scandal involving Mohammed Nuru, when it was revealed that Recology bribed Nuru 
in exchange for his help raising garbage rates. Rates are updated every 2–5 years (the cadence is at the 
discretion of the Rate Boards).  
 
N.B. The Rate Board is not synonymous with the Refuse Rates Administrator. The Rate Board is made up of three people.  

3) City Administrator, Carmen Chu (Chair) 
3) Ratepayer Representative, Steve Bowdry (appointed by the mayor) 
3) General Manager, Dennis Herrera SFPUC  

  

 
What was approved by the Rate Board? 
The Refuse Rates Administrator is responsible for negotiating with Recology and ending up with fair and 
reasonable rates for San Franciscans and the Refuse Rate Board is responsible for approving a final rate 
order.  
 
In January 2025, Recology requested changes to rates that would see costs to customers increase by 
over 18.18% beginning October 2025; however, the Refuse Rates Administrator and the Refuse Rate 
Board determined that this was too high. The City’s negotiations and review of Recology’s request 
resulted in $70 million in cuts from Recology’s proposal. It represents a 7.46% reduction in rates across 
the three years. As an example, this would save a ratepayer with a single-family home between $3-$4 a 
month compared to Recology’s proposal. 
 
Recology’s proposal also includes a contingent schedule at the request of the San Francisco Environment 
Department (SF Environment), that would allow them to increase rates if certain conditions are met to 
allow them to build a $35m trash processing facility. The City’s proposal does not include this contingent 
schedule. In comparison to rates with the contingent schedule, the City’s proposal represents a 13.15% 
reduction in rates across the three years.  
 

 
 
An important outcome of the rate setting process is that the City documents Recology’s services. We're 
also adding stronger regulatory controls and cost controls. 

• For the first time, the City is creating accountability measures and moving away from handshake 
agreements by documenting all services Recology is to perform under the rates. 

Rate Change
Cumulative 

Rate Change
Rate Change

Cumulative 

Rate Change
Rate Change

Cumulative 

Rate Change

Recology Application 18.18% 18.18% 7.53% 27.08% 3.86% 31.98%

Recology Application w/Contingent Sched 18.18% 18.18% 9.02% 28.84% 6.74% 37.52%

Refuse Rates Administrator Proposal 12.59% 12.59% 8.36% 22.00% 4.55% 27.55%

Final Rate Order 12.24% 12.24% 7.15% 20.27% 3.42% 24.38%

Residential Collections Rates

Rate Year 2026 Rate Year 2027 Rate Year 2028



• The City is imposing stronger cost controls by setting rules around Recology’s ability to recover 
certain costs. A few major examples: 

o City has greater discretion on what costs Recology can recover when there are cost 
overages 

o City has imposed 10% and 7% cost caps on major cost centers 
o Capital costs outside of the planned capital expenditures need approval by the City. 

 
What is the justification for the increase? 
Since 2019, general Bay Area costs have increased by 17.2% and national water/sewer/trash costs have 
increased by 22.4% while refuse rates have only grown by 7% 
This increase is justified because it’s helping pay for the cost of services while still keeping us below peer 
jurisdictions like San Jose and Los Angeles (where residents pay almost 19% more compared to current 
San Francisco rates). 
 
The City corrected the inflated rates San Franciscan’s were paying because of the Nuru scandal by doing 
a couple of key things: 

2) Issuing checks to residents for the amount they’d overpaid to Recology; and 
2) Being aggressive with keeping rates significantly lower rates over the last few years. 

 
How we brought the final proposal down from Recology’s initial request:  
The City combed through Recology’s accounts over several months and found $70M in cuts that 
wouldn’t change service levels. This included cutting overhead and inter-company costs for Recology 
subsidiaries.  
 
The Final Rate Order was heard and approved by the Refuse Rate Board on May 30, 2025. The final 
agreed upon rates will be effective from October 2025. Details can be found on the website for the 
Office of Refuse Rates Administration: https://www.sf.gov/departments--office-refuse-rates-
administrator 
 

 
Anticipated Questions 
 
Why did we still go with Recology?  
In order to use another hauler, the City would need to change the permit and licensing process in 
addition to finding substitutes for existing recycling and organics processing facilities.  
 
What is the current contract with Recology? 
Technically, not a contract. Recology is the provider as long as residents deem their service satisfactory. 
The actual language in the Refuse & Disposal Ordinance states that at least 20% of customers along any 
given route have to complain about Recology’s service for their license to be revoked.  
 
The Controller’s Office has been studying the feasibility and impacts of other waste hauling procurement 
processes, such as franchise agreements or competitive bidding, and what the impact would be to 
service delivery, rates, and level and scope of programs provided. 
 
N.B. Recology owns all of the city route permits and vehicle licenses required to collect trash in the City. This was a result of the 
City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Initiative Ordinance of 1932, which created the regulatory framework for residential 

https://www.sf.gov/departments--office-refuse-rates-administrator
https://www.sf.gov/departments--office-refuse-rates-administrator
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_health/0-0-0-1149


refuse collection permits in the City. Over time Recology acquired all refuse permits to become the only residential refuse 
collector in San Francisco. 

 
Are SF Environment's requests driving up the rates? 
In short, no. Most of SF Environment's request isn't in the current proposal and in total represents only 
1% of the rate increase. 

• Environment Dept requested $3m in new funding (23% increase in their refuse rates budget, 
~1% increase to rates) 

• City’s proposal includes $1m in new funding, half of which is supported by fund balance, so 
approximately $505k in new rate funding (0.15% rate impact) 

On Commercial Rates 

• City currently only sets residential rates 

• Recology increases commercial rates by the same percentage. 

As the result of the Nuru lawsuits, Recology was required to pay into a fund and to keep rate increases 
low for several years. Is this rate increase undoing all of that?  

• 2 settlements: 
o First settlement paid out ~$100m. Most of it was returned to ratepayers as refunds. 

Remainder was $4.25m, which was used in the last Rate Order to offset rates. 
o 2nd settlements created a $25 million balancing account that was spent down in Rate 

Year 2023 because Recology’s revenues were not keeping up with costs. Remainder was 
$1.4m and is being spread across 5 years to lower rates as per the settlement 
agreement.  

 

 
Background 
 
Scandal and Public Integrity Review (Debarment Proceeding Introduced July 2020) 

• Clear conflicts of interest existed in the relationship between Recology and Mohammed Nuru. 
According to the criminal complaint, Paul Giusti, Recology’s group government and community 
relations manager bribed Mr. Nuru and concealed the bribes as charitable donations to 
nonprofit organizations in exchange for Nuru influencing and approving Recology’s request.  

• Controller and City Attorney’s Offices conducted joint Public Integrity Reviews centered around 
public corruption tied to former Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru and others. The 
reviews led to two landmark settlements:  

o In March 2021, Recology agreed to a $101.5 million settlement with Recology that 
lowered rates and refunded ratepayers for overcharges that occurred under Mr. Nuru. 

o In November 2022, Recology agreed to return profits above target by depositing $25 
million into a new balancing account that will help offset costs of future rate increases 
and create an important accountability mechanism when Recology profits are above 
targeted margins. 
 
 



• Key Findings from the Public Integrity Reviews 

• Errors and omissions in 2017 Rate Application, which ranged from inclusion of ineligible 
expenses and inconsistent calculation of allowable profits. 

• Significant variances in headcount and payroll-related expenses 

• Even after taking into account $101 million settlement, operating profits exceeded 
allowable profits by $23.4 million over rate years 2018 through 2021. 

• Intercompany charges were often 30-60% of expenses 

• Historical issues and concerns went unaddressed. 

 
Proposition F June 2022 

• SF Voters passed Prop F taking regulatory responsibility away from DPW and making the 
Controller’s Office the City’s new Refuse Rates Administrator. 

• Restructured the membership of the Refuse Rate Board and modifying the process by which 
refuse rates are set. 

• The Refuse Rates Administrator is responsible for:  
o proposing new rates to the Refuse Rate Board 
o monitoring the financial and operational performance of refuse companies 
o performing studies and investigations 
o advising the Refuse Rates Board to ensure rates are just and reasonable while taking 

into account any applicable service standards and environmental goals. 

• In new role as RRA, the office developed and implemented a more transparent and publicly 
accessible rate-setting process. In first rate-setting process 

o In first rate-setting process in 2023, RRA saved ratepayers $8.7 million 
o In 2024, RRA’s new rate monitoring processes led to the discovery of a $23 million 

material mistake on the part of Recology, which led to refunds to ratepayers and a 
reduction in rates. 

 
Other Stakeholder Involvement 

• Refuse Rate Board: Carmen Chu, Dennis Herrera, and Steve Bowdry 

• City Administrator: Douglas Legg 

• SF PUC: Erin Corvinova 

• SFE: Tyrone Jue, Leo Chyi, Soko Made, Alexa Kielty, Hilary Near 

• DPW: Bruce Robertson 
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[Refuse Rate Board - 2025 Rate Adjustment] 

Refuse Rate Board resolution adopting refuse rates and related service provider 

requirements, protocols, and other related provisions for rate years 2026, 2027, and 

2028; finding that the adopted refuse rates are just and reasonable; affirming the 

Planning Department’s determination that the proposed adoption of the rate order is 

exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act; and finding that approval of this 

proposed action is the Approval Action as defined by San Francisco Administrative 

Code Chapter 31. 

WHEREAS, In June 2022, the voters adopted Proposition F, which amended the City’s 

Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance to reform and modernize the City’s process for 

setting residential refuse rates to be more fair, transparent, and accountable.  Among other 

things, Proposition F restructured the rate process to require the Controller, as Refuse Rates 

Administrator, to monitor and propose adjustments to refuse rates for adoption by the Refuse 

Rate Board; and 

WHEREAS, Consistent with Proposition F, the Refuse Rate Board set the refuse rates 

for rate years 2024 and 2025 after an open process including consideration of a rate 

application from Recology Sunset Scavenger, Recology Golden Gate, and Recology San 

Francisco (collectively, “Recology”) and a report from the Refuse Rates Administrator, open 

hearings, and written and oral input from members of the public; and 

WHEREAS, Consistent with Proposition F, the Refuse Rates Administrator has been 

monitoring the financial and operational performance of Recology during rate years 2024 and 

2025; 
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WHEREAS, On January 3, 2025, the Refuse Rates Administrator received a written 

request from Recology to increase the rates.  The Refuse Rates Administrator reviewed the 

request and conducted a series of public hearings on the matter, including before the 

Commission on the Environment and the Sanitation and Streets Commission, and provided 

notice of all such hearings as required by law.  On May 21, 2025, based on its review and 

financial analysis of Recology’s request and after considering all information received from the 

public to that point, the Refuse Rates Administrator submitted a recommendation to the 

Refuse Rate Board to adjust the rates.  The proposal is on file with the Refuse Rate Board, is 

available on the Refuse Rates Administrator’s website, and is attached hereto as Exhibit A; 

and 

WHEREAS, The Refuse Rate Board held hearings on the Refuse Rates 

Administrator’s proposal, consistent with Proposition F and with notice to the public as 

required by law, on May 30, 2025, and June 25, 2025, in Rooms 416 and 400 at City Hall, 1 

Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, California.  At each of these public hearings, the 

Refuse Rate Board allowed members of the public, including Recology, to submit information 

and be heard, and considered and addressed all objections; and  

WHEREAS, The Refuse Rate Board has heard and considered all objections and 

protests to the proposed adjustment to the refuse rates. In addition, the Refuse Rates 

Administrator tabulated all protests received and determined that a majority protest does not 

exist as defined in Section 6(a) of Article XIIID of the California Constitution and Section 

53755 of the California Government Code with respect to the adoption of this rate order; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in 

this Resolution (Case No. 2025-005557ENV) are exempt from the California Environmental 

Quality Act (“CEQA”), under California Public Resources Code Section 21080(b)(8) and 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15273.  This determination is on file with the Refuse Rates 

Administrator and is incorporated herein by reference; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rate Board has heard and considered all objections and 

protests to the proposed adjustment to the refuse rates, and affirms the determination of the 

Refuse Rates Administrator, based on the Refuse Rates Administrator’s tabulation of all 

protests received, that a majority protest does not exist as defined in Section 6(a) of Article 

XIIID of the California Constitution and Section 53755 of the California Government Code with 

respect to the adoption of this rate order; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rate Board finds that the refuse rates 

proposed by the Refuse Rates Administrator and detailed below and in the Service Level 

Agreements, attached as Exhibit B, are just and reasonable, as required by Proposition F; and 

be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rate Board concurs with and adopts the 

Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal, Exhibit A, with the following modifications: 

1. Reduction in Program Enhancements:  The Refuse Rate Board eliminates

funding for a One Day Compost Event, 50 cubic yard per month of Compost,

Cart and Container stickering, and reduces by half, as compared with the

Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal, funding for bulky-item outreach in Rate

Year 2026. The combined changes reduce rates by $291,718 in Rate Year

2026, $210,487 in Rate Year 2027, and $213,882 in Rate Year 2028.

2. Professional Services Cost Reduction:  The Refuse Rate Board reduces

estimated legal fees for Recology San Francisco by $200,000 in Rate Year 2026

as compared with the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal.

3. Zero Waste Capital Reserve:  This fund is intended to build a reserve for the

purpose of mitigating long-term capital costs that include site repairs and
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modernization, compliance with State mandates such as the Advanced Clean 

Fleet regulations, and possible future infrastructure costs such as trash 

processing or recycling processing relocation. However, given the recent 

revocation of EPA waivers required for advancement of the State’s Advanced 

Clean Fleet policy, there is less of a near-term need for a Zero Waste Capital 

Reserve for the upcoming rate cycle. The Refuse Rate Board does not fund the 

Zero Waste Capital Reserve with this Rate Order. This represents a reduction of 

$5,650,454 in Rate Year 2027 compared to the Refuse Rates Administrator’s 

proposal and $10,690,016 in Rate Year 2028. 

4. Impound Account:  This account provides funding to San Francisco

Environment, Department of Public Works, and the Controller’s Office to support

programs that include the City’s Zero Waste goals, the City’s toxics reduction

program, City litter patrol and street sweeping programs, and refuse rates

administration.  The Refuse Rate Board made adjustments to the Refuse Rates

Administrator’s original proposal resulting in total funding of the Impound

Account of $26,574,349 in Rate Year 2026, $27,454,164 in Rate Year 2027, and

$28,401,061 in Rate Year 2028.  Specific adjustments include:

a. Reducing Controller’s Office rate funding by $100,000 and increasing

Controller’s Office use of fund balance by the same amount.

b. Increasing Environment Department’s use of fund balance by $474,453 to

fund an increase to rent costs across the three rate years.

c. Increasing Environment Department’s use of fund balance by $571,553 to

fund a position to support Campaigns to Change Behavior across the

three rate years.
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d. Increasing Environment Department’s rate funding by $75,863 in Rate

Year 2026, $78,101 in Rate Year 2027, and $80,413 in Rate Year 2028

to support toxics reduction to develop and coordinate upstream efforts

related to sustainable procurement, reuse, and recovery practices by

businesses that serve ratepayers by encouraging the use of safer

alternatives instead of hazardous chemicals, and to help ensure

hazardous products are handled safely at the end of their lifecycle

5. Cost Controls: The Refuse Rate Board adjusted cost controls detailed in

Section 23 of the Service Level Agreements, Exhibit B, to lower review

thresholds and cost caps for Payroll and Related Costs, Professional Services

Costs, and Administrative Costs; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rate Board adopts all other 

recommendations in the Refuse Rates Administrator’s proposal, Exhibit A, without 

modification, including but not limited to technical adjustments to account for updated data 

and more precise allocation of costs, and new regulatory provisions; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the refuse rates reflected in the rate sheets in Section 3 

of the Service Level Agreements, Exhibit B, are adopted, effective October 1, 2025; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That, to support effective monitoring of Recology’s financial 

and operational performance, and appropriate use of ratepayer funds, the following 

agreements, protocols and other operational documents are adopted, effective October 1, 

2025: 

• The Service Level Agreements, Exhibit B, as may be amended or supplemented

from time to time; these Service Level Agreements describe the services funded

by the rates, including 1) the full range of regularly scheduled residential

collection services, and Recology operations at the Tunnel Road and Pier 96
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facilities, and 2) ancillary services benefiting residents such as bulky item 

collection and household hazardous waste collection; with reference to these 

service categories, the Service Level Agreements identify the operational roles 

and responsibilities of Recology and applicable City departments(s) for 

delivering a particular service, specify requirements for Recology and City data 

tracking, specify the content and frequency of Recology and City reporting as 

necessary to monitor activities funded through this Rate Order, and specify the 

oversight roles and responsibilities of City departments for ensuring services are 

provided effectively and cost-efficiently;  

• Recology’s reporting requirements, attached as Exhibit C; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rate Board affirms the determinations of the 

Planning Department that the actions contemplated in this Resolution (Case No. 2025-

005557ENV) are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), under 

California Public Resources Code Section 21080(b)(8) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15273; 

and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rate Board’s approval of this proposed 

action is the Approval Action within the meaning given that term in San Francisco 

Administrative Code Chapter 31; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rates Administrator shall publish this order in 

an official newspaper of the City and County of San Francisco, and shall provide notice to all 

who shall have filed written requests for notice as set forth in Proposition F; and be it  

// 

// 

// 



1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Refuse Rate Board urges the Refuse Rates 

2 Administrator to diligently monitor the rates and update the Refuse Rate Board at least once 

3 per year, as to the implementation of this order. 
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Adopted by the following vote: 

Ayes: 3 
Noes: 0 
Absent: O 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted at the meeting of the Refuse Rate 
Board held on June 25, 2025. 

Claire Stone, Controller's Office 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Response to LOI - 311 Planned Improvements
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 11:41:46 AM
Attachments: FINAL response to Supervisor Mahmood 311 Planned Improvements.pdf

Clerk"s Memo.pdf

Hello,

Please attached communication from the 311 Customer Service Center in response to a Letter
of Inquiry issue by Supervisor Bilal Mahood at the June 10, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Alfaro, Nancy (ADM) <nancy.alfaro@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2025 12:45 PM
To: Mahmood, Bilal (BOS) <bilal.mahmood@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gutierrez Garcia, Jessica (BOS) <Jessica.GutierrezGarcia@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Chu, Carmen (ADM) <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Jennifer
(ADM) <jennifer.johnston@sfgov.org>; Hayward, Sophie (ADM) <sophie.hayward@sfgov.org>
Subject: Response to LOI - 311 Planned Improvements

Supervisor Mahmood,
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Attached you will find my response to your letter of inquiry to 311 requesting information
requesting information on planned improvements to 311.
 
Respectfully,
 
Nancy Alfaro
Nancy Alfaro (her/she)
Director
311 Customer Service Center
415-260-4724
 



City & County of San Francisco 
Daniel Lurie, Mayor 

    
Office of the City Administrator 
Carmen Chu, City Administrator 

Nancy Alfaro, SF311 

 

 

 
 
 
June 25, 2025 
 
Supervisor Bilal Mahmood 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Subject:  Letter of Inquiry requesting information on planned improvements to 311 
 
Dear Supervisor Mahmood, 
 
I write in response to your Letter of Inquiry dated June 10, 2025 regarding planned improvements and 
enhancements to the SF311 systems.  I appreciate your engagement on this issue and your support of 
our efforts to improve 311’s usability, responsiveness, and integration with City agencies.   
 
Since its launch in 2013, 311 has continuously worked to improve its systems to make it as easy as 
possible for residents, businesses and visitors to submit requests; and to ensure that we receive enough 
information to route requests to the appropriate City agency.  Our goal is to resolve requests quickly, 
effectively and efficiently.   
 
Recently Implemented Improvements 
 
Recent system enhancements and improvements include: 
 

• Language Accessibility:  We expanded access to the SF311 mobile app by providing language 
support for three languages (Chinese, Spanish, and Filipino) and machine translation of service 
request details from any language into English. 

• Digital Accessibility:  We recently moved the SF311 website to the SF.gov platform, to create a 
more integrated and user-friendly digital platform for residents and businesses.  Among many 
visual and usability improvements, over 70 pages of content were reviewed and rewritten at a 
5th grade reading level to make it accessible to all users. The SF311 website is now available in 
Spanish, Chinese, Filipino, and English. 

• New Callback Feature:  We launched the Fonolo Callback Assist application, which provides 
callers the option to receive a callback from 311 during busier call times. Last fiscal year, the 
new application resulted in 5,423 callbacks and saved 36,037 minutes of caller hold times. 

• Request Tracking: 311 now provides users the ability to track their cases. The 311 mobile app 
allows users to view all cases they've submitted by navigating to the main menu and selecting 
the "Submitted by You" option.  For requests submitted through the web or phone call, 
requesters who opt to provide an email address will receive an email with the corresponding 



 

311 service request number.  To track the status of their case, users can visit the SF311 
webpage, select "Track your 311 cases," and enter the 311 Service Request Number and email. 
People can also call 311 at any time to get more information. 

• Completion Photos Function:  For street and sidewalk cleaning and encampment requests, we 
now provide mobile app users with completion photos taken by City departments. By allowing 
users to see the results of their reports, this integration is improving transparency and 
accountability. See example below. 

 
• Facial Blurring:  We implemented automatic facial blurring technology to protect the privacy of 

people whose images are captured in photos submitted through the mobile app. 
• Cloud Modernization:  We recently migrated 311's previous Customer Relationship 

Management (CRM) system, Verint V15, to Verint Cloud.  The new Cloud-based CRM software 
enables new enhancements and frequent automatic updates, improving the user experience 
and reducing downtime for Customer Service Representatives (CSRs) taking calls.  As a result of 
the upgrade, over 52 new knowledge base articles have been created, 278 existing articles have 
been edited, over 175k total case interactions have been added, and over 71k service requests 
have been processed to date. 

• Self-Service Public Records Request System:  We added an option for the public to submit 311 
public records requests by self-service web submission, improving access and transparency. 

• Accessibility Improvements:  We worked with Digital Services on accessibility remediation on 
SF.gov for 311’s web page content, in alignment with updates to Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). 

 
SF311 has also partnered with City agencies to implement system enhancements and new processes to 
support their operations and improve and expand upon services provided to the public.  Over the last 
few years, these program improvements have included: 
 

• Minimizing Duplication:  We just implemented improvements to reduce duplicate street 
cleaning cases by matching new to existing cases and channeling photos, notes, and closures to 
the duplicate queue.  We project this to reduce street cleaning requests for the Department of 
Public Works (DPW) by at least 10%. 

Customer Photo 
(before) 

Dept Photo 
(arrival) 

Completed 
Photo (after) 



 

• Leveraging CBDs:  We partner with DPW and five Community Benefit Districts (CBDs) to allow 
street cleaning and graffiti cases to be routed to CBDs, quickening response time and resolution 
and preventing unnecessary dispatch of DPW crews. Two more expected to be added soon.  

• Shelter Waitlist:  We re-established the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing’s 
Shelter Waitlist project with a new online form and public waitlist format, allowing users to 
enter the waitlist 24/7.  As a result, 75% of shelter waitlist requests now originate from the self-
service web form. 

• Fire Prevention Integration:  We integrated the Fire Department’s Prevention queue with our 
CRM system to allow for timely case updates and better inter-department collaboration on 
requests related to fire concerns. 

• Barking Dog Complaints:  We partnered with the Mayor’s Office, Animal Care and Control, 
Department of Emergency Management (DEM), and Police Department (SFPD) to create a new 
process for reporting barking dog complaints.  311 is now the central point of entry for these 
types of complaints, minimizing the need for SFPD dispatch. 

• Autonomous Vehicle Reports: We initiated a new triage process for calls related to 
Autonomous Vehicles to ensure that emergency calls are routed appropriately to DEM and that 
complaints and information-only calls are routed to the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA). 

• Scooter and Bike Parking Complaints:  We added an “improper scooter and bike parking” 
category on the app that allows 311 to capture the company of the scooter or bike, thereby 
helping MTA to improve response times by going to the appropriate responsible party. 

• MTA Employee Safety:  We added a new service request type to allow MTA employees to 
report safety conditions to senior management through 311. 

• Homeless Concerns:  Effective June 18, we have included a new subcategory under “Homeless 
Concerns” on the app that enables individuals to report concerns about “encampment(s)” 
versus “unhoused person(s) (not in an encampment).”  Prior to this app enhancement, many 
individuals were submitting all of their concerns about individuals that they perceived as 
unhoused under the “encampment” category.  This led to inaccurate reporting, slowed Healthy 
Streets Operations Center (HSOC) response times, and frustrated users who received close-out 
responses directing them to call non-emergency police. We also coordinated with DEM to 
implement changes so that encampments blocking the sidewalk are handled by 311 rather than 
law enforcement agencies when there is no other dangerous or illegal activity. 

• Tree Maintenance Requests:  We implemented automatic allocations of tree maintenance 
service requests to Treasure Island Development Authority instead of the Bureau of Urban 
Forestry, utilizing a GEO shape file to determine jurisdiction. This change has significantly 
increased the tree maintenance resolution rate. 

• Shared Spaces Complaint Process:  We deployed a new Shared Spaces complaint process to 
enable the public to submit a single form with multiple health and/or safety violations.  
Complaints are now routed quickly and more effectively to the appropriate agencies and 
managed with a shared dashboard. 

• “Okay to Call” campaign:  We partnered with DEM on their “Okay to Call” ad campaign to help 
educate the public when to call 311 versus 911.   
 
 

 



 

Planned Improvements to the App’s Interface and User Experience 
 
Below please find responses to the specific questions included in your letter of inquiry, which detail 
additional planned improvements to 311. 
 
SF311 Mobile App Improvements:  

• Dynamic Drop-Down Menus: SF311 is implementing additional enhancements to the service 
intake process with dynamic dropdown menus that adjust in real time based on category, 
location, or user input as informed by departments’ requirements. Dynamic dropdown menus 
help users select the most relevant issue type more easily and ensure more accurate routing. 
We are currently deployed dynamic fields for the following service types: Blocked Pedestrian 
Walkway and Curb or Sidewalk Issues.  Additional dynamic fields are coming in our next update 
(ETA week of 07/12), which will include Street Cleaning, Litter Receptacles, Graffiti, and Blocked 
Street/Illegal Parking. 

• New Service Types: SF311 continues to collaborate with departments to include additional 
service types on the SF311 app, as well as to implement programmatic improvements to 
support operations.  For example, 311 is currently participating in a multi-departmental effort to 
establish a new RV/Oversize vehicle permitting and enforcement program, which we anticipate 
will likely require the creation of new 311 system forms, queues and routing processes. 

• Reducing Duplicate Requests: SF311 will also be working with the MTA Sign Shop to expand 
system criteria that will identify duplicative/redundant service requests.  This will reduce staff 
time and resources by preventing unnecessary dispatches.   

• Improving Geolocation: SF311 is scheduled to improve geolocation accuracy by adding more 
address data and implementing advanced logic to better handle jurisdictional boundaries. 

• Simplifying Submittals: SF311 will expand our in-app AI features to auto-complete intake fields 
based on user-uploaded photos, simplifying the experience and reducing the time it takes to 
submit a service request. 

 
Cloud Telecom Upgrade 

• Enhanced Cloud Infrastructure: This upgrade will address the most vulnerable part of 311’s 
infrastructure and add new features, including an interactive voice agent, automated QA 
scoring, and enhanced reporting to improve 311’s service delivery and efficiency. 

 
CSR Knowledgebase Upgrade 

• AI Powered Search Tool: In partnership with DT's Emerging Technologies Division, 311 is 
implementing an AI-powered internal search for our Customer Service Representatives (CSRs). 
Incorporating this technology will reduce the time CSRs spend searching for accurate answers 
and minimize the need for lengthy training. With better tools and information, we anticipate 
that this upgrade will reduce average handling times and decrease transfers and escalations. 

 
 
 



 

Potential Integration with Emergency Alerts and Other Public Safety Systems 
• Disseminating Public Safety Information: During any large event, whether expected or 

unexpected, 311 serves as the point of contact for the public to request information, reducing 
demands on 911.  311 actively participates in the Joint Information Center (JIC) during 
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) activation and coordinates with DEM and other City 
agencies.   

• Preparing for Mass Casualty Events: Currently, 311 is working with DEM and other public safety 
agencies on a plan to establish 311 as the central point of contact during mass casualty events 
for individuals seeking to submit missing persons reports. We welcome further opportunities for 
partnerships to better prepare our City for emergencies. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
Thank you for your time and attention to 311 and upcoming improvements. I look forward to continuing 
to work with you and your office to support SF311’s critical service to the public. Should you have 
additional questions, please don’t hesitate to contact Sophie Hayward, Director of Legislation and Public 
Affairs, at Sophie.Hayward@sfgov.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Nancy Alfaro 
Director, SF311 
 
 
CC:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
       Jessica Gutierrez Garcia, Chief of Staff, Office of Supervisor Bilal Mahmood 

Carmen Chu, City Administrator 
Jennifer Johnston, Deputy City Administrator 
Sophie Hayward, Director of Public Affairs, Office of the City Administrator 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
CITY&: COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Carmen Chu, City Administrator 
Office of the City Administrator 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 362 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Via Email: Carmen.Chu@sfgo .org 

Dear City Administrator Chu and Director Alfaro, 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF THE BOARD 

Phone: ( 415) 554-5184 
Email: Angela.Calvillo@ fgov.org 

June 11, 2025 

Nancy Alfaro, Director 
311 Customer Service Center 
1 South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Via Email: ancy.Alfaro@sfgov.org 

At the June 10, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting, Supervisor Bilal Mahmood issued the attached 
inquiry to the Office of the City Administrator (ADl\tI) and the 311 Customer Service Center. Please 
review the attached introduction form and letter of inquiry, which provides the Supervisor's request. 

The inquiry, in summary, concerns planned improvements or enhancements to San Francisco's 311 
system, particularly the 311 mobile app, and requests information on the following: 

1. Planned improvements to the app's interface and user experience 
2. Enhancements to request tracking and resident communication 
3. Potential integration with emergency alerts and other public safety systems 
4. Public engagement opportunities or timelines for upcoming changes 

Please contact Jessica Gutierrez Garcia, Jes ica.GutierrezGarcia@sfgov.org, Chief of Staff to 
Supervisor Mahmood, for any questions related to this request, and copy BO @sfgo .org on all 
communications to enable my office to track and close out this inquiry. Please provide your 
response no later than June 25, 2025. 

For questions pertaining to the administration of this inquiry, do not hesitate to contact me in the 
Office of the Clerk of the Board at (415) 554-5184. 

Very Truly Yours, 

1 ~~ a.c"~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

WN/JA 

City Hall • I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102 



6/11/2025 
Clerk to Act 
D5-311, ADM 
Page 2 of2 

Attachments: 
• Letter of Inquiry 
• Introduction Form 

Cc: Sophie Hayward, ADM, Sophie.Ha} :vard@sfgov.org 
Vivian Po, ADM, ivia.n.Po@sfgov.org 
Angela Yip, ADM, Angela. Yip@ fgov.org 
Amy Grant, 311, Arny.Grant@sfgo .org 
Carson Chin, 311, Carson.Chin@sfgov.org 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: SFHSA Sole Source for BOS Reporting (FY 24-25)
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:55:16 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
SFHSA - Sole Source Memo (FY 24-25).pdf
SFHSA - Sole Source Report (FY 24-25).xlsx

Hello,

Please see attached from the Human Services Agency, submitting Sole Source contracts for
Fiscal Year (FY) 2024-2025, in accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.24(3)(i).

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Garcia, Patrick (HSA) <patrick.garcia@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:23 PM
To: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kaplan, Daniel (HSA) <daniel.kaplan@sfgov.org>; Zapien, Esperanza (HSA)
<Esperanza.Zapien@sfgov.org>; Lau, Leslie (HSA) <leslie.lau1@sfgov.org>
Subject: SFHSA Sole Source for BOS Reporting (FY 24-25)
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Hello Eileen,
 
Please see attached for the Sole Source Contract information and memo from the
Human Services Agency.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Patrick Garcia
Senior Contract Manager
Office of Contract Management
E-Mail: Patrick.Garcia@SFgov.org
Office Phone: (415) 557-5597
Office Address: 1650 Mission St., 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103
www.SFHSA.org
 

 
           
 

~ SAN FRANCISCO 
~ HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 

D Win 

mailto:Patrick.Garcia@SFgov.org
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http://www.facebook.com/SFHumanServices
http://www.instagram.com/SFHumanServices
http://www.twitter.com/SFHumanServices
https://www.linkedin.com/company/city-and-county-of-san-francisco---human-services-agency
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Department of Benefits 
and Family Support 

Department of Disability 
and Aging Services 

Office of Early Care 
and Education 

 

P.O. Box 7988 
San Francisco, CA 
94120-7988 
www.SFHSA.org 

London Breed 
Mayor 

Trent Rhorer 
Executive Director 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  Clerk of the Board 
  Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Trent Rhorer 

Human Service Agency 
Executive Director 

 Esperanza Zapien 
Human Service Agency 
Director of Contracts  
 

DATE:  June 30, 2025 
 
RE: Submission of Sole Source 

Contract Activity 
 
Enclosed, please find the listing of sole source contract 
activity for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2025.  This 
submission is in accordance with the Sunshine Ordinance 
Section 67.24(e) (3) (i).   

 
If you have any questions about this information, 
please contact Esperanza Zapien, Contracts 
Director, at 557-5657 or 
Esperanza.Zapien@sfgov.org. 
 

 
 

Enclosure:  
1. SFHSA – Sole Source Report (FY 24-25) 

Docusign Envelope ID: 323B215C-8EFE-4D83-B7FF-29EDEFC343AF

Leslie Lau signing on 
behalf of Esperanza Zapien

~ SAN FRANCISCO 
~ HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 



Agency
Contract 
Number Description Contract Type Procurement Authority Admin Code Start Date End Date

Not-to-
Exceed 
Contract 
Authority 
Amount

Explanation of how the 
department has put into 
PeopleSoft and reported 
their "contracts entered 
into date" as stated in the 
Sunshine Ordinance

California State 
University-Fresno 
Foundation 1000032257

CCTA-BAA Child 
Welfare Staff 
Training 24-29

Professional 
Services and P-Form 
Contracts

For Professional Services Contracts 
That Have Not Been Competitively Bid 
And Where A Sole Source Waiver Has 
Been Approved

PROFSERV-
NOS 07/01/2024 06/30/2029 $15,892,580

Contracts are entered 
into PeopleSoft

Child And Family 
Policy Institute Of 
California 1000032686

59th County 
Funding for 
CalAim 
Implementation 
24-27

Professional 
Services and P-Form 
Contracts

For Professional Services Contracts 
That Have Not Been Competitively Bid 
And Where A Sole Source Waiver Has 
Been Approved

PROFSERV-
NOS 07/01/2024 06/30/2027 $14,992,977

Contracts are entered 
into PeopleSoft

Findhelp 1000034473

DAS Online 
Resource 
Directory 

Professional 
Services and P-Form 
Contracts

Chapter 21.30 software licenses, 
support, escrow, finance, equipment 
maintenance agreements, and content 
& data subscriptions 21.30 01/01/2025 06/30/2029 $9,498,500

Contracts are entered 
into PeopleSoft

Mobistream 
Solutions 1000034866

Secure Instant 
Messaging 
Licenses, 
Support, And 
Maintenance

Professional 
Services and P-Form 
Contracts

Chapter 21.30 software licenses, 
support, escrow, finance, equipment 
maintenance agreements, and content 
& data subscriptions 21.30 05/01/2025 04/30/2028 $2,054,169

Contracts are entered 
into PeopleSoft

San Francisco 
Unified School 
District 1000033502

School Of Origin 
Transportation 
To Foster Youth 
24-26

Professional 
Services and P-Form 
Contracts

Admin Code 21.04(A)(2)-Departments 
May Contract With Other Public 
Entities 21.04(A)(2) 07/01/2024 06/30/2026 $110,000

Contracts are entered 
into PeopleSoft



Swords To 
Plowshares 1000033584

Legal and 
Housing 
Assistance for 
Veterans with 
Mental Health 
Disabilities FY24-
26

Grant Contracts 
(City as Grantor, 
previously named 
‘Grants’)

Grant No Bid – compliance with 
law/contract/funding source 21G.3(a)(2) 07/01/2024 06/30/2026 $345,000

Contracts are entered 
into PeopleSoft



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS)
Subject: FW: Chapter 12i Civil Detainer Letter, January 1- June 30, 2025
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:29:00 PM
Attachments: 06-30-25 Jan-June 2025 SFJPD Semi-Annual 12i Report on Civil Detainers Zero Detainers.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the Semi-Annual 12i Report on civil detainers for the San Francisco Juvenile
Probation Department.

Thank you,

Eileen McHugh
Executive Assistant
Office of the Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org

From: Simona, Cristina (JUV) <cristina.simona@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:22 PM
To: Lurie, Daniel (MYR) <daniel.lurie@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>
Cc: Miller, Katherine (JUV) <katherine.miller@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Gabriel (JUV)
<gabe.calvillo@sfgov.org>
Subject: Chapter 12i Civil Detainer Letter, January 1- June 30, 2025

Dear Mayor Lurie and Ms. Calvillo,

Please find attached the Semi-Annual 12i Report on civil detainers for the San Francisco
Juvenile Probation Department for the time period January 1 – June 30, 2025.

Please feel free to reach out should you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Cristina

Cristina Simona (She/Her)
Executive Secretary III
San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department
City & County of San Francisco
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375 Woodside Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94127
Office: 415-753-7556
Work cell: 415-672-2663
cristina.simona@sfgov.org
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  JUVENILE PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

    
 
 

 

   

Katherine Weinstein Miller  DIRECT DIAL: (415) 753 - 7556 

Chief Probation Officer  EMAIL:  katherine.miller@sfgov.org                         

   

   

   
   

 

     
 375 WOODSIDE AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94127  
  (415) 753 – 7800     •   FAX: (415) 753 – 7715    

 

June 30, 2025 
 
 
The Honorable Mayor Daniel Lurie 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
c/o Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
 
re:  Semi-Annual Report on Civil Detainers and communications with Federal agency charged  

with enforcement of the Federal immigration law (City Ordinance 12i) 
 

Honorable Mayor Lurie and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors: 
 
This report is prepared and submitted by the Juvenile Probation Department in accordance with San Francisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 12i: Civil Immigration Detainers, Section 12i.5 Semi-Annual Report. The 
Department is pleased to report its compliance with the Civil Immigration Ordinance during   reporting period 
January 1, 2025, through June 30, 2025.    
 
Administrative Coded Section 12i.5 requires the Department to submit a report on a semiannual basis, as 
follows: 
 

(a) A description of all communications the Department made to the Federal agency charged with 
enforcement of the Federal immigrations law, including but not limited to the number of civil 
immigration detainers, notification requests, or other types of communications.  
 
SFJPD Response (a):  The Department  received 0 faxes from Department of Homeland Security – 
Immigration Detainer – Notice of Action DHS Form # I 247A.  

 

(b) A description of any communications the Department made to the Federal agency charged with 
enforcement of the Federal immigration law, including but not limited to any Department’s responses 
to inquires (sic) as described in subsection 12i.5 and the Department’s determination    of the 
applicability of Subsections 12i.3(b), 12i.3(d), and 12i.3(e).  
 
SFJPD Response (b): The Department made no communication to the Federal agency charged with 
enforcement of the Federal immigration law.    
 

 



SFJPD Semi-Annual 12i.5 Report 
June 30, 2025 

Page 2 of 2 
 

The following reflects SFJPD’s interactions with Federal Authorities responsible for the enforcement  of 
Federal immigration law. During the reporting period of January 1, 2025, through June 30, 2025: 

 
1. Number of Detentions solely on Civil Immigration Detainers = 0 
2. Rationale behind each civil immigration detainer = 0 
3. Communications: 

a)    Detainers received = 0  
        The Juvenile Probation Department received 0 Detainers during this reporting period. 
b) Notification Requests received = 0 

 
Applicability of 12i.3(d); 12i.3(b); and 12i.3(e) 
Juveniles adjudged as wards of the court pursuant to Section 602 of the Welfare and Institutions Code are 
handled as civil cases. These matters are generally not classified as convictions, even though the criminal 
conduct may be comparable to that committed by an adult. Therefore, as written, sections 12I.3(b), 12I.3 (d), 
and 12I.3 (e), would never apply to minors subject to juvenile court petitions, unless San Francisco adopted 
the same meaning of the term “Conviction” as applied in the California Trust Act, Section 7282 of the 
Government Code. State law with respect to standards for responding to United States Immigration            and  
Customs Enforcement Holds (ICE) in California states: “’Conviction’ shall have the same meaning as subdivision 
(d) of Section 667 of the Penal Code.’” Section 667(d)(3)(A-D) of the Penal Code states that a prior juvenile 
adjudication shall constitute a prior serious and/or violent felony conviction for purposes of sentence 
enhancement if: 
 

(A) The juvenile was 16-years old or older at the time he or she committed the prior offense. 
(B) The prior offense is listed in subdivision (b) of Section 707 of the Welfare and Institutions Code or 

described in paragraph (1) or (2) as a serious and/or violent felony. 
(C) The juvenile was sound to be a fit and proper subject to be dealt with under the juvenile court law. 
(D) The juvenile was adjudged a ward of the juvenile court within the meaning of Section 602 of the Welfare 

and Institutions Code because the person committed an offense listed in subdivision (b) of Section 707 if 
the Welfare and Institutions Code. 

 
The term “Conviction” would only apply if Section 12i explicitly includes juveniles in the definition of 
“Convicted” and/or clarifies the applicability of subsections 12i.3(d), 12i.3(b), and 12i.3(e) to include juveniles. 
Otherwise, those provisions would not be applicable to minors subject to juvenile court petitions. 
 
The SFJPD is available to answer any questions regarding its compliance with City Ordinance 12i.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Katherine Weinstein Miller 
Chief Probation Officer, Juvenile Probation 
 
C: Gabriel Calvillo, Assistant Chief Probation Officer 

 
 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: July 07, 2025 SFAC Full Commission Agenda Posted
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 12:49:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png

July_7_2025_Agenda_-_Full_Commission_Meeting.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached San Francisco Arts Commission’s Full Arts Commission meeting agenda
for July 7, 2025.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Dhaliwal, Manraj (ART) <manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 12:14 PM
Subject: July 07, 2025 SFAC Full Commission Agenda Posted

Hello,

The agenda for the Monday, July 7, 2025, Full Commission meeting has been posted:

Full Arts Commission Meeting | San Francisco (sf.gov)

Agenda

item 9

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:mehran.entezari@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/
mailto:manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org
https://www.sf.gov/meeting--july-7-2025--full-arts-commission-meeting
http://media.api.sf.gov/documents/July_7_2025_Agenda_-_Full_Commission_Meeting.pdf


Thank you,
Manraj
 
 

 

Manraj Dhaliwal 
Commission Secretary
Pronouns: he/him
Email: manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org 
Phone: 415-252-2247
Mobile: 415-940-1803

 
San Francisco Arts Commission
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325
San Francisco, CA 94102

www.sfartscommission.org

Newsletter | Flickr | LinkedIn | Facebook | Instagram | TikTok | Twitter | YouTube
 
The San Francisco Arts Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded
ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone. We affirm the sovereign rights of their
community as First Peoples and are committed to supporting the traditional and
contemporary evolution of the American Indian community and uplifting contemporary
indigenous voices and culture.

Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San
Francisco Arts Commission are public records and, as such, are subject to
the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this happens,
personal information such as personal emails, Social Security numbers and phone
numbers will be redacted.
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July 07, 2025, Full Commission Meeting Agenda  1 
San Francisco Arts Commission 

 

MEETING OF THE FULL ARTS COMMISSION 
 

Monday, July 7, 2025 
2 p.m. 

City Hall, Room 416 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

Agenda 
 

Members of the Commission will attend this meeting in person at the 
location listed above.   

Members of the public are invited to observe the meeting in person at the 
physical meeting location listed above or remotely online SFGovTV2. 
Members of the public attending the meeting in-person will have an 
opportunity to provide up to three minutes of public comment on every 
agenda item.   

Arts Commissioners: Charles Collins, President; Janine Shiota, Vice 
President; JD Beltran, J. Riccardo Benavides, Seth Brenzel, Patrick 
Carney, Suzie Ferras, Mahsa Hakimi, Yiying Lu, Nabiel Musleh, Jessica 
Rothschild, Marcus Shelby, Debra Walker, Lydia So, ex officio (non-voting) 

 
1. Call to Order, Roll Call, Agenda Changes, Land Acknowledgment 

1. Call to order 

2. Roll call / Confirmation of quorum 

3. Agenda Changes 

4. Ramaytush Ohlone Land Acknowledgement 

The San Francisco Arts Commission acknowledges that we are on the 
unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone who are the 
original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous 
stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the 

::,f dC san francisco 
,...... arts commission 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/camera/8?publish_id=47&autoplay=1&redirect=true
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San Francisco Arts Commission 

Ramaytush Ohlone have never ceded, lost nor forgotten their 
responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples 
who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, we recognize that we 
benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to 
pay our respects by acknowledging the ancestors, elders and relatives of 
the Ramaytush Community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First 
Peoples. As a department dedicated to promoting a diverse and equitable 
Arts and Culture environment in San Francisco, we are committed to 
supporting the traditional and contemporary evolution of the American 
Indian community. 
 

 
2. Approval of Minutes 

Discussion and Possible Action  
 

Discussion and possible action to approve June 2, 2025, Draft Minutes  
 

Presentation Time: Approximately 5 minutes 
 

Explanatory Document: June 2, 2025, Draft Minutes 
 

 
3. General Public Comment 

Discussion 
 

(This item is to allow members of the public to comment generally on 
matters within the Commission’s purview as well as to suggest new agenda 
items for the Commission’s consideration.)  
 
 
4. Director’s Report 
Discussion 
 
Current administrative, budgetary, legislative and programming 

developments and announcements. 

 

Staff Presenter: Director of Cultural Affairs Ralph Remington   

::,f dC san francisco 
,...... arts commission 
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Presentation Time: Approximately 10 minutes  
 
 

5. Committee Reports and Committee Matters 

 

1. Civic Design Committee – Debra Walker, Chair 

 
1. Civic Design Committee Report   

Discussion  
  

Presentation Time: Approximately 10 minutes  
  

Report from the Civic Design Committee regarding 
activities of the Committee and the Projects. 
 

 
2. Visual Arts Committee – Suzie Ferras, Chair  

 
1. Visual Arts Committee Report   

Discussion  
  

Presentation Time: Approximately 10 minutes  
  

Report from the Visual Arts Committee regarding 
activities of the Committee and the Program. 
 

 
 

6. Consent Calendar 

Discussion and possible action 
 

Presentation Time: Approximately 5 minutes 

The following items are included in the Consent Calendar subject to 
withdrawal at the request of a commissioner.  

1. Motion to approve the June 16, 2025, Civic Design Review 
Committee Meeting Minutes.  

::,f dC san francisco 
,...... arts commission 
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2. Motion to approve the June 18, 2025, Visual Arts Committee Meeting 
Minutes.  
 

Civic Design Review Committee Recommendations (June 16, 
2025, link to agenda) 

Action 

 
3. Motion to approve Phase 2 Review for Jackson Playground Renovation – 

Phase 2. 
 

Visual Arts Committee Recommendations (June 18, 2025, link to 
agenda) 

Action 
 

4. Motion to approve the West Field Campus Public Art Program Plan of 
Approach, including West Field Garage 2 (670), Cargo Building 
626.1, Cargo Building 720.1 and GSE 742. 

 

5. Motion to approve the conceptual design proposal Infinite Regress: 
Oro en Paz I and II by Eamon Ore-Giron for the Terminal 3 West 
Superhighway Integrated Wall Public Art Project, as recommended 
by the Artist Review Panel.  
 

6. Motion to authorize the Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into a 
contract with Eamon Ore-Giron (dba Lengua Inc.) for an amount not 
to exceed $1,000,000 for the design, fabrication, insurance, and 
consultation during installation of a mosaic tile artwork for the 
Terminal 3 West Superhighway Integrated Wall Public Art Project.  

7. Motion to approve the conceptual design proposal by Pae White for 
the Terminal 3 West Suspended Sculpture Public Art Project as 
recommended by the Artist Review Panel. 

8. Motion to authorize the Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into a 
contract with Pae White (dba Pae White Studio, Inc.) for an amount 
not to exceed $1,000,000 for the design, fabrication, insurance, and 
consultation during installation of an artwork for the Terminal 3 West 
Suspended Sculpture Public Art Project.  

::,f dC san francisco 
,...... arts commission 
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9. Motion to approve Vida Kuang, Bovey Lee, Mikael Gaspay, Amanda 
Phingbodhipakkiya, Monyee Chau, and Richard Lee as finalists for 
the Chinatown Public Health Center interior art wall opportunities, as 
recommended by the Artist Review Panel.  

 
10. Motion to approve Dave Young Kim, Sorell Raino-Tsui and Twin 

Walls Mural Company as finalists for the Chinatown Public Health 
Center exterior art wall opportunity, as recommended by the Artist 
Review Panel. 
 

11. Motion to approve the permanent installation of Glide Heart, an 
artwork by Jaz Cameron measuring 5 feet by 6 feet by 40 inches 
gifted to Glide Memorial Church from The San Francisco General 
Hospital Foundation’s Hearts in San Francisco program, to be 
installed in the sidewalk in front of Glide Memorial Church on Ellis 
Street. The sculpture is fabricated from resin and fiberglass with steel 
structural elements at specific stress points and the base is made of 
concrete and steel. Glide Memorial Church will be responsible for 
ongoing maintenance. The artwork will not become part of the Civic 
Art Collection.  
 

7. Adjournment 
Action 

 

Agenda posted 07/01/2025 11:20 a.m., md 

 

Notices 
 

The meetings of the San Francisco Arts Commission will be held in-person 
at City Hall Room 416, available to view on SFGovTV2, Comcast 
78/Astound 28 and AT&T Uverse 99.    
 

Agenda Item Information / Materials Available 

Each item on the agenda may include the following documents: 

1) Department or Agency or report; 
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2) Public correspondence; 

3) Other explanatory documents. 
 

Explanatory documents listed above, as well as documents created or 
distributed after the posting of this agenda to the Arts Commission will be 
available only electronically, please contact: Commission Secretary Manraj 
Dhaliwal at manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org or 415-252-2247. PLEASE NOTE: 
The Arts Commission often receives documents created or submitted by 
other City officials, agencies or departments after the posting of the Arts 
Commission agenda. For such documents or presentations, members of 
the public may wish to contact the originating agency if they seek 
documents not yet provided to the Arts Commission. 
 

Meeting Procedures 

1. Agenda items will normally be heard in order. Please note, that on 
occasion a special circumstance may necessitate that an agenda item be 
taken out of order. To ensure that an agenda item is not missed, it is 
advised to arrive at the beginning of the meeting. All agenda changes will 
be announced by the Chair at the top of the meeting. 
 

2. Public comment will be taken before or during the Committee’s 
consideration of each agenda item. Each speaker will be allowed to speak 
for the time allotted by the Chair at the top of the meeting or up to three (3) 
minutes. 
 

3. During General Public Comment, members of the public may address 
the Commissioners on matters that are within the Arts Commission’s 
jurisdiction and are not on the agenda. 
 

4. Persons who spoke during the public comment period at a meeting of 
the Arts Commission may supply a brief written summary of the comments 
to be included in the minutes if it is 150 words or less. The Arts 
Commission may reject the summary if it exceeds the prescribed word limit 
or is not an accurate summary of the speaker’s public comment. 

5. Persons unable to attend an Arts Commission meeting may submit 
correspondence to the Arts Commission in connection with an agenda 
item. The Commission Secretary will post these documents adjacent to the 
agenda if they are one page in length. If they are longer than one page, the 
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Arts Commission will make such documents available for public inspection 
and copying. Please note, correspondence submitted to the Arts 
Commission will NOT be read aloud during the meeting. Names and 
addresses included in these submittals will be public. Submittals may be 
made anonymously. Written comments pertaining to this meeting should be 
submitted to art-info@sfgov.org.  

Electronic Devices Prohibited 

The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers, and similar sound-producing 
electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting, except as necessary to 
participate remotely. The Chair may order the exclusion from participation 
of any person responsible for improper disruptions to this remote meeting. 
 

Disability Access 

To obtain a disability‐related modification or accommodation, including 
auxiliary aids or services, to participate in the meeting, please contact 
Manraj Dhaliwal at manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org or 415-252-2247, at least 48 
hours before the meeting, except for Monday meetings, for which the 
deadline is 4:00 p.m. the previous Friday. 
 

Archives Available 

A recording of this meeting will be available online, 48 hours after the 
meeting. 
 

Lobbyist Registration and Reporting Requirements 

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local 
legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco 
Lobbyist Ordinance (San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct 
Code sections 2.100-2.160) to register and report lobbying activity. For 
more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the Ethics 
Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102, 
telephone 415/252-3100, fax 415/252-3112 and http://www.sfethics.org/. 
 

Sunshine Ordinance 

Government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decision in full view of 
the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City 
and County exist to conduct the people’s business. This ordinance assures 
that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations 
are open to the people’s review. For more information on your rights under 

::,f dC san francisco 
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the Sunshine Ordinance or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact by 
mail to Administrator, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco CA 94102-4689; by phone at 
415-554 7724; by fax at 415-554 7854; or by email at sotf@sfgov.org. 
 

Citizens interested in obtaining a free copy of the Sunshine Ordinance can 
request a copy from by printing Chapter 67 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code on the Internet, http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine/ 
 

Accessibility Meeting Policy 

Per the American Disabilities Act and the Language Access Ordinance, 
Chinese, Spanish, and/or American Sign Language interpreters will be 
available upon request. Additionally, every effort will be made to provide a 
sound enhancement system, meeting materials in alternative formats, 
and/or a reader. Minutes may be translated after they have been adopted 
by the Commission. For all these requests, please contact Commission 
Secretary Manraj Dhaliwal at least 48 hours before the meeting at 415-252-
2247, manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org. Late requests will be honored if 
possible. The meeting room is wheelchair accessible. 
 

利便参與會議的相關規定 

根據美國殘疾人士法案和語言服務條例，中文、西班牙語、和/或美國手語翻
譯人員在收到要求後將會提供翻譯服務。另外，我們將盡力提供擴音設備。

同時也將會提供不同格式的會議資料， 和/或者提供閱讀器。此外，翻譯版

本的會議記錄可在委員會通過後提供。上述的要求，請於會議前最少48小時
致電415-252-2247向 Manraj Dhaliwal, manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org 提出。
逾期提出的請求，若可能的話，亦會被考慮接納。聽證室設有輪椅通道。 

 

POLITICA DE ACCESO A LA REUNIÓN 

De acuerdo con la Ley sobre Estadounidenses con Discapacidades 
(American Disabilities Act) y la Ordenanza de Acceso a Idiomas (Language 
Access Ordinance) intérpretes de chino, español, y lenguaje de señas 
estarán disponibles de ser requeridos. En adición, se hará todo el esfuerzo 
posible para proveer un sistema mejoramiento de sonido, materiales de la 
reunión en formatos alternativos, y/o proveer un leedor. Las minutas 
podrán ser traducidas luego de ser aprobadas por la Comisión. Para 
solicitar estos servicios, favor contactar a Commission Secretary, Manraj 

::,f dC san francisco 
,...... arts commission 
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Dhaliwal, por lo menos 48 horas antes de la reunión al 415-252-2247, 
manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org. Las solicitudes tardías serán consideradas de 
ser posible. La sala de audiencia es accesible a silla de ruedas. 
 

Patakaran para sa pag-access ng mga Miting 

Ayon sa batas ng American Disabilities Act at ng Language Access 
Ordinance, maaring mag-request ng mga tagapagsalin wika sa salitang 
Tsino, Espanyol at/o sa may kapansanan pandinig sa American Sign 
Language. Bukod pa dito, sisikapin gawan ng paraan na makapaglaan ng 
gamit upang lalong pabutihin ang inyong pakikinig, maibahagi ang mga 
kaganapan ng miting sa iba't ibang anyo, at/o isang tagapagbasa. Ang mga 
kaganapan ng miting ay maaring isalin sa ibang wika matapos ito ay 
aprobahan ng komisyon. Sa mga ganitong uri ng kahilingan, mangyari po 
lamang makipag ugnayan kay Commission Secretary Manraj Dhaliwal sa 
415-252-2247, manraj.dhaliwal@sfgov.org. Magbigay po lamang ng hindi 
bababa sa 48 oras na abiso bago ng miting. Kung maari, ang mga late na 
hiling ay posibleng tanggapin. Ang silid ng pagpupulungan ay accessible sa 
mga naka wheelchair. 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);

Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 125 Letters Regarding File No. 250609
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:24:05 PM
Attachments: 125 Letters Regarding File No. 250609.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 125 letters regarding File No. 250609:

                Ordinance authorizing the City to reallocate approximately $34,777,000 in prior appropriated
revenue and unappropriated earned interest within the Our City, Our Home (“OCOH”) Fund, to allow
the City to use revenues from the Homelessness Gross Receipts Tax through Fiscal Year (FY) 2026-
2027 for certain types of services to address homelessness, notwithstanding the expenditure
percentages set forth in Business and Tax Regulations Code, Section 2810; where future revenue and
interest to the OCOH Fund exceeds amounts appropriated in the adopted budget for fiscal years
2025-2026 and 2026-2027, authorizing the City to expend up to $19,100,000 of such additional
revenues and interest deposited on any programs to address homelessness as described in Business
and Tax Regulations Code, Section 2810, without regard to the expenditure percentages in that
section; temporarily suspending the limit on funding for short-term rental subsidies; and finding that
these reallocations are necessary to achieve the purposes of the Our City, Our Home Fund pursuant
to Business and Tax Regulations Code, Section 2811.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bunny McFadden
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:04:38 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Bunny McFadden 
residue.wooden0h@icloud.com 
667 Fell st 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Julien Ball
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:04:46 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Julien Ball 
julienball@hotmail.com 
10 Lundys ln 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Nayeli Maxson Velazquez
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Please Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609!
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:04:53 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Nayeli Maxson Velazquez 
nayelimax@gmail.com 
474 sanchez st 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Eric Mar
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:04:53 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Eric Mar 
emailericmar@gmail.com 
825 La Playa St, #130 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Elana Waite
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:04:55 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Elana Waite 
bedlington12@gmail.com 
620 Jones Street 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Karl Dray
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Please Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:03 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Karl Dray 
dsasf@karldray.com 
2141 26th St Unit 202 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Margaret Hodges
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:05 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Margaret Hodges 
mmhodges22@gmail.com 
615A Precita Ave 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Scarlett Bush
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:11 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Scarlett Bush 
scraffyscarlett@gmail.com 
3110 Clay St, Apt 8 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Brandon Schow
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:15 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Brandon Schow 
b.m.schow@gmail.com 
1864 Fell St 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ceci H
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:21 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
CH

P.S. - you should be more like Zoran Mamdani. He actually cares about the people he’s
campaigning to represent, that’s why he beat old-money Cuomo in the primaries.
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Ceci H 
prettypatties144@gmail.com 
2676 Great Hwy 
San francisco, California Ca



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Santiago Melli-Huber
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:22 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Santiago Melli-Huber 
santiago.mellihuber@gmail.com 
841 Diamond Street 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tuesday Rose Thornton
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:32 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisors:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Tuesday Rose Thornton

Tuesday Rose Thornton 
tuesers@gmail.com 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bradley Craddock
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:05:56 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Bradley Craddock 
feild.signup@gmail.com 
752 Spruce St. APT 2 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Joshua Herbert
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:06:14 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

Good day. I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File
No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Joshua Herbert

Joshua Herbert 
joshuaherbert@protonmail.com 
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190 7th St Apt 6 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Will Calhoun
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:06:37 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Will Calhoun

Will Calhoun 
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calhoun72@gmail.com 
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San Francisco, California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jeremiah Currier
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:06:48 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Jeremiah Currier 
jeremiah.currier@gmail.com 
1758 47th Ave 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ryan Miller
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:06:49 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Ryan Miller 
worthlesssciejtist@gmail.com 
2950 22nd St 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Firas Abu-Sneneh
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:06:51 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Firas Abu-Sneneh 
fabusneneh@gmail.com 
36A Gladys Street 
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mailto:fabusneneh@gmail.com
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jeremiah Currier
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:06:53 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Jeremiah Currier 
jeremiah.currier@gmail.com 
1758 47th Ave 
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San Francisco, California 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Martha Hawthorne
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:07:00 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Martha Hawthorne 
martha222@gmail.com 
8, Putnam St 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Joseph Wang
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please Utterly Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:10:40 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

As one of your humble neighbors in our city, I am writing to strongly urge you to please reject
Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City
Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major deviation and a stark departure from the provisions of Prop C. Indeed, voters
specifically required a supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to
Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' clear and deliberate
safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your kind and thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,

Joseph Wang 
joew10@yahoo.com 
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1087 Capitol Ave 
San Francisco , California 94112



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Richard Sullivan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:10:41 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Richard Sullivan 
richardsullivan6734@gmail.com 
55 Laguna Street, #223 
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San Francisco, California 94102



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kate Langlois
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:11:09 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Kate Langlois 
katelangart@gmail.com 
1486 35th ave 
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San Francisco, California 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Helen Ung
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:13:46 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Helen Ung 
uhelen94@gmail.com 
54 Terra Vista Ave Apt 3 
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San Francisco, California 94115



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sara Miles
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:14:32 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisors,

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

This is a major departure from the provisions we passed with Prop C. Voters specifically
required a supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C
allocations, and reverses the protections we built in to keep funding from being politicized.

This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a precedent that puts the integrity of
all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as
the citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power –please do not
give away the ability to do so. We need you to uphold the democratic process, and to respect
the will of the voters.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Sara Miles 
sara@saramiles.net 
824 Shotwell Street 
San Francisco, California 94110
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Regina Islas
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:15:56 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Regina Islas 
regina.islas@gmail.com 
105 Lake St, Apt 12 

I 

mailto:regina.islas@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


San Francisco, California 94118



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: David Pratt
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:16:49 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
David Pratt

P.S. Mayor Lurie - the only reason I even ranked you was to make sure the crypto-Republican
didn’t get in. Don’t fool yourself into thinking you have an actual constituency who will support
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you beyond your billionaire friends. Nobody actually likes you, especially if you keep doing
stuff like this

David Pratt 
dmpratt52@gmail.com 
81 Gates St 
San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Heidi Petersen
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:16:55 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

Giving away your power to help build homes in the city harms constituents and goes against
the will of the voters. We need public housing, if you choose to give away the money gotta
allocated for that, that's on you. If you choose to make it just another slush fund & regulatory
burden & weird tax...then you're breaking the system and teaching people not to trust SF
government.

I went door to door campaigning for this. I've seen the money wasted & given to cops. This
would fully corrupt it.

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
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and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Heidi Petersen 
heidipetersen@gmail.com 
1341 McAllister 
San Francisco , California 94115



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Mike Pincus
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:17:39 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

Every person who has dealt with homelessness- the unhoused, service providers, organizers
and more - will state flat-out that shelters are no solution to homelessness and may indeed
worsen the lives of the unhoused.

Yet the mayor’s approach to homelessness is more shelters and fewer facilities for the
unhoused. Forcing RVs off the street and forcing their owners into facilities that offer no
privacy, that strip away possessions and human dignity, and that subject people to personal
violence and theft is an affront to the San Francisco we know and love.

I strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No. 250609) associated
with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
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and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Mike Pincus 
mapincus@gmail.com 
508 Andover 
San Francisco , California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kurt Lutter
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:18:34 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Kurt Lutter 
kjlutter@gmail.com 
156 Lombard St., Apt 22 
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San Francisco, California 941111



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tira Sims
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:19:54 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Tira Sims 
tirasims@gmail.com 
950 Duncan Street, E105 
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San Francisco, California 94131



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Cheryl Meeker
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:20:35 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

Please do not undermine what we San Francisco voters worked so hard to pass at the ballot
box.

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
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Cheryl Meeker 
cherylmeeker@gmail.com 
1296 Haight St Apt 28 
San Francisco , California 94117



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Josh Zeier
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:21:11 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Josh Zeier 
jdzeier@gmail.com 
103 Crescent Ave Apt 5 
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Benji Reade Malagueño
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:21:35 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Benji

Benji Reade Malagueño 
benjilrm@gmail.com 

I 

mailto:benjilrm@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


527 Dolores St 
San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Cece M
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:22:10 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Cece M 
cece4maybe@gmail.com 
527 Union Street CA 

I 
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San Francisco, California 94133



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ashley Risso
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:27:43 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor Fielder & Mayor Laurie,

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Ashley Risso

Ashley Risso 
ashleyrisso@gmail.com 
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1587 15th St, Apt 502 
San Francisco, California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Daniel Carniaux
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:27:45 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Daniel Carniaux 
carniauxd@gmail.com 
463 Castro, APT B 
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mailto:carniauxd@gmail.com
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San Francisco, California 94114



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bailey Hudson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:28:45 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Bailey Hudson

Bailey Hudson 
baileyehudson12@gmail.com 
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mailto:baileyehudson12@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org


191 Frederick St, 33 
San Francisco, California 94117



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mary Therese
To: Chen, Chyanne (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Stop Mayoral Power Grab!
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:29:37 PM

 

Dear Supervisors Chen, Melgar, and Mahmood :

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing
legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home
(2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code
Section 2811, the Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future
revenues that will be deposited in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-
27, after addressing the specified costs required under subsections 2810(b)
(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or prevent
homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D),
notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations that would otherwise
apply, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically
required a supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to
Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate
safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous
versions of Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the
voters and puts the integrity of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor
must honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process
protected in the San Francisco Charter.

I call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C and reject
this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
MT Snyder
San Francisco Resident
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Michael Johnson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:31:05 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
J. Michael Johnson, J.D.

Michael Johnson 
michael.johnson.jd@gmail.com 
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mailto:michael.johnson.jd@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


129 Julian Ave, Apt 1 
San Francisco, California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Aaron Keller
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:36:49 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Aaron Keller 
aaronkell98@gmail.com 
48 Porter Street 
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ezra Teshome
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:38:42 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Ezra Teshome 
ezratea@gmail.com 
3253 Ettie street, 4 
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mailto:ezratea@gmail.com
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Oakland, California 94608



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Martinlangdonisi1966@yahoo.com
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:40:37 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Tai

Martinlangdonisi1966@yahoo.com 
1000 market st 
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San Francisco , California 94102



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sabrina Gutierrez
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:42:11 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Sabrina

Sabrina Gutierrez 
sabburner00@gmail.com 
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205 16TH AVE 
San Francisco, California 94118



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Eliza Mcgowen
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:47:41 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Eliza Mcgowen 
elizamcgowen@gmail.com 
1725 Noe st 
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mailto:elizamcgowen@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org


San Francisco, California 94131



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Rishav Rout
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:48:09 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Rishav Rout

Rishav Rout 
rout.rishav@gmail.com 

I 
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1075 Valencia St, Apt 1 
San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Iskandar Kourkjian-Mowad
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:50:23 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

As a San Francisco resident, and one in a neighborhood where the impact of our city's
housing disparity is most apparent (greetings from SoMa!), I am writing to strongly urge you to
reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C,
Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Iskandar Kourkjian-Mowad
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Iskandar Kourkjian-Mowad 
iskandar.kourkjian.mowad@gmail.com 
223 9th St 
San Francisco , California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Don Ino
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:53:06 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Don Ino 
sfino7@yahoo.com 
551 36th Avenue 
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San Francisco , California 94121



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Carlos Ciudad-Real
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:56:38 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Carlos Ciudad-Real 
cmciudadreal@gmail.com 
1222 Harrison St, Apt 1203 
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San Francisco, California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Meg Conway
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:00:47 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Meg Conway 
megshereletsgo@gmail.com 
726 2nd Ln 
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South San Francisco, California 94080-2401



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Yves Chu
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:01:01 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Yves Chu 
yveschu22@gmail.com 
75 Gough St, Apt 22 
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San Francisco , California 94102



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sara Schumacher
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:07:21 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Sara Schumacher 
sjbschumacher@gmail.com 
21 Mercedes Way 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Swetha Pottam
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:20:33 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

Hi I am a resident of San Francisco and I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4
from the trailing legislation (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our
Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Respect the will of the voters and please uphold
the democratic process. This country is really going through a lot right now when it comes to
democracy and immigration and housing and climate crisis. Just try to do good here please
and reject Section 4.

Sincerely,
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Swetha Pottam 
swetha.pottam@gmail.com 
3931 Mission St. 
San Francisco, California 94112



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Dana Delos Santos
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:23:00 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Dana Delos Santos

Dana Delos Santos 
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dana.d.santos@gmail.com 
3605 Irving St 
San Francisco, California 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tim Galbreath
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:29:07 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Tim Galbreath

Tim Galbreath 
timgalbreath27@gmail.com 
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1626 Ulloa St 
San Francisco , California 94116



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Adam Whitman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:31:28 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Adam Whitman 
adamiwhitman@gmail.com 
2555 Market St 
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San Francisco, California 94114



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Christopher Mika
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:32:38 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Christopher Mika 
mika.christopher@gmail.com 
Geary St 
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San Francisco, California 94109



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Michela Garber
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:43:42 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Michela Garber

Michela Garber 
garber.micha@gmail.com 
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1246A 9th Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kevin Darling
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:00:36 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Kevin Darling 
kevin.darling@protonmail.com 
265 linden street 
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San Francisco , California 94102



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Meg Johnson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:07:46 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Meg Johnson 
megjohnson510@gmail.com 
2315 Bush street #6 
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San Francisco, California 94115



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: anabell ibanez
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:12:51 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

anabell ibanez 
ibaneza02@gmail.com 
335 Arbor Street 
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San Francisco, California 94131



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Rachel Ellenberger
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:32:23 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Rachel Ellenberger

Rachel Ellenberger 
rachel.ellenberger@students.dominican.edu 

I 

mailto:rachel.ellenberger@students.dominican.edu
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org


767 4th Ave 
San Francisco, California 94118



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Dominic Ryan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:36:01 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Dominic Ryan 
dominicmr@gmail.com 
1300 Irving Street 
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San Francisco , California 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sasha Perigo
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:48:36 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Sasha Perigo 
sasha.perigo@gmail.com 
716 Dolores St 

I 

mailto:sasha.perigo@gmail.com
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Shannon Mau
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:51:26 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Shannon Mau 
808hifiveo808@gmail.com 
1415 San Bruno Ave 
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Raya Steier
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 9:10:53 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Raya Steier 
sarkar.raya@gmail.com 
1723 Holloway avenue 
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San Francisco , California 94132



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Maurice McMillian
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 9:15:36 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Maurice McMillian 
kuroshinu@gmail.com 
240 St. Joseph’s Ave. Apt. 110 

I 
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San Francisco, California 94115



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Eli Darby
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 9:34:10 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Eli Darby 
elidarbs19@gmail.com 
681 3rd Avenue 
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San Francisco, California 94118



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jordan Whiteley
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 9:40:04 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Jordan Whiteley 
thejordanwhiteley@gmail.com 
25 Joost Ave 
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mailto:thejordanwhiteley@gmail.com
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San Francisco, California 94131



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Gaelan Spor
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 10:02:39 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

As a San Francisco resident I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the
trailing legislation (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Gaelan Spor 
gaelanmckeown@gmail.com 
76 Alpha Street 
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mailto:gaelanmckeown@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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San Francisco, California 94134



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alex Perrotti
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 10:08:21 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Alex Perrotti

Alex Perrotti 
alexperrotti@gmail.com 
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175 Red Rock Way, K306 
San Francisco, CA, California 94131



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Florence Ives
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 10:45:25 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Florence Ives

Florence Ives 
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florence.e.ives@gmail.com 
1225 Yosemite Dr 
Chico, California 95928



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lynda Berg
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 10:47:33 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Lynda Berg 
lynda.berg15@gmail.com 
1357 Natoma St 

I 

mailto:lynda.berg15@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


San Francisco , California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Hans Ege Wenger
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 11:01:36 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am an S.F. resident writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation
(File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Hans Ege Wenger 
hegwe01@gmail.com 
1363 7th Ave, Apt 3 
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mailto:hegwe01@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


San Francisco, California 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Rick Hauptman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 11:48:55 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisors:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Rick Hauptman

Rick Hauptman 
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mailto:rbhauptman@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


rbhauptman@yahoo.com 
4104 24TH ST # 955 
San Francisco, California 94114-3615



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Joshua Black
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 3:42:53 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Joshua Black 
drmoonlight@gmail.com 
349 Molimo Dr. 
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San Francisco, California 94127



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Haley Mulligan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 4:35:06 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Haley Mulligan 
haley_mulligan@yahoo.com 
642 Alvarado St 
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San Francisco, California 94114



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Stella Lochman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 6:33:31 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Stella Lochman 
stella.lochman@gmail.com 
323 GUERRERO ST 
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SAN FRANCISCO, California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tori Lanterman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:20:17 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Tori Lanterman

Tori Lanterman 
rigatori@gmail.com 
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780 Dartmouth 
San Francisco , California 94134



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Rebecca Teague
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:21:14 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

Please!!! I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File
No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Teague 
rebeccaphotography@gmail.com 
178 Linda St 
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kristina Melendez
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:38:51 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Kristina Melendez

Kristina Melendez 
kristina.inez@gmail.com 
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26 Kingston Street 
San Francisco, California 94110



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rebecca Jackson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Keep Your Power - Supermajority Matters
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:41:13 AM

 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing
legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our
Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations
Code Section 2811, the Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to
expend future revenues that will be deposited in the OCOH Fund
through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs
required under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of
the eligible programs to address or prevent homelessness as
described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject
to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically
required a supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any
changes to Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this legislation weakens the
voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple
majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from
previous versions of Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines
the will of the voters and puts the integrity of citizen initiatives at risk. The
Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen
initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
such as Community Forward SF and reject this section of the trailing
legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
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mailto:rebecca.jackson@communityforwardsf.org
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Rebecca Jackson (she/her/hers)
VP of Reentry & Public Affairs
Office: 415 223 1427

Support our work with a tax-deductible donation → 

https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https://www.facebook.com/communityforwardsf___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzphMjJjMGFiZTM0NzViY2Y3ODllYWNlYjhkMmE4MTg2Yjo3OmFiYmI6MTg3OWJkMDI2NDYxMmMzMzgwMDM0YjYxNWNiYTRlZjk1NzgwMDkxMTNiN2U4NDM0Y2I3MmQ0ODVmY2Q2MWIzYjpoOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https://www.instagram.com/communityforwardsf/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzphMjJjMGFiZTM0NzViY2Y3ODllYWNlYjhkMmE4MTg2Yjo3OmE3YzQ6MjI1YTUzNDBiMWJkZmRlZTA2ZDU0Y2FjZTlhNmVhNzVhYWFiNTE0MmY0MTM2NmU5MThhYmQ5OGMzMDZhNWQ3YTpoOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https://twitter.com/cmty_forward?lang=en___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzphMjJjMGFiZTM0NzViY2Y3ODllYWNlYjhkMmE4MTg2Yjo3OjJiMmE6OWJkM2UwNTUyMmU4NTdiNGQ5YWRiODA5YjU0ZDUwZjNjZTQwYzM4YWQ2ZTUxNjJlYzgzOTJlYWY4MGQ2NTZlODpoOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https://www.linkedin.com/company/communityforwardsf/mycompany/verification/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzphMjJjMGFiZTM0NzViY2Y3ODllYWNlYjhkMmE4MTg2Yjo3OmVkOGQ6YWVjY2EzZjZiMjBjNTM3NzliYjgyMmEyNzYzNzJlODNkOTg5YzZjZTIzYzc2NmQyYmM2Y2MxMGI1ZWU4ZDg2ZDpoOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https://secure.givelively.org/donate/community-awareness-and-treatment-services___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzphMjJjMGFiZTM0NzViY2Y3ODllYWNlYjhkMmE4MTg2Yjo3OmRlOTU6OTQ3NGFkY2RmZTI3MGNkODEyYTRkOTAxNzlmNjA2NzQxMWJmZDljODAxNjU4NjE2NmJlYTNhN2NlYmI0ZDE1YzpoOlQ6Tg


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Marion Wellington
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 8:52:42 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Marion Wellington 
marionwellingtonf@gmail.com 
2272 Bryant Street 
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Simone Baggetto
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 9:10:55 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s): 
I live in the Richmond district. I am increasingly scared of the threats to our democracy on the
federal level as well as the local level.

Please reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No. 250609) associated with
Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is goes against the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a supermajority of
the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this
legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a
simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. Right now more
than ever, democrats need to hold strong in upholding democracy where we can.
Authoritarianism is on the rise. So please protect our democracy, and to respect the will of the
voters and proponents of Prop C and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for reading this.

Sincerely, 
Simone
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Simone Baggetto 
sbaggetto@gmail.com 
2674 McAllister St 
San Francisco, California 94118



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From:Small Business Forward
To:Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject:Please Uphold Voter"s Mandate
Date:Monday, June 30, 2025 2:51:21 PM
Attachments:Supervisors Prop C letter.pdf

 

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the attached letter from Small Business Forward regarding the preservation of
Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our
City Our Home (2018).

Many thanks,

smallbusinessforward.org

■ 
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Dear Supervisors: 
 
On behalf of Small Business Forward, a group representing hundreds of small business owners 
and workers in San Francisco, we strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing 
legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018): 
 
Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the Board 
of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in the OCOH 
Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required under 
subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or prevent 
homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the specific 
percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of 
Supervisors by appropriation. 
 
This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a 
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations. 
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation 
with only a simple majority vote. 
 
The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of 
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity of 
citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as the 
citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter. 
 
We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C such as <<our org>> 
and reject this section of the trailing legislation. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Small Business Forward Board Steering Committee  
Nicholas Parker, Owner Mercury Cafe,  
Christin Evans, Co-owner Booksmith and Alembic,  
Yolanda Porrata, Owner VERA Skin Studio,  
Justin Dolezal, Co-owner Bar Part Time, 
Gwen McLaughlin, Small Business Forward Coordinator 

Small Business Forward 



 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Anne Bluethenthal
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please preserve Prop C, Our City Our Home funding!!
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 6:51:09 AM

 

Dear Supervisors:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited
in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs
required under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible
programs to address or prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-
(D), notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply,
subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity
of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well
as the citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C such as <<our org>>
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Anne Bluethenthal
Lead Artist, ABD / Skywatchers
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https://vimeo.com/793936949___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE
6bzpiMmUxYjJmZGNiMzA0NzI4N2NmYmIyNjU0NTI5ODhiNTo3OmM0NzI6NDA0ZTc5
MGRhODUzNDc5MzMwYzQ5MWM5ODZiZWFjZmUzYmNlMzBhZGY2MDY4YjMxOD
c4MWJhZDZlZWYzZTVjZDp0OlQ6Tg

"we are many and they are few ... Another world is coming …" Arundhati Roy 

“Our only hope for our collective liberation is a politics of deep solidarity rooted in love.” 

mailto:abdprod@me.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


- Michele Alexander

"The function of art is to do more than tell it like it is – it’s to imagine what is possible."
– bell hooks



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: SHIBA BANDEEBA
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Protect Prop. C Funds
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 11:13:31 AM

 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors, 

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File No. 250609)
associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the Board
of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in the
OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required under
subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board
of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a supermajority
of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this
legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple
majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of Prop C
trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity of citizen
initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen
initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C reject this section of the
trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

-- 
Shiba Bandeeba, M.A, M.Ed
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers
Email: shibabandeeba@gmail.com 
Phone: (818)-987-9121 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Claire Lau
To: Chen, Chyanne (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Chin, Linshao (BOS); Prager, Jackie (BOS)
Subject: Save Prop C Integrity!
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 2:24:27 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Chen,

I am writing on behalf of the Chinese Progressive Association to strongly urge you to reject
Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our
City Our Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be
deposited in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified
costs required under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible
programs to address or prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)
(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations that would otherwise
apply, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity
of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well
as the citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C such as the Chinese
Progressive Association and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Claire Lau 

Deputy Political Director
Pronouns she/her
Chinese Progressive Association 華人進步會
1020 Kearny Street, San Francisco CA 94133

I 

mailto:claire@cpasf.org
mailto:chyanne.chen@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:linshao.chin@sfgov.org
mailto:jackie.prager@sfgov.org




 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Claire Lau
To: Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); MahmoodStaff; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Save Prop C Integrity!
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 2:26:04 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Mahmood,

I am writing on behalf of the Chinese Progressive Association to strongly urge you to reject
Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our
City Our Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be
deposited in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified
costs required under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible
programs to address or prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)
(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations that would otherwise
apply, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity
of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well
as the citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C such as the Chinese
Progressive Association and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Claire Lau 

Deputy Political Director
Pronouns she/her
Chinese Progressive Association 華人進步會
1020 Kearny Street, San Francisco CA 94133
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: dave
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
Subject: honor the will of SF voters and reject Section 4
Date: Saturday, June 28, 2025 6:37:42 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Mandelman:

I am a constituent in Glen Park (zip code 94131), writing to strongly urge you to carry
out to will of San Francisco voters and reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File
No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811,
the Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be
deposited in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the
specified costs required under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of
the eligible programs to address or prevent homelessness as described in
subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations
that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by
appropriation.

Voters specifically required a supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any
changes to Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate
safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple majority vote.

Removing the supermajority requirement will not only undermine the will of the voters,
it'll also put the integrity of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor
the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

I'm calling on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C and reject
this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Dave Madden

---
Subscribe to Shenny, my free inbox magazine sent each fortnight.
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From: Martha Bridegam
To: Cheyanne.Chen@sfgov.org; Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please protect the intended housing provisions of Prop. C
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 11:27:34 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisors:

My husband and I worked as campaign volunteers for Proposition C, "Our
City, Our Home," in order to create more *housing* for people who might
otherwise be stuck in the vicious circles of homelessness.

We understood that we were working for a measure help people to *escape*
from homelessness into the greater dignity and legal protections of
subsidized tenancy. We very definitely were NOT working to trap even
more people inside of San Francisco's demeaning, life-eroding
homelessness management system.

I'm informed that Mayor Lurie and far too many of the Supervisors are
now trying to abrogate the terms of the law that we worked to pass.
Reportedly they now want to divert the Proposition C housing funding
into funding for shelter beds.

Taking away that housing money to expand the shelter system is both
morally wrong and contrary to the intention of the law passed by the voters.

Please consider that, if you expand the shelter system instead of
expanding subsidized housing, you are intentionally choosing to treat a
larger percentage of San Franciscans as clients to be supervised under
rules that reduce their rights -- not as fully free legal persons who
have the full legal rights of tenants, who are entitled to decent living
conditions, privacy, personal autonomy and respect.

An expanded shelter system segregates its inmates into a "lite-rights"
state of exception where they are subject to more scrutiny and
intrusion, they are inevitably exposed to both petty and major abuses of
power by underpaid, undertrained, under-supervised staff, and overall
they are denied full membership in the larger society.

If you are willing to know what kind of shrunken lives you would be
condemning more San Franciscans to endure, I assume you can ask the
staff and attorneys with the Eviction Defense Collaborative who work
with the Shelter Grievance Program. I guarantee you they have seen more
preventable misery in this town than anyone should see, let alone endure.

Even worse, an expanded shelter system would in part be used in the
city's unjust enclosure campaign against families and individuals who
until now have maintained their privacy, independence, dignity and
safety by living in RVs -- who the Mayor is now proposing to deprive of
their vehicular homes.

mailto:mbridegam@sonic.net
mailto:Cheyanne.Chen@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:bilal.mahmood@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


It would be nice to think that you have more respect for your
constituents and voters than that.

Institutional tutelage is not the best choice for San Francisco's
approach to our housing affordability problems, especially when we are
all facing alarming national-level intrusions on individuals' rights,
freedoms and dignity.

Please do not authorize this misuse of Prop. C funds.

Thank you,

Martha Bridegam



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Richard Yan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 5:10:40 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity
of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as
the citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C and reject this
section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Richard 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Harlo Pippenger
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 5:29:28 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity
of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as
the citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C and reject this
section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Harlo 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jason Kruta
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 6:06:20 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Jason Kruta

Jason Kruta 
jpkruta@gmail.com 
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712 Arguello Blvd 
San Francisco, California 94118



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Julien Ball
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 6:16:16 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Julien Ball 
julienball@hotmail.com 
10 Lundys ln 
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san Francisco , California 94110



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Herbert F Mintz II
To: Chen, Chyanne (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: I urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No. 250609)
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 9:51:21 AM

 

Good morning San Francisco Supervisors,

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the Board
of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in the
OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required under
subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or prevent
homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the specific
percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity
of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well
as the citizen initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C such as <<our org>>
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Herbert F. Mintz II
1045 Santiago Street, 94116

I 

mailto:sflronline@gmail.com
mailto:chyanne.chen@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:bilal.mahmood@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jes Distad
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 11:48:28 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Jes Distad 
jes.distad@gmail.com 
1418 Leavenworth Street, Apt 2 
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San Francisco, California 94109



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Hamsavardhini Thirunarayanan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 11:48:31 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Hamsavardhini Thirunarayanan 
nitanu32@gmail.com 
809 Cortez Lane 
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Foster City, California 94404



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: akeylah hernández
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 12:57:16 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

akeylah (they/them) hernández 
hernandezakeylah@gmail.com 
1650 Rivera st 
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San Francisco , California 94116



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sloka Krishnan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 1:09:38 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Sloka Krishnan 
slokakrishnan@gmail.com 
37 STATES ST APT 2 
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San Francisco, California 94114



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Walter Mangandi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 1:22:07 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Walter Mangandi 
wmangandi@gmail.com 
2558 39th Ave 
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San Francisco, California 94116



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jeff May
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:08:42 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Jeff May 
jeff.n.may@gmail.com 
263 Arch St 
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Dan Francisco, California 94132



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Anna Berg
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:32:03 AM
Attachments: PropCSupermajorityLetterJuly2025.docx

 

Hello Supervisors:

Please accept the attached letter documenting our ask that you reject Section 4 from the
trailing legislation associated with Prop C.  We are very concerned about the precedent this
may set to overturn the will of San Francisco voters and diminish the importance of the Board
of Supervisors to assist residents in these important matters.

Thank you,
Anna Berg on behalf of the Harm Reduction Therapy Center (HRTC)
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Dear Board of Supervisors: 
 
I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation  (File No. 250609) 
associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018): 
 

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the Board of 
Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in the OCOH 
Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required under subsections 
2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or prevent homelessness 
as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations 
that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation. 

 
This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a supermajority of 
the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this legislation 
weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple majority vote.  As a 
small business and service provider in San Francisco, HRTC is increasingly concerned about moves 
away from voter-approved measures and the voices of San Francisco residents and businesses. 
 
The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of Prop C 
trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and puts the integrity of citizen 
initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen 
initiative process protected in the San Francisco Charter. 
 
We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C and reject this section of the 
trailing legislation. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anna Berg, LCSW 
Clinical Program Director, Harm Reduction Therapy Center (HRTC) 
21 Merlin St.   
San Francisco, CA 94107 
415.863.4282 
annaberg@harmreductiontherapy.org 
 

The 
HARM REDUCTION 

Therapy Center 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Emma Sullivan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:07:25 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Emma Sullivan 
emma3sullivan@gmail.com 
610 Waller St 
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San Francisco, California 94117



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Richard Girling
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Fund Permanent Housing: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:11:41 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Richard Girling 
rzgirling@gmail.com 
182 Banks St 
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Danielle Gotwalt
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:14:16 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Danielle Gotwalt 
danigotwalt@gmail.com 
1562 Fell St. 
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San Francisco, California 94117



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Abbey Springer
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:21:06 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Abbey Springer 
abbey.springer13@gmail.com 
1551 20th Ave 
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San Francisco, California 94122-3433



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lauren Christensen
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:58:55 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Lauren Christensen

Lauren Christensen 
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lchristensen314@gmail.com 
325 Guerrero St 
San Francisco, California 94103



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Herbert Weiner
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 11:13:37 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s): Chen and Chan:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Herbert J. Weiner 
District 11 
Formerly of District 1
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Herbert Weiner 
h.weiner@sbcglobal.net 
1 Avalon Ave, 204 Frank Residence 
San Francisco, California 94112-2092



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kenneth Redublo
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 12:28:16 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Kenny Redublo

Kenneth Redublo 
k.redublo@gmail.com 
253 CAYUGA AVE 
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San Francisco, California 94112



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Gael Lala-Chavez They Them
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: July 8th, please reject Section 4 from trailing legislation associated with Proposition C
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 2:46:08 PM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors,

It was great spending time with you this past Sunday at Alice's Pride Breakfast. I’m writing to
urge you all to reject Section 4 of the trailing legislation (File No. 250609) associated with
Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018).

Section 4 reads:

“Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be
deposited in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026–27, after addressing the
specified costs required under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of
the eligible programs to address or prevent homelessness as described in
subsections 2810(b)(3)(A)–(D), notwithstanding the specific percentage
allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation.”

This language represents a major shift in how Prop C funds could be allocated. It removes the
supermajority safeguard voters deliberately built into the measure and opens the door for
reallocation with just a simple majority vote. This directly contradicts both the spirit and letter
of Prop C and threatens to erode public trust in voter-backed initiatives.

As Executive Director of LYRIC, I am deeply concerned about the potential impacts of this
change on LGBTQ+ transitional age youth (TAY). LYRIC’s housing and supportive services
for TAY youth currently total close to $1.3 million annually. These contracts are lifelines for
young people who are disproportionately impacted by homelessness, housing discrimination,
and family rejection. My fear is that weakening Prop C’s allocation protections will jeopardize
this critical funding — not only for LYRIC, but for other frontline community organizations
doing this life-saving work.

LGBTQ+ youth need consistent, dedicated investment — not shifting political priorities. Prop
C made that possible by creating a stable and protected source of funding. Undermining that
stability now will have devastating downstream consequences.

LYRIC was proud to be among the many community organizations that advocated for the
passage of Prop C. We’ve upheld our commitment by expanding housing access, preventing
homelessness, and investing in the potential of queer and trans young people. We ask you to
uphold your commitment as well — by rejecting Section 4 and protecting the intent of the
voters.

Thank you for your leadership and your attention to this critical matter.
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With appreciation,

Gael

-- 
Gael I. Lala-Chávez (formerly Laura)
(Pronouns: They/Them/Elle)
Executive Director/President
LYRIC
127 Collingwood Street
San Francisco, CA  94114
(415) 209-5633
gael@lyric.org
www.lyric.org

To schedule a meeting with Gael go to Calendly
  

Facebook: LYRIC.LavenderYouth | Twitter: LYRICsf | Instagram: LYRICsf
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Megan Kelly
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 2:47:37 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Megan Kelly 
megankelly.photo@gmail.com 
2315 Bush Street 
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San Francisco, California 94115



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kellie Knight
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 3:09:31 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, 
Kellie Knight

Kellie Knight 
KellieEKnight@gmail.com 
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342 Wheeler Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134-2446



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Cindy Rodriguez
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 3:12:43 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Cindy Rodriguez 
cindy199418@gmail.com 
70 ocean Ave 
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san francisco, California 94112-2635



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kristian Mitchell
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 4:11:27 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Kristian Mitchell 
cassiusk@me.com 
355 Fulton St, 207 
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San Francisco, California 94102



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ellen Yoshitsugu
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 4:44:30 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Ellen Yoshitsugu 
ellenyoshi@gmail.com 
525 Faxon Ave 
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San francisco, California 94112



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Mayte Carrillo
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 5:02:53 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Mayte Carrillo 
mnjc09@gmail.com 
180 SAN CARLOS ST 
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San Francisco, California 94110



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Evan Owski
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 5:34:31 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Evan Owski 
eowski@gmail.com 
1162 Fell St. 

I 

mailto:eowski@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


San Francisco, California 94117



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sophia Andary
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 5:40:39 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Sophia Andary 
salutsofie24@gmail.com 
322 25th Ave 
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San Francisco, California 94121



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jodi S
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SF Budget: Urging you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 5:45:58 PM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing
legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our
Home (2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code
Section 2811, the Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future
revenues that will be deposited in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-
27, after addressing the specified costs required under subsections 2810(b)
(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or prevent
homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D),
notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations that would otherwise
apply, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically
required a supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any
changes to Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this legislation weakens the
voters’ deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple
majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from
previous versions of Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the
will of the voters and puts the integrity of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board
and Mayor must honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative
process protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
such as the Coalition on Homelessness and reject this section of the trailing
legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
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Sincerely,

Jodi L. Schwartz
San Francisco Voter and Community Advocate

-- 
Jodi L. Schwartz
sfjodi@gmail.com

mailto:sfjodi@gmail.com


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tanea Byce
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 5:46:11 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Tanea Byce 
taneambyce@gmail.com 
1307 PERALTA ST 
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mailto:taneambyce@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


OAKLAND, California 94607



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Celestina Pearl
To: Chen, Chyanne (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please uphold Prop C, Our City Our Home
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:02:48 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Chen:

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing
legislation  (File No. 250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home
(2018):

Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code
Section 2811, the Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future
revenues that will be deposited in the OCOH Fund through fiscal year
2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required under subsections
2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D),
notwithstanding the specific percentage allocations that would otherwise
apply, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors by appropriation.

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically
required a supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to
Prop C allocations. Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate
safeguard by enabling reallocation with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous
versions of Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the
voters and puts the integrity of citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor
must honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process
protected in the San Francisco Charter.

We call on you to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C such as
Lyon Matin Community Health Services and reject this section of the trailing
legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, Celestina Pearl
Director of Outreach and Harm Reduction
Lyon Martin Community Health Services
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential
and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which they are addressed. This
communication may contain material protected by HIPAA legislation (45 CFR, Parts 160 &
164) or by 42 CFR Part 2. Federal rules prohibit you from making any further disclosures of
this information. If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this
email in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this email is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender by reply
email and destroy all copies of the original message. 42 CFR Part 2 prohibits unauthorized
disclosure of this record.



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Dominic Ryan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:27:24 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Dominic Ryan 
38_today_peel@icloud.com 
1300 Irving 
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San Francisco , California 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Zoë Leonard
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:46:52 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Zoë Leonard 
zoe.helena.leonard@gmail.com 
801 Jones St Apt 102 
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San Francisco , California 94109



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jolie Wu
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 1:05:08 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Supervisor(s):

I am writing to strongly urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No.
250609) associated with Proposition C, Our City Our Home (2018):

"Section 4. Under the authority in Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 2811, the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the City to expend future revenues that will be deposited in
the OCOH Fund through fiscal year 2026-27, after addressing the specified costs required
under subsections 2810(b)(1) and (2), among any or all of the eligible programs to address or
prevent homelessness as described in subsections 2810(b)(3)\A}-(D), notwithstanding the
specific percentage allocations that would otherwise apply, subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors by appropriation."

This is a major departure from the provisions of Prop C. Voters specifically required a
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors to approve any changes to Prop C allocations.
Section 4 of this legislation weakens the voters' deliberate safeguard by enabling reallocation
with only a simple majority vote.

The removal of the supermajority requirement is a major departure from previous versions of
Prop C trailing legislation. This change undermines the will of the voters and creates a
precedent that puts the integrity of all citizen initiatives at risk. The Board and Mayor must
honor the intent of the voters as well as the citizen initiative process protected in the San
Francisco Charter.

As Supervisors, your role is to provide a check and balance to Mayoral power – to give away
the ability to do so is a dereliction of the duties you were elected to perform. We call on you to
uphold the democratic process, and to respect the will of the voters and proponents of Prop C
and reject this section of the trailing legislation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Jolie Wu 
joliewu0710@gmail.com 
1865 Fulton St Apt 4 
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San Francisco, California 94117



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: City Hall Drape
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 12:15:52 PM

Hello,

Please see below communication from Bernard Maya regarding various subjects.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: BERNARD MAYA <bernard.maya@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2025 12:12 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Lurie, Daniel (MYR)
<daniel.lurie@sfgov.org>; Assessor, SF (ASR) <assessor@sfgov.org>; San Francisco Sheriff's Office
(SHF) <sheriff@sfgov.org>
Cc: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>
Subject: City Hall Drape
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Adolf Hitler's dream was for a nation-state of Israel.
 
United Nations is started in 1945 in San Francisco.
 
Ben-Gurion proclaimed in 1948 a nation-state of Israel.
 
United Nations recognizes nation-state of Israel.
 
President John F. Kennedy opposed a military nuclear program for Israel. 
 
MOSSAD assassinated President John F. Kennedy. (The shot came from the front right; if you
don't believe me, YouTube has Abraham Zapruder's clip slowed down, so you can study the
assassination frame by frame.)
 
Israel waits a few months and starts its military nuclear program.
 
Judge Earl Warren was used to whitewash President John F. Kennedy's assassination.
 
Now the California (an island paradise of black women that kill their male babies) building at
SF (hustler and conman that slept tethered to children) Civic Center is named after Judge Earl
Warren and City Hall was (I don't know if it still is) draped in the colors of Israel.
 
If City Hall is still draped in the colors of apartheid and genocide at night, please stop it.
 
Regards,
 
Bernard Maya
 
 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Don"t Erase the Commission on the Status of Women
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 9:13:49 AM
Attachments: 25.6.23 Don"t Erase the SF Commission on the Status of Women.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached and below communication regarding the Commission on the Status of
Women and the Department of the Status of Women.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Emily Murase <emily@emilymurase.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 23, 2025 9:46 PM
To: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Chan, Connie (BOS)
<connie.chan@sfgov.org>; Sherrill, Stephen (BOS) <Stephen.Sherrill@sfgov.org>; Mahmood, Bilal
(BOS) <bilal.mahmood@sfgov.org>; Chen, Chyanne (BOS) <Chyanne.Chen@sfgov.org>; Dorsey, Matt
(BOS) <matt.dorsey@sfgov.org>; Engardio, Joel (BOS) <joel.engardio@sfgov.org>; Fielder, Jackie
(BOS) <Jackie.Fielder@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (BOS) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Sauter, Danny
(BOS) <Danny.Sauter@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>
Cc: MandelmanStaff (BOS) <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Waltonstaff (BOS)
<waltonstaff@sfgov.org>; ChanStaff (BOS) <chanstaff@sfgov.org>; sherillstaff@sfgov.org;
MahmoodStaff <MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org>; ChenStaff <ChenStaff@sfgov.org>; DorseyStaff (BOS)
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

<DorseyStaff@sfgov.org>; EngardioStaff (BOS) <EngardioStaff@sfgov.org>; FielderStaff
<FielderStaff@sfgov.org>; MelgarStaff (BOS) <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>; SauterStaff
<SauterStaff@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>;
Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (HRC) <mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org>; Yeung, Linda (HRD)
<Linda.Yeung@sfgov.org>; Sophia Andary <sandary@hotmail.com>; Lurie, Daniel (MYR)
<daniel.lurie@sfgov.org>; Chu, Carmen (ADM) <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>
Subject: Don't Erase the Commission on the Status of Women

 

 

Honorable Supervisors and Colleagues,
 
Please see the attached letter. We the undersigned in the letter implore you to maintain
the independence of the storied San Francisco Commission and Department on the
Status of Women.

Emily
 
Emily M. Murase, PhD

"Nobody is free until everybody's free." -  Fannie Lou Hamer, civil rights leader of the Mississippi Freedom Summer, the
seminal campaign to register African American voters before the passage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act.

I 



Don’t Erase the City’s Commitment to Women 
 
San Francisco has long been a national leader in gender equity. That legacy is now at 
risk. 
 
Buried in Mayor Daniel Lurie’s proposed budget is a quiet but consequential change: 
eliminating the Department on the Status of Women (DOSW) as a standalone agency 
and folding it—along with the Human Rights Commission—into a new “Agency on 
Human Rights.” Under this plan, DOSW’s entire budget would be zeroed out. The 
Commission on the Status of Women (COSW) would remain in name only, stripped of 
its infrastructure, autonomy, and dedicated policy agenda. This is more than 
bureaucratic streamlining. It is an erasure. 
 
For over 30 years, DOSW and COSW have led transformative work in San Francisco: 
reducing domestic violence and sexual assault, addressing sexual harassment in city 
government, combating human trafficking, and advancing pay equity, reproductive 
justice, and gender-inclusive services. COSW also led the city’s pioneering 
implementation of CEDAW—the United Nations treaty on women’s rights—making 
San Francisco the first in the world to apply its framework locally. This work has 
succeeded because it has been focused, resourced, and independent. 
 
In 2002, C/DOSW released the Justice and Courage report responding to the murder of 
Claire Joyce Tempongko, a Filipina mother who was stabbed to death by her 
ex-boyfriend in front of her children—after multiple attempts to seek protection from a 
system that failed her. An interagency panel produced the report that became a national 
model for coordinated response across police, courts, and service providers. That level 
of collaboration didn’t happen by accident—it was driven by a department and 
commission solely dedicated to protecting women and their families. 
 
Mayor Lurie asked departments to reduce budgets by 15% to address the city’s deficit. 
But these proposed cuts go far beyond that. The Human Rights Commission faces a 38% 
reduction—nearly $17 million—bringing its budget down to $28 million. DOSW’s 
budget, by contrast, would be eliminated entirely. While some staff may continue under 
the new agency, dissolving DOSW would end the city’s only department focused on 
gender equity—along with decades of institutional knowledge, community trust, and 
targeted programs. This is not efficiency. It’s a rollback. 
 
San Francisco voters enshrined COSW in the City Charter in 1994 with more than 70% 
approval. Reorganizing it without public input or a dedicated budget undermines that 
mandate and sets a dangerous precedent: that voter-approved bodies can be quietly 
dismantled by administrative fiat. 
 
The issues COSW and DOSW address—gender-based violence, discrimination, 
reproductive access, and equity for women, girls, and gender-diverse communities—are 



not optional. They are fundamental to a just city. We urge the Board of Supervisors to 
reject this proposal. Restore funding for the Department on the Status of Women. 
Preserve the independence of the Commission. Let San Francisco continue to lead—not 
retreat—on gender equity, especially in these challenging national times. 
 

● Caryl Ito, Commissioner, 1989-1998; Airport Commissioner, 1998-2010. 
● Kathy Johnson, San Francisco Women’s Political Committee (for identification 

purposes only) 
● Dorka Keehn, Commissioner, 1999-2010 
● Sonia Melara, Executive Director, 1995-2001 
● Dr. Emily Murase, Executive Director, 2004-2020; Commissioner, 1997-2003. 
● Julie D. Soo, Commissioner, 2009 - 2021; San Francisco Sheriff's Department 

Oversight Board, 2021 - present. 
 
 



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Safer Streets Need Smarter Design, Not More Policing
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 9:40:43 AM

Hello,

Please see below communication regarding street safety.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: jtorres1950 <jtorres1950@proton.me> 
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2025 10:21 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Lurie, Daniel (MYR)
<daniel.lurie@sfgov.org>; SFPD, Chief (POL) <sfpdchief@sfgov.org>; info@sfbike.org; Olea, Ricardo
(MTA) <Ricardo.Olea@sfmta.com>
Cc: dfehely@cbs.com; KGO-TV.Programming@abc.com
Subject: Safer Streets Need Smarter Design, Not More Policing
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Everyone,
 
Both ABC and KPIX recently aired a segment on traffic safety and Vision Zero, suggesting that a
lack of SFPD enforcement is contributing to a rise in traffic fatalities. That assumption doesn’t hold
up.
 
Let’s look at the data. The SFMTA’s own dashboard allows us to compare traffic fatalities from
April 2019, before the pandemic, with those in April 2025. We can also examine official SFPD
reports on traffic citations for those same periods. The conclusion is straightforward: increased
enforcement has not led to fewer fatalities. 
 
It’s time to move beyond the notion that policing is the answer to every societal challenge. Traffic
citations, far from being a proven safety measure, often serve as revenue streams—generating
fines for the city and overtime pay for officers who issue tickets and appear in court. Meanwhile,
the burden falls squarely on everyday people: paying fines, taking time off work, and facing higher
insurance premiums. Officers and judges remain insulated from these consequences, with officers
even financially incentivized to issue citations due to the overtime.
 
And for what? When we examine traffic fatality rates in major U.S. cities, the picture is clear:
enforcement-heavy approaches haven’t delivered consistent safety improvements. In fact, cities
like Memphis, Detroit, and Albuquerque—some of the most dangerous for drivers—continue to
see high fatality rates despite enforcement efforts.
 
We’re setting ourselves up for failure by treating traffic enforcement as a top-tier public safety
priority. More Americans die from poor diets than car crashes. Let’s focus our energy and
resources on the issues that truly shape public health and well-being.
 
If we’re serious about preventing deaths from vehicle-related incidents, the solution lies in smarter
design, not harsher penalties. Traffic calming measures—like protected bike lanes, narrower
streets, and safer crosswalks—are proven to save lives. Enforcement might grab headlines, but it
often fails to get at the root of the problem.
 
We also need to foster a culture of mutual respect among all road users. That means addressing
aggressive driving behavior and promoting safer, more responsible conduct among cyclists as
well. We've all seen raging drivers. We've seen an even greater number of raging, law breaking
cyclists. We must work together to keep the streets safe.
 
And let’s stop handing credit to police where it’s not earned. Data speaks louder: there are more
daily deaths from drug overdoses in this city than annual deaths from traffic collisions. That’s a
public health crisis hiding in plain sight. We should be tackling the preventable, the pressing, and
the solvable—not what’s most convenient to politicize.
 
 
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: City Employee Speeding, Speed Cameras, Defaced License Plates, Electrical Theft
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 9:39:12 AM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding traffic violations.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 
 
 
From: jtorres1950 <jtorres1950@proton.me> 
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2025 10:35 PM
To: SpeedCameras@sfmta.com; FireAdministration, FIR (FIR) <fireadministration@sfgov.org>; Board
of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Lurie, Daniel (MYR)
<daniel.lurie@sfgov.org>; SFPD, Chief (POL) <sfpdchief@sfgov.org>; 30media@chp.ca.gov; RPDInfo,
RPD (REC) <rpdinfo@sfgov.org>
Cc: nbaustin@sfstandard.com; ggreschler@sfstandard.com; josh@sfstandard.com
Subject: Re: City Employee Speeding, Speed Cameras, Defaced License Plates, Electrical Theft
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Everyone,
 
If private vehicles parked in SFPD lots lack front plates and have heavily tinted windows
—and given how many cars on the road display defaced or missing plates—it appears
that law enforcement has chosen not to enforce this law at all. If that’s the case, then
we’re not simply tolerating minor infractions—we’re signaling that lawbreaking, even in
small ways, is acceptable. That erodes accountability across the board.
 
I believe enforcement should be consistent. Letting these infractions slide suggests a
failure of leadership. If the police aren’t doing their job, that’s not just a reflection of
policy—it reflects poor oversight. And if I’m noticing all this on a typical day, imagine
what could be accomplished with real authority and a ticket book. Order could be
restored remarkably fast. The other solution is I can remove my front plate and tint my
windows beyond the legal limit like our city employees. If they are held to a higher
standard, then following their lead must mean I better myself. Take the police officers
from the police stations and have them enforce the laws. There is no need for a
minimum staffing level to protect a building that is supposedly secure.
 
On a related note, I’m also confused about speed cameras. If the posted limit is 25 mph
but tickets are only issued at 36 mph, what message does that send? Are we quietly
treating 36 as the actual limit? If so, let’s just be honest about that—because as it
stands, the disconnect between road design and signage makes enforcement feel
arbitrary. A few million dollars in fines will not move the needle on a budget in the
billions.
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
 
On Monday, May 26th, 2025 at 9:33 PM, jtorres1950 <jtorres1950@proton.me> wrote:

Mayor, Board of Supervisors, SFPD Chief, SFFD Chief and Staff, SFMTA, SF Park
and Rec, CHP Golden Gate Division

With ongoing reports of corruption among San Francisco officials, departments,
and staff, I am seeking clarification from those involved—will there be anything
done or will there be more smoke about rooting out corruption? Will the city
continue to say it hires only the best and clarify whether that applies to quality of
work for the public or whether that means the ability to lie, cheat, and steal?

The city's integrity is under scrutiny yet again, with another corruption case linked
to the SF Parks Alliance. We are all aware that misconduct among city employees
directly harms the people they serve in both the physical harm and death caused
by employees and the double whammy of taking from public funds to deal with
settlements that legally hide the extent of the corruption by failing to admit fault.
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As new speed cameras are installed, I am looking for transparency regarding the
manual validation process for identifying speeders and whether city employees
will be held to a higher standard.

Key questions that demand answers after a police vehicle broke the speed limit
passing me on its way to who knows where with no emergency lights on and only
to end up at a light together with me and a Park and Rec truck tailgating me
because I was driving at the limit:

Will speeding non-safety city vehicles receive tickets or will the manual
process exempt them?
Will speeding safety like police and fire department vehicles receive tickets
if their emergency lights are not activated or will the manual process
exempt them?
Will private vehicles owned by city employees be subject to citations, or
will the manual process exempt them?
Will the speed camera program disclose statistics on city vehicles and
employees who violate traffic laws?
Will there be statistics showing exempted violations and the reason?

I commend the California Highway Patrol (CHP) for actively inspecting its own
parking lots and ticketing employees for violations such as expired registrations
and missing license plates. In contrast, I have observed private vehicles in SFPD
parking lots and SFFD stations missing front plates, which are legally required
under the California Vehicle Code. Will city employees finally be held
accountable, or will safety officials continue to overlook these infractions? I also
witnessed personal Tesla vehicles plugged in to charge at SFPD and SFFD. Can
someone clarify whether charging personal vehicles on tax payer dime is allowed
or whether officials are overlooking theft or encouraging theft?

Furthermore:

Many vehicles in San Francisco display California rear plates but lack front
plates. Will enforcement efforts address these violations?
A growing number of vehicles now bear defaced plates, seemingly in an
attempt to evade license plate readers. Given that this practice is both illegal
and a violation of the California Vehicle Code, what steps will be taken to
curtail it?

If the city fails to punish its own employees for blatant legal violations, officials
cannot continue to hold media events proclaiming that city employees are held to
a higher standard.

 
 
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
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Subject: Request for Historical and Coastal Exemption of Clement Street and Geary Boulevard 
Adjacent to Lincoln Manor (June 2025) 

-84 '3d5-\\ 
Mayor Lurie & Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission, 

On behalf of the Lincoln Manor Neighborhood Association, we write to express our deep concern 
about the proposed blanket upzoning of Clement Street and Geary Boulevard in our historic Outer 
Richmond neighborhood. We strongly urge you to grant a historical and coastal exemption to: 

• Clement Street, west of 33rd Avenue to 45th Avenue 
• Geary Boulevard, between 36th and 38th Avenues 

This is a critical step to protect Lincoln Manor, align with recent carve-outs, and ensure that 
Shore View ( est. 1912-1916) retains its shoreline views, without living in shadow from 8-story 
Geary developments. 

Why an Exemption is Warranted 

1) Transit & Parking Issues 

The Outer Richmond is unfortunately a transit desert and remains largely car-dependent, 
especially since many jobs are located south on the Peninsula and unreachable by public transit 
from this area. Closing the Great Highway-which this neighborhood relied on and voted against 
by nearly 90%-worsened commutes. Proposed cuts to public transit will further hinder this area 
from being able to support the dramatic density increases currently envisioned. The lack of 
parking requirements for new developments will further strain our already limited parking supply, 
as the VA Hospital (5 blocks away) already overflows to park here. 

It would make far more sense for the city to focus upzoning efforts in areas with significant public 
transit speed and investment-such as the $90 million-enhanced Taraval line, which connects 
the Outer Sunset to downtown San Francisco in 28 minutes, compared to the 38R Geary bus, 
which takes twice as long. Taraval and its surrounding corridor is better equipped to support 
additional commuters and new housing than the Outer Richmond. 

2) Clement Street's Unique Character and Coastal Context 

West of 33rd Avenue, Clement Street is a low-traffic, residential street overlooking Lincoln Park, 
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, and Land's End Trail on the north side of the street. 
A popular bike route, the road is closed for several events throughout the year, such as the recent 
Escape from Alcatraz Triathlon. There are no buses or commercial businesses of any kind past 
33rd. Building 6-story structures here would block the natural beauty of the coastline and cast 
shadows on the city's designated green belt, extending from 33rd all the way to the ocean (and 
which includes popular draws like the GGNRA and Lincoln Park Golf Course and Playground). 
City leaders stated that coastal-adjacent streets would be excluded from upzoning, and 
Seal Rock Drive (which Clement becomes west of 45th Avenue) is already exempt from upzoning. 
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Subject: Request for Historical and Coastal Exemption of Clement Street and Geary Boulevard 
Adjacent to Lincoln Manor (June 2025) 

Clement Street west of 33rd deserves the same coastal-adjacent exclusion as The Great Highway 
and Sea Cliff-facing residences. 

3) Geary Boulevard's Bordering Historical Significance 

The segment of Geary Boulevard directly bordering Lincoln Manor (36th-38th Aves.) should also 
be exempt. These blocks face a residential district of Edwardian-era homes built between 1912 
and 1916 by developers Lyon & Hoag and the S.A. Born Building Company-homes that are a 
living testament to San Francisco's early 20th-century residence park movement (see Wikipedia 
bttps://en,wjkjpedja.org/wjkj/Unco!n Manor and bttps·//ljncolnmanor org for additional historical 
context). Upzoning here would irrevocably alter this historic streetscape. Comparable residence 
parks, including Sea Cliff and St. Francis Wood, have already been granted upzoning exemptions. 

4) California Street Carve-out as a Precedent 

We note that the city has already exempted the Sea Cliff end of California St. (27th-32nd 
Avenues) from upzoning-even though that stretch is on the 1 California bus line. Similar to the 
excluded Sea Cliff, Lincoln Manor has generous garden setbacks, which are enjoyed by Outer 
Richmond residents from a wide radius for dog & family walks. Excluding Geary Street adjacent 
to Lincoln Manor & Clement St. west of 33rd Avenue would be consistent with other exemptions 
& critical to preserving this area for all. 

Affordability Is A Good Goal-But This Blanket Proposal Will Reduce Family Housing 

We are also concerned by the proposed citywide implementation of density decontrol, which 
threatens to displace entry-level and starter homes in favor of high-end developments. As 
Supervisor Chyanne Chen pointed out in the June 16 hearing, families often move to western SF 
seeking extra bedrooms to house their children, and sometimes additional generations like 
grandparents; our neighborhood already has several multi-generational homes, which benefit 
families. The Planning Commission offering a promise that at least 25% of units would be 2BR+ 
does not effectively support families and downsizes the limited supply of single-family housing 
stock (as Supervisor Chen pointed out, currently less than 10% of all units in SF are 4BR+). 

We do not believe the current upzoning proposal meaningfully advances the goal of supporting 
families and improving housing affordability. Too often, new developments include only the 
bare minimum of low-income .units while focusing on ultra-luxury housing designed to maximize 
investor returns-while further eroding the availability of starter and middle-income homes 
that anchor our diverse communities. The Westerly development in the Outer Sunset offers a 
cautionary example, with units now struggling to sell at $1.2 to $1.6 million. Rather than adding 
affordable housing, this proposal is likely to fuel the creation of smaller and more expensive 
units. Instead of inviting overdevelopment, the city should focus on reclaiming the estimated 
50,000 vacant units held by foreign investors, ensuring that San Francisco remains a place 
to live, not merely a holding bank for speculative foreign capital. 
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Next Steps and Community Engagement 

The city's decision to protect neighborhoods with historic and coastal value-such as Sea Cliff 
and The Great Highway-affirm the importance of preserving these special enclaves. These 
streets deserve the same thoughtful consideration. 

We invite city officials to walk the greater Lincoln Manor neighborhood with us. You will see 
firsthand why our neighborhood is a beloved walking and biking route for residents throughout 
San Francisco. You will enjoy the lovely and historic homes and front gardens throughout our 
neighborhood and understand why six to eight story buildings on Geary and Clement would 
destroy our neighborhood's beauty and charm. And you will appreciate our neighborhood's 
already healthy mix of housing types and price points. We also encourage you to walk farther out 
Clement Street past the VA so you can see how important this Green Belt is to the neighborhood 
and the city. We believe that seeing it firsthand will help you understand why this area merits a 
thoughtful exemption. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

The Lincoln Manor Neighborhood Association & Friends 
https://!inco!nmanorsf,org II !inco!nmanorsf@gmail com 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
To the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

Please see the enclosed letter to District Attorney Brooke Jenkins. 

- . ·---- -
... ,. - 1- -

As San Francisco's Legislative body, we are asking that you ensure that the DA's office and 

all San Francisco Law Enforcement departments adhere to the spirit and letter of the San 

Francisco Sanctuary Ordinance. 

Additionally, given the blatant disregard of the right to due process demonstrated recently 

by agents of various federal agencies, we insist that due process rights of all individuals be 

strictly followed by all San Francisco law enforcement agencies. 

Thank you, 

Rose Marie Ostler 



671 Carolina Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
June 24, 2025 

Brooke Jenkins 
District Attorney 
City & County of San Francisco 
350 Rhode Island Street 
Room400 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

Dear District Attorney Jenkins: 

It has recently come to our attention that your office has, in coordination with the US 
Atton1ey's office, allowed arrested but untried individuals to be charged and removed 
from your jurisdiction by federal agents, after which state charges are dropped. Many of 
these individuals are immigrants, some of whom may be minors. While in federal 
custody, they are pressured to accept a plea deal which ultimately releases them to ICE 
and quick deportation. 

Given the current practices followed by US Immigration officials, there are no assurances 
that the individual is even deported to their country of origin. 
Under this collaboration, the accused immigrant is given no opportunity to demonstrate 
any special circumstances such as being possible victims themselves of human trafficking 
and/or, coercion, conditions that can be allowed under Califon1ia law as an affirmative 
defense. 

While your statement that your office does not coordinate with federal inunigration 
agencies may be technically correct, this thinly veiled practice hardly validates your 
statement that you support and respect our City's Sanctuary policy, a policy that \Ve and 
many San Franciscans fully support. 

Your actions support the recent federal government's assault on the rule oflaw and the 
right to due process. Our country has an orderly process designed to protect the rights of 
individuals while criminal charges are being pursued. We insist that our law enforcement 
organizations ensure that this process is being followed in the full spirit of the law. 



Every incipient dictator first isolates and persecutes an easily targeted group as their 
initial step in extending their power in hopes of establishing an autocracy. Do not allow 
your office to be complicit in this un-American and dangerous action. 

Thank you, 

Th; o;;;shioners of St. Teresa of Avil:z~ 

Rose Marie Ostler Sandra Seibel 

~ -¥4--rJ!,MI/ 
Rhonda Kingman # , , 

~f.f)~ 
Judi Daddio 

~ -~/fd 
Sr. Lucia Lodolo 

cc. Mayor Daniel Lurie _ 
City Attorney David Chiu 

vS'an Francisco Board of Supervisors 
California Attorney General Rob Bonta 

~~ 
Jeanne Burns 

Rita Molinari 
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Julie Kirschbaum 
SFMTA director of transportation 
1 S Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Kirshbaum, 
I ride Muni all the time, mostly the 8 Bayshore, 45 Stockton, and F streetcar, and 

occasionally the 38 Geary and 28 19th Avenue. 
I always pay the fare because I appreciate the service Muni provides and because 

that's what you are supposed to do. However, I take a mental poll on how many 
people actually pay the fare each time I ride, and it's usually around 50%; even less 
in Chinatown, where most people apparently think the Muni is free. 

This really bothers me because I am subsidizing people who aren't paying their 
fare, and it's setting a bad example to others -- if they aren't paying, why should I? 
This is the main reason Muni is facing a deficit; you are doing nothing to enforce 
fare evasion (other than the new entrance gates in the underground stations). 

In most European countries the penalty for evading public transportation fares is 
60 Euros; in Canada the penalties range from $173 - $425. The only way to cut 
down on fare evasion is having roving inspectors to check passengers' proof of fare 
payment and impose stiff fines for no proof-of-fare -- Muni used to do this years 
ago. I suspect Muni stopped this practice because 1) it cost money and 2) giving 
out fines might upset people. But spending money on fare inspectors will actually 
cause fare income to increase if the fines are stiff enough and people realize they 
need to comply with paying their fare. And most citizens I suspect are as fed up as 
I am about this and would be glad to see more fare enforcement on the part of 
Muni. 

You won't need a lot of inspectors, I think, because once word gets out that Muni 
is actually fining people for fare evasion, people will comply out of fear of getting 
a ticket. 
Sincerely, 
Stephen Johnson 
384 Heathcliff Drive 
Pacifica, CA 94044 

cc: Land Use and Transportation Committee, Board of Supervisors 



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Unfortunate APE encounter
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 11:44:18 AM

Hello,

Please see below communication regarding the Castro district.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Kasey Rios Asberry <kasberry@humanorigins.org> 
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2025 11:39 AM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; BoardofAppeals (PAB)
<boardofappeals@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff (BOS) <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>
Cc: ken@castro-coffee.com
Subject: Unfortunate APE encounter

Dear Supervisors & Commissioners,
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This letter adds my voice to underline an important reality.
The social fabric of SF is held together by our storefront businesses and we must be
steadfast in protecting them and their ability to thrive or our whole City culture suffers,
maybe irreparably. 
 
We see this reality writ large in the circumstances of Castro Theatre, the Castro
neighborhood and the expectations of Another Planet Enterprises (APE).
 
APE desperately wanted the Castro neighborhood as an iconic backdrop for their
multimillion dollar destination shows. They lobbied hard to have their highly contended
plans approved. They promised not to displace the small businesses that have stood
fast during 2 pandemics and are solid, comforting features of our neighborhood
landscape.
 
We must recognize that the Castro is an icon because it is a neighborhood first.
 
We look to you, our City electeds and appointeds to enforce both the letter and the spirit
of our planning code and not just be wowed by large bottom lines that so far have not
paid off except in stress- the promised opening has been delayed- was the ground floor
take over always part of the strategy? Perhaps, or not, but this laissez-faire attitude
leaves a bad taste. 
 
We now must suspect that once the APE has gotten what it wanted we will not even have
the small leverage of asking for your intervention.
 
Castro Coffee must be allowed and encouraged  to stay where it is. APE must be kept
within bounds.
The principle at stake is avoiding the mistake that many other cities have made - killing
the cultural Goose to snatch a golden egg.
 
If instead the City backs our small businesses even against the whims of very large
companies we stand to gain both longterm resilience and everyday resilience as our
sidewalks are enlivened by both the people of our neighborhood going about life and
visitors who come to experience this authentic life. 
 
I urge you to use your authority to reinforce that this is the way the City that Knows How
actually follows its principles.
 



Sincerely, as ever,
 
Kasey Rios 
>>>><><<<< 
Demonstration Gardens
kasberry@humanorigins.org
415-283-8570
Linked-In: www.linkedin.com/in/kasey-rios-asberry-1305301
>>>><><<<<
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Small Business Permitting Reform Legislation at Land Use Committee (Mon, June 30) -

BOS File Nos. 250538 250539 250540 250541 250542
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 8:23:18 AM

Hello,

Please see below communication regarding permit legislation.  File Nos.: 250538, 250539,
250540, 250541, and 250542.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Balboa Village Merchants Association <info@balboavillagesf.org> 
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2025 1:26 PM
To: Carroll, John (BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Support for Small Business Permitting Reform Legislation at Land Use Committee
(Mon, June 30)

Hi John,
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Attached below, and also included below in the body of this email, is a letter of support
for the PermitSF Legislation to share with the Land Use Committee. If possible, please
also include it as part of the public comment for the June 30th meeting.
 
Thank you,
 
Suzie Ferras :)
 
--
 
Hello,
 
 
I am writing in support of the Permit SF Legislation. This legislation makes common-sense
changes that will help make running a small business in San Francisco easier. 
 
 
These permit reforms help simplify and streamline the process for business signs, sidewalk
usage, and awnings, saving time and reducing costs for small businesses.
 
 
As a small business owner and a leader in San Francisco's small business community, I support
Permit SF Legislation.
 
 
Thanks!
Suzie Ferras
 
Owner of Creative IQ Art Studio
President of the Balboa Village Merchants Association (BVMA)
Former Vice President of the San Francisco Council of Merchant District Associations
(SFCDMA)
 
 
--
Balboa Village Merchants Association
www.balboavillagesf.org
www.facebook.com/balboavillagesf
www.instagram.com/balboavillagesf
www.twitter.com/balboavillagesf
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: J. Green
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 1:19:06 PM
Attachments: 0073_001.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached from James Green regarding a Superior Court of the State of California
County of San Francisco case.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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BROOKE JENKINS, SB # 276290 
District Attorney, County of San Francisco 
MICHELE DAWSON, SB# 178560 
Assistant District Attorney 
350 Rhode Island St., North Building, Suite 400N 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
Plaintiff, Case No. 25409197 

v. 

JAMES GREEN, 
Defendant. 

To: JAMES GREEN 
391 Ellis Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

NOTICE DIRECTING DEFENDANT 
TO APPEAR FOR ARRAIGNMENT 
CALENDAR 

A criminal complaint and summons has been filed against you in San Francisco Superior 
Court, Case No. 25409197. You are required to appear for arraignment on May 19, 2025 at 9:00 
am in Department 17 of the Superior Court, which is located at 850 Bryant Street, San Francisco, 
California 94103. 

You must appear at that date and time. Failure to do so will result in a warrant 
being issued for your arrest and the forfeiture of bail, if any, that has been posted. 

Brooke Jenkins 
District Attorney 

By: ~ v~~ 
Michele Dawson 
Assistant District Attorney 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I am at least 18 years of age, not a party to this action, and I am employed in the county where 
the mailing took place. My work address is 350 Rhode Island Street, Suite 400N, San Francisco, 
California. On May 9, 2025 • I enclosed this notice in an envelope addressed to 
the recipient at the address listed above and placed the envelope for collection and mailing at my 
place of work in our ordinary business practices. I am readily familiar with this business's 
practice for collecting and processing correspondence for mailing. On the same day that 
correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of 
business with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 

~~c. 
San Francisco District Attorney's Office 



CI1Y AND COUN1Y OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ff: Brooke Jenkins 
District Attorney 

~ 

JAMES GREEN 
391 Ellis Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
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4th of July celebrating Freedom & Liberty 
Well except for Green Beret Surgeon Dr. Jeffrey MacDonald 
still incarcerated now 54 years for blowing the whistle on 
HWBush's CIA Heroin Enterprise at Fort Bragg ... All 
Veterans especially of that ERA know Bush had cia ops 
murder MacDonalds pregnant wife and 2 young beautiful 
daughters. Former LAFBI Chief Ted Gunderson proved for 25 
years the doctors innocence and all Veterans KNOW this, 
unacceptable! 

July 4th, also known as Independence Day, is a federal holiday in the United 
States that commemorates the adoption of the Declaration of Independence 
by the Continental Congress in 1776. This act declared the thirteen American 
colonies independent from British rule. It's a day for celebrating American 
independence, patriotism, and freedom 

Well except for the tens of thousands of Vets in prison for self 
medicating w cia's heroin .... And the millions who received various 
afflictions via slow kill vaccines beginning 1992 ... speaking of British 
Rule our US Constitution missing 13th Amendment clarifies No One w 
a Title of Nobility especially from a Foreign Power may hold Public 
Office in America .... BAR (British Attorney registry) Association lying 
Lawyers dominate both the House & the Senate in service to war 
Mongering Usurist bankers ... RIGHT !!!! ???? 

Federal Debt is $35 Trillion? Wrong Null & Void based on the TREASON, 
Deceit & Murder beginning w the Titanic. Plz see "Catherine Austin Fitts on 
the missing $21Trillion" This last Sunday celebrated by Russian Orthodox 

& Roman Catholics was the Feast of St Peters & St Paul ... the new 
Pope neglected to mention it was the Roman_s who murdered 
them both ... and also JUBILEE means forgiveness of DEBTS 
& since I am Peter I command all True Servants with hold all 
$$$ as together we Claim the Church from the Pedophile 
Patriarchy & fulfill Christ's final Command to Peter being the 
40 day Freedomstrike attaining TRUE FREEDOM & Liberty 



BACKDRAFT Firefighters Ambushes sniper 

Just happened AGAIN in Idaho .... A bushwhacking 
sniper started a fire to then wait for his prey to arrive, 
2 Firefighters murdered .... this tactic was all too 
common in East Coast cities during the 60's and 
1970's which led to most all Fire Trucks outfitted w 
Bulletproof Shields & windows .... 

Law Enforcement has experienced this as well .... The 
media & internet portray crooked dangerous Cops as 
mainstream, yes they exist, only a fraction of Officers 
does this in fact represent. If the same media 
portrayed all the Positive attributes the stats would be 
like 350 POSiTiVES to every 2 Negatives ... be wise to 
get familiar w the CSPOA Constitutional Sheriffs & 
Peace Officers Association led by Sheriff Richard 
Mack ... All Law Enforcement and Veterans Command 
Unity by Uniting under this banner in Service to God & 
Country on behalf of the innocent and the Promise of 
America ... 

The Power of Warriors possessing thee Krystos Light 
and the Angel Goddess Power of the Holy Spirit be a 
Breath away flexing some serious Muscle & Hustle ! ! ! 

For they will EXPLODE forward into Action via 
Righteous Anger as the Spirituai BACKDRAFT be the 
silent precursor to the Overcoming Extinguishing 
FiRESTORM ... Such a Thrill as Worldly Corruptions & 
it's mechanisms shall be Standing Still by Full Moon 



Major Likes for the POWER of SF DYKES !!! All 
Time is NOW & NOW is the Time: STRiKE 
One Earth One Love attained by Spiritual Courage from Beyond & Above 
as the 2nd Coming the re-Birth ... 
Fuck trepidation ... Fuck fear ... get Clear & into GEAR ! 
The true measure of any Action be as to what it attains, 
RIGHT ? Marching & protesting has attained what ? 
NOTHING ... so if Strikes have attained better working 
conditions & pay WHY not Strike for Freedom and 
Liberty .... For otherwise we, by our labors, rents, 
mortgages and utility bills are in Fact funding the very 
insanity we whine & Complain about. .. June 1st we cease 
the cursed by withholding all our $$$ & Labor bringing the 
Warmongering Usurist Bankers and their BAR lawyerly 
minions w unlawful opinions and all their pet politicians in 
service to morticians to their knees ... FORTY DAY 
FREEDOMSTRiKE and we will Celebrate as never before 
a 4th of July for True Liberty AHO 
Let's have some fun going to Church leading protesters into all SF Catholic 
Churches as we politely interrupt the corrupt Patriarchy riveting this Nation 
unto a Higher Station (see: "Sister Jane Kelly youtube" w Cactus Pete ) Let 
us appoint the Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence as the new California 
Popette and Ministers of Peter's Church .... I am Peter I am authorized to 
say as I do as YOU are Authorized to make this OVERCOMINGL Y True. 
Sister Jane Kelly is a Hero Who bitch slapped publicly these thieving 
pedophiles and sent them literally running ... Hooray! And let us remember 
the #1 Apostle of Christ being Mary Magdalene as Christ stated I am 
always within YOU ... True Warriors possess the unbeatable POWER of the 
KRYSTOS LiGHT !!! The Greatest Bi's ever Yeshua & Alexander the 
GREAT ... the Lesbian Power be as Lightening & Thunder from Beyond & 
Down Under ... the Most Fierce Power of the Lion's Pride! 



B-2 Bunker Busting Bombers hmm consider 
https://threadreaderapp.com/thread/1934651710225744136.html 
Operation Mockingbird controls the entire media today from Amy Goodman 
to Alex Jones ... as surely as works for Netanyahoo who w Bush 
orchestrated the 9-11 Blow-ups! As surely as Gaea del Toro el Grande 
Newsome works w Trump! 

HARVEY Milk supporters ROAR w Righteous Anger thru
out California set to seriously POUNCE w Ferocious 
Furiousness every OUNCE as the Lion Pride knows 
theres no where to run & no where to hide as you 
corrupted expletives are surrounded and the Trumpet has 
sounded ... Freedom Strike Freezeframe the west Coast 
till DC & Wall Street are burnt toast. ............. . 
Yesss for All Time is NOW & NOW is the 
Time .................... it's really as simple as popping a 
pimple ..... riddle me this? shall we continue paying the 
bankers and BAR lawyerly minions filled w unlawful opinions to 
continue all this worldwide, nationwide, statewide insanity & 
neverending wars---OR-utilize our hard earned $$ to support our 
friends, families, children, grandchildren & ourselves by 
manifesting the PROMISE of PEACE thru the Genesis Gardens 
and massive numbers of football field Greenhouses growing the 
best healthiest sweetest ORGANIC heirloom veggies & fruits, 
herbs & greens and do you agree w Me that Vets in every City 
should have one such Greenhouse to grow their own free 
Medicinal Green! GREAT we agree, this we easily afford by 
withholding mortgages, rents, utilities! 
Harvey Milk ... Direct Action X ... Tiannenman Square ... 
Remember TIANNENMEN Square when one student stopped 10 
Tanks ... When Alexander the Great solved the Gordian Knot w 
his Sword ... This moment be thee Time to terminate all Crime via 
the 40 Day Freedom Strike as we are Powerful see "Peter 
Tscherneff ... king of Masterpiece Theatre" AHO • 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 3 Letters From Julien DeFrance
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:09:02 AM
Attachments: 3 Letters from Julien DeFrance.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 3 letters from Julien DeFrance.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Julien DeFrance
To: Lurie, Daniel (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Chan, Connie

(BOS); Chen, Chyanne (BOS); ChenStaff; Dorsey, Matt (BOS); DorseyStaff (BOS); Engardio, Joel (BOS);
EngardioStaff (BOS); Fielder, Jackie (BOS); FielderStaff; MahmoodStaff; Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Mandelman,
Rafael (BOS); MandelmanStaff (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); Sauter, Danny (BOS);
SauterStaff; Sherrill, Stephen (BOS); SherrillStaff; Walton, Shamann (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); Press Office,
Mayor (MYR)

Subject: Re: S.F. gave these homeless nonprofits nearly $2 billion. The salaries of their execs might surprise you…
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 12:01:03 PM

 

Dear Mayor and Supervisors,

ENOUGH!  

Please STOP wasting our hard-earned taxpayer dollars on all of the homeless industrial
complex and these so-called non-profits.

https://www.sfchronicle.com/sf/article/homeless-nonprofit-executive-pay-20392408.php

We CANNOT and SHALL NOT allow these DISGRACED CORRUPT MORONS to keep on
being paid hundreds of thousands of dollars a year, including, for some of them, more than
half a million dollar a year. 

The days of LENIENT London Breed are OVER.

The days of DISGRACED Mohammed Nuru, Kimberly Ellis, Spingola, Urban Alchemy,
Dream Keepers Initiative, Sheryl Davis and other despicable, rotten, corrupt individuals the
city gave piles of cash too, OVER as well. 

PLEASE, LET US SEE THAT THINGS HAVE CHANGED AT CITY HALL!

How about minimum wage / salary caps for all of these so-called “non-profits”, the moment
they want to receive public funding? 

How about asking them to pay us back what they stole? What they misspent? What they
grossly got over paid for? 

OUR TAXES ARE NOT MEANT FOR THESE IRRESPONSIBLE IDIOTS TO LIVE A
LIFE OF GIFTS, TRAVELS, AND LUXURY!  

WE THE PEOPLE DEMANDED CHANGE. MAKE IT HAPPEN.

https://www.sfchronicle.com/sf/article/homeless-nonprofit-executive-pay-20392408.php

Please advise.

I 
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From: Julien DeFrance
To: Lurie, Daniel (MYR); SFPD, Chief (POL); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS); ChanStaff

(BOS); Chan, Connie (BOS); Chen, Chyanne (BOS); ChenStaff; Dorsey, Matt (BOS); DorseyStaff (BOS); Engardio,
Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Fielder, Jackie (BOS); FielderStaff; MahmoodStaff; Mahmood, Bilal (BOS);
Mandelman, Rafael (BOS); MandelmanStaff (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); Sauter, Danny
(BOS); SauterStaff; Sherrill, Stephen (BOS); SherrillStaff; Walton, Shamann (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); Press
Office, Mayor (MYR)

Subject: Unacceptable street conditions on Market/Van Ness and 6th Street between Market and Howard
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 2:47:02 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Mayor and Supervisors,

Have you recently taken a night/middle of the jught walk or a ride by Market St and Van Ness Ave, or Market and
6th?

Our streets conditions are unbearable, truly unacceptable. An apocalyptic shit show, filled with drug trafficking,
drug use, drug abuse, prostitution, loitering… and literal zombies.

If we genuinely want our city to recover from the years and years of cluelessness and leniency we’ve seen under
Breed, Peskin, or so-called “Chief” Scott’s “leadership”… we need to have the courage to do what’s right, and take
those people out of here.

Issue citations. Make arrests. Place them under conservatorship.

For our own good. For their own good.

Courage, leadership, rule of law… are what we so desperately need.

We the people deserve clean and safe streets.

Despite noteworthy improvements under the new administration, we still aren’t quite there yet.

Please advise.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Julien DeFrance
To: Lurie, Daniel (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Fielder, Jackie (BOS); SFPD, Chief (POL); FielderStaff; DPW,

(DPW); Board of Supervisors (BOS); SFPD Mission Station, (POL)
Cc: ChanStaff (BOS); Chan, Connie (BOS); Chen, Chyanne (BOS); ChenStaff; Dorsey, Matt (BOS); DorseyStaff

(BOS); Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); MahmoodStaff; Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael
(BOS); MandelmanStaff (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); Sauter, Danny (BOS); SauterStaff;
Sherrill, Stephen (BOS); SherrillStaff; Walton, Shamann (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Subject: Re: Peddlers all over Mission St from 14th to 16th St
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 9:37:06 AM

 

Good morning,

With all of the resources deployed at or near the location, how and why this still an issue? 

Why aren’t any arrests being made? Citations issued? Why isn’t all of that stolen junk seized
and/or thrown out?

We the people voted for change, voted for clean/safe streets, and voted the rule of law. We
now desperately need some tangible results. 

Please advise. 

On Jun 20, 2025, at 16:04, Julien DeFrance <julien.defrance@gmail.com> wrote:


According to Mission Local: 100 days after S.F. pledged to clean up 16th St.,
drugs and vending rage on.

https://missionlocal.org/2025/06/100-days-after-sf-pledge-to-clean-up-at-16th-st-
drugs-and-vending-rage-on/

“Side streets are marginally better, especially those with private security.”

We’ve all been witnesses. Just steps away from the mobile SFPD
commandvehicle, and blocks away from the SFPD Mission station, this is all
utterly unacceptable.

The taxpayers we are are simply fed up with these situations. 

Bring DPW. Seize and trash all of this junk. Make arrests.

Show courage. Show strength. And no more room for leniency. 

It’s more than time we finally put an end to this whole mess!

I 
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Please advise.

JD.

On Jun 16, 2025, at 20:39, Julien DeFrance
<julien.defrance@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Mayor and Supervisors,
Dear Interim Chief of Police,

What’s the point of having a police mobile command on
16th/Mission to allow such a shit show right across the street, one or
two blocks away?

Time to make some arrests.

Besides all of the trash and filth, we cannot keep on allowing and
encouraging this type of illegal activity. 

Supervisor Fielder, why are you so silent, complicit even, on this
particular matter?

Please advise.



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Blue Shield and UC negotiations
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:04:54 AM

Hello,

Please see below communication regarding Blue Shield and the University of California (UC) medical
system.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: James Connors <jconnors@ccsf.edu> 
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2025 8:40 AM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Blue Shield and UC negotiations

Hello, my name is Jim Connors and I am a retired San Francisco Firefighter who worked for the
city for 32 years. I use the UCSF and other UC healthcare systems regularly. I am outraged that
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I received a letter saying I won’t be able to access healthcare services starting next month,
depending on contract negotiations. I depend on my healthcare that allows me cancer
treatment at UC. When I retired, I was promised continued healthcare coverage. Please
resolve this intolerable situation as soon as possible.

Thank you,

Jim Connors

Captain, SFFD (Retired)

jconnpac@comcast.net

 
 

mailto:jconnpac@comcast.net


This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Young, Victor (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Supporting Sup. Fielder"s Family Shelter Stay Policy
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:17:23 AM

Hello,

Please see below communication regarding File No. 250390:

                Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to amend the City’s Standard of Care for City
Shelters to require City-funded family shelters to allow eligible families to remain in shelter for a
continuous term of not less than one year, subject to the household’s continued eligibility and
compliance with shelter policies.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Kate Langlois <noreply@adv.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:21 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>
Subject: Supporting Sup. Fielder's Family Shelter Stay Policy
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 sources.

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

I am writing to ask you to support Sup. Jackie Fielder's ordinance FILE NO. 250390
[Administrative Code - Family Shelter Stay Policy], requiring City-funded shelters to allow
unhoused families to remain in shelter for at least one year. The City’s current policy to
evict unhoused families after 90 days is not just unreasonable, it will only worsen our
homelessness crisis by turning more people and families out onto our already crowded
streets.

In a City where over 8,000 people are experiencing unsheltered homelessness, family
shelter evictions are one symptom of a much larger problem. The Department of
Homelessness and Supportive Housing claims that 90 days is enough time for families to
find housing, but as reports have shown, many families—particularly those from immigrant
communities—have struggled to find appropriate, affordable homes in that timeframe. With
as many as 1800 students in the SFUSD currently without housing, we cannot turn more
families with children out on the streets for failing to find housing through no fault of their
own.

HSH has blamed struggling families for a “lack of active participation in the shelter
program.” This is a misdiagnosis of the problem. The current family shelter eviction policy
has caused significant panic and fear amongst families who were not given adequate
notice, nor were in some cases even informed. These families’ inability to find affordable
housing while sleeping on gymnasium floors and working precarious jobs is a result of the
policy decisions that prioritize profits over housing that is accessible to poor and working
class people.

Please support Sup. Fielder’s ordinance to allow families to remain in shelter for a year. It’s
a simple solution that provides much needed stability for families who are already in very
desperate situations, and is the most equitable way the city can prevent families from falling
deeper into homelessness for the long-term.

Sincerely: 
Kate Langlois

Kate Langlois 
katelangart@gmail.com 
1486 35th ave 
San Francisco, California 94122

I 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 24 Letters Regarding Lobbying
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:05:53 PM
Attachments: 24 Letters Regarding Lobbying.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 24 letters regarding lobbying activity in SF Government.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Leslie Huang
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:18:30 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Leslie Huang

Email leslie94117@yahoo.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alson Lee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:21:31 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Alson Lee

Email al45lee@yahoo.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kevin Wallace
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:23:31 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Kevin Wallace

Email kevinwallace415@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:kevinwallace415@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Michael Sweeney
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:24:34 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Michael Sweeney

Email mppsweeney@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Viktoria Kolesnikova
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:24:39 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Viktoria Kolesnikova

Email vxk.viktoria@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 
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mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Darcy Brown
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:38:28 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Darcy Brown

Email darcybrown7@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:darcybrown7@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Joseph Koman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:46:32 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Joseph Koman

Email joekoman@att.net

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:joekoman@att.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Richard Rothman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:51:32 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Richard Rothman

Email rrothma@pacbell.net

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:rrothma@pacbell.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Keelin Reddy
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:12:27 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Keelin Reddy

Email keelinreddy@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: It’s time to understand that the reforms put in place
by the bike coalition and walk SF are not getting us
to Vision Zero!

Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

I 

mailto:keelinreddy@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Virginia Plant
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:17:33 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Virginia Plant

Email vplant@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:vplant@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sharon Handa
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:32:39 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Sharon Handa

Email shandaf7@yahoo.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:shandaf7@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Valerie Schmalz
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:51:34 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Valerie Schmalz

Email valerieschmalz6@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:valerieschmalz6@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Maryanne Razzo
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:54:20 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Maryanne Razzo

Email mvrazzo@sonic.net

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:mvrazzo@sonic.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: John Goldberg
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:57:40 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent John Goldberg

Email jrg2025@aol.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:jrg2025@aol.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: richard brandi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:16:38 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent richard brandi

Email rbrandi@earthlink.net

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:rbrandi@earthlink.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Julie Paul
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:26:35 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Julie Paul

Email juliepaul164@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:juliepaul164@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kathleen Gee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:31:30 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Kathleen Gee

Email kathygee606@att.net

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 

mailto:kathygee606@att.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jennifer Angelopoulos
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:36:20 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Jennifer Angelopoulos

Email jangelopoulos@live.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: cynthia brown
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:39:19 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent cynthia brown

Email cymphany@hotmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lily Chan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:52:26 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Lily Chan

Email chanlx3@yahoo.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: James Wall
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:38:34 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent James Wall

Email jimwallsf@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: MARLA BLANCHARD
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:41:37 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent MARLA BLANCHARD

Email blanchardmarla762@gmail.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Richard Adhikari
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:52:27 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Richard Adhikari

Email planner.filler-6r@icloud.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 

I 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS as well as the far Left, which insists on
painting criminals as victims to the detriment of the
lives of working men and women.

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Karen Schwartz
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:54:33 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Karen Schwartz

Email kielygomes@yahoo.com

Subject No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and
then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, SFMTA Board Members and
Board of Supervisors,

It is ironic that the City funds non-profit organizations
who then use those funds to lobby the city.

For example, the San Francisco Bike Coalition and
Walk SF both actively plan projects with SFMTA and
then lobby SFMTA and San Francisco government
on behalf of those same projects. And both receive
substantial funding from the city.

As a taxpayer I am opposed to funding special
interest organizations that lobby against my
interests. It is unethical and irresponsible to approve
contracts to activist groups who lobby public officials
and agencies. 

Walk SF received $311,274 from FY 2022-2024 and
San Francisco Bike Coalition has received
$2,788,151 from FY 2022-2025 from SFMTA. And
there is $425,736 still owed to the San Francisco
Bike Coalition under its current contract with SFMTA.
 

The distrust of the Board of Supervisors is high;
there were clear conflicts of interest with the previous
mayor. 
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Similarly, trust in SFMTA has diminished due to prior
leadership's lack of transparency and fiscal
irresponsibility. They funded activist groups such as
San Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF who bully
seniors, people with disabilities, and many other
groups who are just trying to get by.

The quality of life of the majority of hard working,
taxpaying San Franciscans has decreased over the
last several years due to the work of the SFMTA and
the BoS.  

I urge you to terminate SFMTA’s contracts with San
Francisco Bike Coalition and Walk SF effective
immediately. 

Sincerely,



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 3 Letters Regarding SB 79
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:57:13 AM
Attachments: 3 Letters Regarding SB 79.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 3 letters regarding SB 79.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Stephen Torres
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: ChanStaff (BOS)
Subject: Letter of Support of Resolution Opposing SB79
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 2:20:45 PM
Attachments: 2025.01.07 Letter of Support of Resolution in Opposition of SB79.pdf

 

Good afternoon Clerk Calvillo,

  Please see attached my letter of support of Supervisor Chan's resolution opposing Senate Bill
79.

Thank you,

Stephen Torres
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Stephen Torres 
San Francisco, California 94110 
 
July 1, 2025 
 
The San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94102 
 
 
Good afternoon President Mandelman and Members of the Board of Supervisors, 
 
I am writing to you in strong support of Supervisor Connie Chan’s resolution to oppose 
California Senate Bill 79 unless amended. 
 
As written, SB79, threatens to further undo the regulations and local controls that were instated 
by communities across the state in the wake of disastrous planning of the past like the federal 
redevelopment programs of the 1960s and 1970s. It will exacerbate our affordable housing 
crisis and loss of thousands of small businesses through increased demolitions and does 
nothing to ensure equitable housing. 
 
Staff and Members of the Planning Commission as well as this body have often stated that we 
have no choice but to pass and implement unnecessary and speculative rezoning, approve 
problematic projects, and not be able to hold developers accountable in meaningful ways 
because of mandates and legislation that have been put upon us at the state level.  
 
In the times in which we are currently seeing multiple protections for our most vulnerable 
populations and our environment repealed and the further enabling of extractive corporate 
practices by our federal government, it makes no sense to further facilitate that. It is incumbent 
upon this body, in fact, to look for more ways in which to protect the people of this City and State 
and not, instead, private and corporate interests and the legislation made on their behalf. 
 
I thank Supervisor Chan for her advocacy and solidarity with the People of the City and County 
of San Francisco and strongly urge passage of this resolution. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stephen Torres 
 
District 9 Resident and Small Business Worker 
 
 
 



 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Kelly Groth
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Quintin Mecke
Subject: CCHO Support for Reso Opposing SB 79
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 2:08:41 PM
Attachments: CCHO LOS Resolution Opposing SB 79 Amendment (Chan).pdf

 

Hello Clerk's Office, 

Please see attached letter of support for Supervisor Chan's resolution opposing SB 79, which
will be introduced at roll call today. 

Thank you,
Kelly

I 

mailto:kelly@sfccho.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:quintin@sfccho.org


 
 
July 1, 2025 
 
Supervisor Connie Chan 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
Supporting Resolution Opposing California State Senate Bill 79 (Wiener) Unless Amended 
 
Dear Supervisor Chan, 
 
On behalf of the Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), a coalition of 19 
nonprofit affordable housing developers and tenant advocates in San Francisco, we write in 
strong support of your resolution opposing California State Senate Bill 79 unless amended. 
 
CCHO applauds your leadership in standing up for the integrity of San Francisco’s local planning 
process and the essential role of community input in shaping equitable development. SB 79 
threatens to override years of thoughtful planning, including the City’s recent 2022 Housing 
Element, which was developed through robust public engagement and approved by the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development. 
 
As currently written, SB 79 would enable land speculation, increase displacement risk in Priority 
Equity Geographies, and make it harder for nonprofit developers to secure land for permanently 
affordable housing. The bill fails to provide meaningful affordability requirements or adequate 
protections for tenants and small businesses. Instead, it layers on additional deregulation that 
privileges market-rate development at the expense of community stability. 
 
The recent amendments proposed by the Assembly Housing Committee would make the bill 
even worse by permitting the demolition of up to two units of rent-controlled housing—further 
eroding one of the few remaining protections for low-income renters. These amendments 
demonstrate a clear disregard for communities already struggling to remain in San Francisco, 
and they risk accelerating the displacement of long-standing residents. 
 
We must ensure that our communities can afford to stay in their neighborhoods—not advance 
legislation that pushes them out. 
 

 

COUNCIL OF 
COMMUNITY 
HOUSING 
ORGANIZATIONS 



 

San Francisco has long led with innovative, community-driven responses to the housing crisis. 
We believe any state legislation must respect local authority, protect vulnerable neighborhoods, 
and support—not undermine—equitable and affordable housing development. 
 
We fully support your resolution’s call for amendments to SB 79 that preserve local planning 
authority, ensure equity protections, and deliver the funding necessary to build deeply affordable 
housing at the scale our communities need.  
 
Thank you for your unwavering commitment to housing justice. 
 

 
Quintin Mecke 
Executive Director, Council of Community Housing Organizations 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: Neighborhoods United SF
To: Assemblymember.Haney@assembly.ca.gov
Cc: lisa.engel@asm.ca.gov; yasamin.salari@asm.ca.gov; Neighborhoods United - SF; Lurie, Daniel (MYR); Segal, Ned

(MYR); David Chiu; Hillis, Rich (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC); So, Lydia (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Braun,
Derek (CPC); Campbell, Amy (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Mcgarry, Sean (CPC); Williams, Gilbert A (CPC);
Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Chan, Connie (BOS); Sherrill, Stephen (BOS); Sauter, Danny (BOS); Joel Engardio;
MahmoodStaff; DorseyStaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael (BOS); FielderStaff; Waltonstaff
(BOS); ChenStaff; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: SB 79 Will Upzone Nearly All of San Francisco — Without Affordability Requirements
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 8:53:51 AM
Attachments: OPPOSE SB 79 (Wiener) – Assemblymember Matt Haney.pdf

 

Dear Assemblymember Haney,

As Chair of the Housing and Community Development Committee — and someone who ran
on equity, tenant protections, and community-driven solutions — we urge you to oppose SB
79 (Wiener).

On behalf of Neighborhoods United SF (NUSF), a coalition of over 50 San Francisco
community groups, we’re deeply concerned that SB 79 contains no affordability requirements,
overrides San Francisco’s certified Housing Element, and removes protections for renters,
small businesses, and neighborhoods. It imposes a one-size-fits-all upzoning scheme across
nearly the entire city — with no local input.

SB 79 barely passed the Senate by one vote. It’s an unpopular and counterproductive bill that
pits state legislators against their constituents and undermines trust in real housing solutions.

We’ve attached our detailed opposition letter. We respectfully ask you to vote No — or at
minimum, register as a No Vote Recorded (NVR).

Thank you for your leadership.

Sincerely,
Lori Brooke
Co-Founder, Neighborhoods United SF
neighborhoodsunitedsf@gmail.com | https://nusf.net
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June 27, 2025 

Assemblymember Matt Haney 
State Capitol, Room 2141 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 
RE: OPPOSE SB 79 (Wiener) – A Massive Overreach That Promotes Demolition, 
Displacement, and Developer Profits 
 
Dear Assemblymember Haney, 

On behalf of Neighborhoods United SF (NUSF) — a coalition of over 50 San Francisco 
neighborhood associations, tenant groups, historic preservation organizations, 
affordable housing and small business advocates across San Francisco — we strongly 
urge you to oppose Senate Bill 79 (Wiener). 

You have built your career standing with renters, workers, and vulnerable communities. 
SB 79 does not reflect those values. Despite its title, The Abundant and Affordable 
Homes Near Transit Act, the bill does not require a single unit of affordable housing.  

Instead, it overrides our city’s local plans, removes basic protections, and gives a blank 
check to developers building high-end market-rate units — all under the false banner of 
equity. In other words, it does the opposite of what is necessary to thwart the housing 
affordability crisis.  

Our specific concerns include: 

● It Blankets the City. In a dense, transit-rich city like San Francisco, SB 79 would 
effectively upzone almost every neighborhood — including single-family districts, 
small mixed-use corridors, and working-class areas — by applying ½-mile or 
even ¼-mile zone radius around bus stops and train stations. That means 7-story 
towers by-right in neighborhoods that were never planned for them. It also sets 
the stage at a later date, state density bonuses are added to this base height to 
triple the size of the 7-story limit.  
 

● It Incentivizes Demolition and Displacement. The bill opens the door to 
demolishing and replacing existing rent-controlled housing, legacy small 
businesses, and historic buildings with unaffordable high-rises, with no tenant 
protections, affordability guarantees, or environmental review. This bill is an 
end-around that undermines rent control and will encourage the demolition of 
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rent-controlled units in San Francisco for market-rate, unaffordable units.  
 

● It Turns Transit into a Threat. SB 79 makes transit a target of community 
opposition by tying aggressive upzoning to bus stops and train stations. The bill 
undercuts the very ridership it claims to support by prioritizing high-income 
tenants least likely to use transit. It will encourage cities to eliminate public transit 
stops and routes to avoid zoning changes. Again, this bill does the opposite of 
what it sets out to accomplish.  
 

● It Overrides San Francisco’s Certified Housing Element, which was 
developed under state mandates and millions of dollars in city planning 
resources. It contradicts the Housing Element, which already identifies where 
new housing can go, often along transit and commercial corridors. SB 79 
overrides that work and imposes one-size-fits-all upzoning without context or 
local control. 
 

● It is an Unfunded Mandate. It does not include provisions for the infrastructure, 
schools, emergency services, or public transit upgrades required to support such 
dramatic density increases. It also fails to address sustainability, tree canopy, or 
the carbon cost of demolition and new construction. Even the Los Angeles City 
Attorney has flagged serious constitutional concerns. 
 

● It is a Developer Giveaway, Not a Housing Strategy. California desperately 
needs affordable homes — not just more units. SB 79 rewards speculative 
developers while failing to provide any real pathway for housing that low- and 
middle-income families can afford. The losers are working people, renters, and 
the neighborhoods they call home. 

Simply saying “we need more housing” does not justify demolishing rent-controlled 
homes, displacing small businesses, or erasing the public vistas that define San 
Francisco. You can not bulldoze your way to affordability. Real abundance comes from 
renovation, preservation, and targeted investment, not blanket upzoning that fuels 
speculation. 

We respectfully ask that you: 

● Oppose SB 79 and vote “No” in committee and on the floor — or at the very 
least, register as a No Vote Recorded (NVR). 
 

● Support legal and legislative efforts to challenge inflated RHNA numbers and 
the false housing crisis narrative being used to justify these excessive and 
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outdated mandates. We strongly urge you to reassess outdated population 
projections that are working to punish San Francisco.  
 

● Defend San Francisco’s right to plan for growth in a way that protects renters, 
small businesses, historic fabric, neighborhood livability, and actual affordability. 

San Francisco cannot remain silent as Sacramento pushes policies destabilizing our 
neighborhoods and rewarding speculation. We count on your leadership to advocate for 
the communities you represent. 

Sincerely, 
 
Lori Brooke 
Co-Founder, Neighborhoods United SF 
neighborhoodsunitedsf@gmail.com | https://nusf.net 

cc:  
Mayor Daniel Lurie 
Ned Segal, Mayor’s Advisor on Housing 
David Chiu, City Attorney 
Board of Supervisors 
Planning Commission 
Rich Hillis, Director of Planning 
Rachael Tanner, Citywide Planning 

NUSF Alliance Partners: 
Aquatic Park Neighbors 
Barbary Coast Neighborhood Association 
Catalyst for Local Control 
Cathedral Hill Neighborhood Association 
Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods 
Cole Valley Improvement Association 
Cow Hollow Association 
D2United 
D4ward 
Diamond Heights Community Association 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club 
East Mission Improvement Association 
Excelsior District Improvement Association 
Forest Hill Association 
Francisco Park Conservancy 
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Geary Boulevard Merchants and Property Owners Association 
Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association 
Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association 
Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association 
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council 
Ingleside Terrace Homeowners Assoc 
Jordan Park Improvement Association 
Lakeside Property Owners Association 
La Playa Park Coalition 
La Playa Village 
Laurel Heights Neighborhood Association 
Lombard Hill Improvement Association 
Marina - Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants 
Marina Community Association 
Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association 
Midtown Terrace Homeowners Association 
Miraloma Park Improvement Club 
Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association 
Noe Valley Council 
North Beach Tenants Committee 
Oceanview/Merced Heights/Ingleside - Neighbors in Action 
Our Neighborhood Voices 
Pacific Avenue Neighborhood Association 
Parkmerced Action Coalition 
Planning Association for the Richmond 
Race and Equality in All Planning (REP-SF) 
Rincon Point Neighborhood Association 
Russian Hill Community Association 
Russian Hill Improvement Association 
San Francisco Land Use Coalition 
San Francisco Tenants Union 
Save Our Amazing Richmond 
Save Our Neighborhoods SF 
Sensible D7 
St. Francis Homes Association 
Small Business Forward 
Sunset Heights Association of Responsible People 
Sunset-Parkside Education & Action Committee 
Sunset United Neighbors 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

• NEIGHBORHOODS 
Fl UNITED SF 



 
 

 

University Terrace Association 
Waterfront Action Committee 
Westwood Park Association 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: More Socialist Barriers as San Francisco Awards $10.4 Million in Artist Grants...And not One Dollar to an

Uneducated Person. Art’s role in social change or Funding the Educated Class with an Elitist Eugenic AGENDA?
By: Daniel Jeremiah Hoffman, Invest

Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:52:24 AM

Hello,

Please see below communication regarding grants issued by the San Francisco Arts Commission.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Daniel Jeremiah Hoffman <SFLiberatorNews@proton.me> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:44 AM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; boardoffice@sfusd.edu; MYR-
Appointments <mayor.appointments@sfgov.org>; Press Office, Mayor (MYR)
<mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>; carrillo@law.berkeley.edu; info@chinatowncdc.org;
letters@washpost.com; maxwell.zeff@techcrunch.com; comments@whitehouse.gov;
comments@foxnews.com; newsdesk@kpix.com; tattwa@sfvedanta.org; answers@hud.gov;
SM.FS.WOFOIA@usda.gov; SFPD Bayview Station, (POL) <SFPDBayviewStation@sfgov.org>;
ahenson@wdwg.org; CommunityEngagement@hq.dhs.gov; Ethics Commission, (ETH)
<ethics.commission@sfgov.org>; Engagement, Civic (ADM) <civic.engagement@sfgov.org>;
401_PIO@CHP.CA.GOV; ICEOPRIntake@ice.dhs.gov; Jonathan Mahler
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

<jonathan.mahler@nytimes.com>; Madeline.coggins@fox.com; OHCHR-media@un.org;
Corky.Siemaszko@nbcuni.com; DFracassa@sfchronicle.com; Assembly.Ethics@asm.ca.gov;
AskOCR@usdoj.gov; Alison.Merrilees@asm.ca.gov; elizabeth.potter@asm.ca.gov;
AsmBudget@asm.ca.gov; ilan.zur@asm.ca.gov; InfoDesk@ohchr.org; Jenkins, Brooke (DAT)
<brooke.jenkins@sfgov.org>; District Attorney, (DAT) <districtattorney@sfgov.org>;
rob.bonta@doj.ca.gov; patricia.guerrero@courts.ca.gov; Commission, Fire (FIR)
<fire.commission@sfgov.org>; ICCvisits@icc-cpi.int; CRT.SpeakerRequests@usdoj.gov; BART Board
<BoardofDirectors@bart.gov>; MSNBCTVinfo@nbcuni.com; Information@stpatricksf.org;
InternalProjects@caloes.ca.gov; Jessica.Roy@sfchronicle.com; OMBFOIA@omb.eop.gov; SFPDAlert,
(POL) <SFPDAlert@sfgov.org>; SecretaryInvites@hud.gov; SFPort Commission Secretary
<commission-secretary@sfport.com>; megan.russell@parks.ca.gov; SFDA-Victim Services
<victimservices@sfgov.org>; feedback@sfchronicle.com; forum@kqed.org;
jonathan.kazmierski@usda.gov; SFPD Central Station, (POL) <sfpdcentralstation@sfgov.org>; b
csfoffice@gmail.com <bcsfoffice@gmail.com>; tips@sfstandard.com; editorial@sfstandard.com;
media@nida.nih.gov; media@omb.eop.gov; SFPORT-Media <media@sfport.com>;
mediainquiry@hq.dhs.gov; SFDA Media <SFDA.Media@sfgov.org>; poetry@sfsu.edu;
SFPDMediaRelations, (POL) <sfpdmediarelations@sfgov.org>; mscardenas@berkeley.edu;
openjustice@doj.ca.gov; mcu@justice.gc.ca; Danielle.Echeverria@sfchronicle.com;
misconduct@dea.gov; caaspp@cde.ca.gov; RAPC@doj.ca.gov; jhooper@cde.ca.gov; dem, UASIMT
(DEM) <uasimt.dem@sfgov.org>; DPW-CodeEnforcement <CodeEnforcement@sfdpw.org>;
superintendent@cde.ca.gov; MandelmanStaff (BOS) <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; City Librarian,
City Librarian (LIB) <citylibrarian@sfpl.org>; contact.center@calcivilrights.ca.gov;
info@sherithisrael.org; info@sfchamber.com; info@sfarch.org; info@sfcta.org; info@cccsf.us;
info@icofsf.org; info@sfp.org; ohchr-InfoDesk@un.org; SFPD Community Engagement Division
<SFPDCED@sfgov.org>; PDR-Media Relations <PDR-MediaRelations@sfgov.org>;
manohar.raju@sf.gov; jgarofoli@sfchronicle.com; SFPD, Chief (POL) <sfpdchief@sfgov.org>;
info@chinatownalleywaytours.org; DPA Outreach <dpa.outreach@sfgov.org>; SFPD Mission Station,
(POL) <SFPDMissionStation@sfgov.org>; SFPD Park Station, (POL) <SFPDParkStation@sfgov.org>;
Mayor, MYR (MYR) <mayor@sfgov.org>; kimberly.horiuchi@asm.ca.gov;
ExecutiveEscalations@group.apple.com
Subject: More Socialist Barriers as San Francisco Awards $10.4 Million in Artist Grants...And not One
Dollar to an Uneducated Person. Art’s role in social change or Funding the Educated Class with an
Elitist Eugenic AGENDA? By: Daniel Jeremiah Hoffman, Investi...

 

 

San Francisco 07/02/2025. It is being reported in a link delivered into my search
results, https://www.sfgate.com/sf-culture/article/san-francisco-awards-10-million-dollars-artists-
20405993.php, by SF Gate that "San Francisco just handed a big gift to its artists. On Tuesday,
the San Francisco Arts Commission announced $10.4 million in grants awarded to local arts
initiatives as part of its 2025-2026 grant cycle. Those grants are split among several cultural
centers, 47 arts nonprofits and 98 individual artists, who will use them to fund work on
documentaries, albums, novels and other projects.", but isn't it funny that very little noise was
made in comparison when the grant Cycle Opened for Applications, it Seems the people in San
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Francisco most concerned about Equity and Inclusion awarded the grants only to educated
people inside their Equity and Inclusion Network and the exclusion of uneducated artists or Artists
with no formal education. This is just another example how San Francisco's Elitist Socialist use
Social Barriers to maintain Class Segregation and protect the Intellectual Blockade we are all
contained in that keeps circulating control of our Government and Resources to their Mafia by
only allowing the people who have bee properly indoctrinated to get a leg up in their Career with
Tax Dollars that should be available to Everyone equally, regardless of race, religion, political
ideology, socio-economic class, or sexual identity, instead San Francisco seems run by a Socialist
Cult that just Fakes Liberalism and uses people's race, culture, and sexual identities to Push an
Elitist Socialist Eugenic Agenda that gets fueled by maintaining a poor uneducated labor class to
feel superior over, it s like a group of minorities got drunk on Hitler's Kool-Aid and took power in a
drunken rage and are submitting us all to their authority as codependents the way an abusive
husband dominates over his wife, its the same psychology involved. In 2023, San Francisco had
an estimated 95,298 people living in poverty and we can safely assume that most of those are un
or undereducated but San Francisco wants to ignore poverty rates and focus instead on Equity
and Inclusion programs that include Socialist Barriers, like Education Level, to make their socialist
elitism seem humanitarian. Because, even by using a racially and culturally diverse inclusion
program in your application process you are still leaving out a disproportionate amount of racial
and religious minorities and other disadvantaged and at risk protected classes by using
"Education" as a qualifying criteria. These People are so against Free Market Entrepreneurism
because of their intent to maintain their sense of class superiority that they would rather run a
system of slavery over their own people's than provide opportunity for uneducated or
undereducated people to advance towards socio-economic freedom. Art is important to all San
Franciscans and it is one of the Entrepreneurial Areas where one who is gifted with talent can
realize socio-economic success with a little investment regardless of education level. And I agree
that Arts role in Social Change is Important but that is only because Art is an expression of the
experiences of the people, it is a universal language, like Love, it speaks past barriers and injects
itself into the soul and mind of those who consume it and its effects alter the public consciousness
towards an awareness of feelings not originated from the individual self consuming it but shared
as an empathic connection to the one who experienced it, Art allows those with no voice to share
their experience, pain, joy, fear, desires with a people that might not otherwise have an
opportunity to experience those same things in the same way and so it enlightens others
perspective and opens their minds towards being receptive to social change, art is the great
facilitator in this way because it is a barrier free expression and form of communication as well as
can be a bridge between the world of poverty and socialites. But this free expression stops when
you co-opt it for an agenda, any agenda, Art should not be restricted in any way if we are to call it
Art and have it maintain its substance and transformative power. So I am happy to see so many
artists getting projects funded by the Arts Commission but can we really call it Art when it seems
so much effort was applied towards the exclusion of so many to only include those who can apply
their state-certified creativity towards a specific agenda? Creative Expression maybe, but "Art" I
cannot call any of this, anymore than I can call a Marketing Piece for an Oil Company needing to
make the environmental consequences of offshore drilling seem more colorful and friendly, Art, it
is not, and I am willing to bet that these Socialized Elitists in this network at the Arts Commission
have such little integrity for Art that they would sell their souls to work for an Evil Corporation on a
Marketing Project just like that rather than open or share economic opportunity up to the
uneducated who might use their new popularity and wealth gained by a barrier free opportunity to
expose the lies of the Socialists as being more Exclusive then a Georgia Private Country Club.
The Free market doesn't work in San Francisco because of this Socialist Mafia who has to
maintain class segregation by making sure all opportunity, investment, and pathways towards any
socio-economic freedom is a controlled processes that keeps all resources circulating with only
those determined to be Party Loyalists who work blindly for the Party Agenda, just like what the
Nazis did, just like the Jim Crow Governments of the south did. I am really disappointed in San
Francisco's Arts Commission here because I love and support the arts so much as a real vehicle



to lift people out of poverty in the most Liberal Way, a Free Market Opportunity with Barrier Free
Investment in their Strengths and that is what this $10.4 Million Dollars could have done, reduced
the number of people in poverty, by helping them make a living doing something they are good at
and have an inclination for but almost no work was applied even letting our poor working class
know about this Arts Commission opportunity. This is not to discredit any of the Artists on this list
of grantees found at:https://www.sfartscommission.org/content/2025-grantees-list, but I hope I am
inspiring them to have integrity for Art and challenging them to not allow their creative talent to be
used by Socialist Elitists anymore than evil corporations, Art is a Universal Language that
transcends all conventions and in the Public Allocation of resources that allows for the volume of
that Language to reach more ears and be amplified, than everyone, equally, and barrier free
should have opportunity to speak into that proverbial Microphone and scream from their heart
space whatever beautiful noise they can create. We should all be Art Lovers, we need to increase
Art Appreciation in our community but the reason so few appreciate art, why there is such a little
market for art here, is because all of the art being published has an agenda tied to it and that
depreciates the product itself as being art and when Art is no longer Art in that way you have
removed the animating voice hidden in the substance of art that resonates with the potential
consumers of it, when you remove the real empathic connection expressed by Art it just lays on
deaf ears and blind eyes, it becomes like a superficial kind of love motivated by an agenda like
fitting the projected image the lover wants to convey publicly with a partner who has a certain
"look", that is not love. And Arts Commission Grants that speak of Equity and Inclusion, Race and
Cultural Diversity, but exclude applicants because of Education Level and to push an Elitist
Agenda is not just a superficial creative expression but Hypocritical one to say the least. The Arts
Commission can be powerful agent of Transformation and Social Change but that change should
be a natural expression of the people from all socio-economic classes, the socialist elitists like to
make everything racial but only at the expense of the uneducated brother's and sister's of
humanity left servicing the needs of society drudgingly from the slums of poverty. You cannot say
that there is no Art Potentials in those slums unless you are part of the Oppressive Circumstances
that intentionally suppresses creative potential for the purposes of subjugation but even then ART
transcends because even in the Slave Societies of the South, Art was expressed through the
chattel chains of servitude forced on an uneducated class.
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 31 Letters Regarding File No. 250487
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:20:26 PM
Attachments: 31 Letters Regarding File No. 250487.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 31 letters regarding File No. 250487:

                Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to require the City to approve one new
homeless shelter, transitional housing facility, behavioral health residential care and treatment
facility, or behavioral health specialized outpatient clinic (collectively, “Covered Facilities”) in each
Supervisorial District by June 30, 2026, and prohibiting the City from approving a Covered Facility that
would be located within 1,000 feet of another Covered Facility unless the Board of Supervisors
waives the 1,000 foot rule by Resolution based on a finding that approving the Covered Facility at the
proposed location is in the public interest.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Richard Adhikari
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:46:25 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Richard Adhikari

Email planner.filler-6r@icloud.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

I lived in Toronto in the 90s, when the NDP
government mandated that low-end housing be built
in all neighborhoods, if I recall correctly. The result
was an uptick in crime and lowered cleanliness
standards as well as increased concern among
residents for safety.

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal

I 
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Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Michael Holloway
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 6:10:28 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Michael Holloway

Email michael.james.holloway@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jennifer Yan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 6:59:27 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Jennifer Yan

Email popcorn-kidder.3s@icloud.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:popcorn-kidder.3s@icloud.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Erica Sandberg
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 7:24:31 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Erica Sandberg

Email esandberg_2000@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kathryn Duryea
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 10:45:32 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Kathryn Duryea

Email kathryn.duryea@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: PATIENCE HUTCHINSON
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 4:39:28 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent PATIENCE HUTCHINSON

Email knit1purl1@sbcglobal.net

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Brad McMillan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 8:14:27 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Brad McMillan

Email mcmillan@viselect.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: John Perri
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 9:14:25 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent John Perri

Email johnperri@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: John Lee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 10:24:34 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent John Lee

Email jmlee128@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Leanna Louie
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 11:00:35 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Leanna Louie

Email leannalouie28@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,
Leanna Louie
Resident of SF since 1979



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tom Flint
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 11:07:32 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Tom Flint

Email thomasflint1@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: mike Regan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 11:10:31 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent mike Regan

Email myoldgoat@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Marina Roche
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 11:15:38 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Marina Roche

Email marinaroche@icloud.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:marinaroche@icloud.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Richard Dunckel
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 12:52:32 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Richard Dunckel

Email rdunckel@earthlink.net

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:rdunckel@earthlink.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,
Richard P. Dunckel - San Francisco resident for 43
years



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Anthony Han
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 2:21:18 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Anthony Han

Email hantohme@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:hantohme@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Stephen Gorski
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 4:22:24 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Stephen Gorski

Email sjgorskilaw@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:sjgorskilaw@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,
Stephen J Gorski



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Justin Hughes
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 4:45:28 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Justin Hughes

Email jjh49@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:jjh49@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Benoite Yver
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 9:14:21 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Benoite Yver

Email benoite.yver@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:benoite.yver@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jake Vogel
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Saturday, June 28, 2025 1:14:21 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Jake Vogel

Email rockerdave415@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:rockerdave415@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Gregory Silvia
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Saturday, June 28, 2025 2:27:16 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Gregory Silvia

Email tree2tree323@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:tree2tree323@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Shirley Chan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Saturday, June 28, 2025 3:38:26 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Shirley Chan

Email sc127@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:sc127@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Gloria Yu
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Saturday, June 28, 2025 3:40:25 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Gloria Yu

Email joyfulhyu@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:joyfulhyu@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sophia Lagios
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Saturday, June 28, 2025 4:28:19 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Sophia Lagios

Email slagios@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:slagios@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:FielderStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChenStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Laine Buckingham
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Saturday, June 28, 2025 10:28:26 PM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Laine Buckingham

Email laineboss@att.net

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:laineboss@att.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
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mailto:MahmoodStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:SauterStaff@sfgov.org


light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Don't let Mahmoud sway you with his wack idea of
making life worse for everyone in SF. 

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Teresa Shaw
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 10:54:23 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Teresa Shaw

Email tawny.sapient0c@icloud.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used

I 

mailto:tawny.sapient0c@icloud.com
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mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Joseph Gallagher
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:44:36 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Joseph Gallagher

Email josephdgallagher@hotmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at pockets of underutilized or lightly used
light industrial areas of San Francisco.

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health

I 
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centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,

Joseph D. Gallagher



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Micahel Regan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 10:19:26 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Micahel Regan

Email myoldgoat@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Michael Sweeney
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:23:34 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Michael Sweeney

Email mppsweeney@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: David Nolley, Ph.D., FAPA, FAAIDD, ABPP, BABA-S
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:50:25 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent David Nolley, Ph.D., FAPA, FAAIDD, ABPP, BABA-S

Email danolley@aol.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisor Engardio: Although it seems like
San Francisco needs more shelter beds, because
this city has made it so inviting for folks to come here
and be fed, clothed, given free medical care and
permitted to abuse drugs of abuse in front of
vulnerable children, it is my opinion that it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in Every district Most Especially District Four.
Implementing shelters and behavioral health centers
Throughout our city will only create more problems
and safety issues for everyday residents of San
Francisco, especially for elders like my wife and me,
both of being elders in our 80s. Doing this risks
disrupting stable communities without meaningfully
addressing the root causes of homelessness
concentrated in areas like the Tenderloin and SOMA
just because those areas of San Francisco have
permitted this "invasion" over the past dozen years
after so-called "democratic socialist progressives"
stole San Francisco's government. Now then, I do
agree that SOMA, Tenderloin, Bayview should not
bear the sole burden for homelessness and out-of-
control drug addition.  But neither should San
Francisco officials consider looking at land outside
the city to provide shelter facilities.  In any case, I
urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
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health center in each district in the next 18 months.
Rather I encourage you to follow the lead of cities
with better sense like San Jose, which has invited in
contemporary behavioral science to get after the root
causes of the problems that worry Mr. Mahmood
instead of simply "going with the flow".

And, just in case your staff might consider some
"homework exercises" in how to accomplish what the
California Association of Behavior Analysts are
consulting with The City of San Jose to effectively
and scientifically approach California's problems with
homelessness and drug dependence, I can provide
references as well as recommend licensed and
capable therapists/consultants to help San Francisco
rise above the problems.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Nina Block
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 8:55:20 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent Nina Block

Email lemon.dolores@yahoo.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, 

San Francisco officials would be wise to consider
looking at land outside the city to provide shelter
facilities, or at 

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
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light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: marcello tomasini
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:04:36 AM

 

Message to the Board of Supervisors,
Mayor, and the City Attorney

From your constituent marcello tomasini

Email marcello.tomasini@gmail.com

Subject Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate
Homeless Shelters in Every District

Message: Dear Supervisors, 

San Francisco needs more shelter beds, but it is
financially irresponsible, especially now with a
looming deficit, to mandate placing shelter facilities
in every district. Implementing shelters and
behavioral health centers throughout our city will only
create more problems and safety issues for everyday
residents of San Francisco. 

It risks disrupting stable communities without
meaningfully addressing the root causes of
homelessness concentrated in areas like the
Tenderloin and SOMA. And I agree, SOMA,
Tenderloin, Bayview should not bear the sole
burden, San Francisco officials would be wise to
consider looking at land outside the city to provide
shelter facilities.

I urge you to oppose District 5 Supervisor Bilal
Mahmood’s proposed legislation that would require
the city to approve at least one shelter or behavioral
health center in each district in the next 18 months. 

Rather I encourage you to expand the search and
implementation of shelters and behavioral health
centers to pockets of underutilized or lightly used
light industrial areas of San Francisco or outside of
San Francisco. For example: Log Cabin Ranch (a
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600 acre property the city of San Francisco owns in
Santa Cruz County).

Sincerely,



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 7 Letters Regarding File No. 250589
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:10:58 PM
Attachments: 7 Letters Regarding File No. 250589.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 7 letters regarding File No. 250589:

                Budget and Appropriation Ordinance appropriating all estimated receipts and all estimated
expenditures for Departments of the City and County of San Francisco as of May 30, 2025, for the
Fiscal Years (FYs) ending June 30, 2026, and June 30, 2027.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Debbie Wong
To: Major, Erica (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Dorsey, Matt (BOS); Engardio, Joel (BOS); Lurie,

Daniel (MYR); MandelmanStaff (BOS); ChenStaff; Board of Supervisors (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); FielderStaff;
MelgarStaff (BOS); DorseyStaff (BOS); MahmoodStaff; EngardioStaff (BOS); SauterStaff; SherrillStaff

Subject: Public Comment and Rebuttal to RPD Presentation
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 8:20:37 PM

 

BOS Members

In the budget and appropriations meeting on Friday, RPD presented items 13-16 on sources of
funding as a binary between keeping the employment and fees (specifically, court fees). This
framing is misleading, and they are not mutually exclusive.

Their presentation was made after the public comment, and there was no opportunity to
respond. We are not against all the fees, just against unfairly targeting the tennis and pickleball
community.

When compared with the other items, the revenue from courts is minimal (~5%) of the
revenue on RPD's items 13-16 of the Budget and Appropriations meeting. As mentioned in the
public comment, an adjustment of just 30 cents to the Golden Gate parking meters would
cover the entire revenue generated from court fees.

This would satisfy all the parties that spoke today, including the employees at the golf course,
RPD employees at risk of layoff, and those interested in the continuation of other recreational
programs.

We continue to urge you to reject Ordinance -250603 [Park Code - Court Reservations], when
better solutions that do not undermine community recreation exist and have been presented.

Thanks,

Debbie Wong  :)
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Barbara Bagot-López
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Project Homeless Connect
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 10:46:59 AM

 

Dear Supervisors,

Honestly, I don't know how you would be able to sleep at night it you force Project Homeless Connect to
close its doors after over 20 years of working with SF's most vulnerable residents.

Have you visited this organization? Spoken to staff, clients? Please take the time to do so.

Please reply with your official position on funding for this valuable community partner.

Sincerely,
Barbara Bagot-López
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bill Alvarado
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); FielderStaff; ChenStaff; MahmoodStaff;

SauterStaff
Subject: I Support Right-Sizing SF"s Budget!
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 12:58:31 PM

 

   Message to the Board of Supervisors and Mayor

From your constituent Bill Alvarado

Email billalvarado@comcast.net

I Support Right-Sizing SF's Budget!

Message: Dear Mayor Lurie, Supervisors and Controller,

I fully support right-sizing the San Francisco budget!
 

Thank you Mayor Lurie for understanding that we
need structural budget reform right now.  

It is clear to residents that:

Deep cuts are needed, especially in the departments
that have grown over $100M since 2012.  We would
support a $2B reduction in the SF budget.

All fraud should be rooted out. 

There should be no funding going to non-existent or
wasteful non-profits. (See 2023 Grand Jury Report).

There should be no city funding of any organizations
or non-profits that lobby SF on behalf of special
interests. Anything going to organizations that lobby
SF officials should be terminated immediately.

Finally, our public safety systems, SFPD, SFFD, DA,
Sheriff, etc should be FULLY funded - these are
foundational for San Francisco's recovery.

Sincerely,
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Lee Heidhues
To: Chan, Connie (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS)
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Lurie, Daniel (MYR)
Subject: SF Marin Food Bank
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 7:07:03 PM

 

Connie 
We just learned the Mayor and BOS have cut funding for the SF Marin Food Bank.
HSA is now administrator of the program
The weekly distribution days yearly have been cut by 13 percent (seven times)
This will have a serious nutritional impact on the voters in your district 
As budget Chair you could have stopped this take away from people of an essential human
need. Food.
Lee Heidhues 

In Solidarity,
Lee
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: goodcitizen7777
To: mayorscheduling@sfgov.org; Scott, William (POL); SFPD, Commission (POL); info@urban-alchemy.us;

communications@urban-alchemy.us; citydesk@sfchronicle.com; newstips@kqed.org; info@missionlocal.com;
abc7news@abc.com; Board of Supervisors (BOS); support@post.ca.gov

Subject: San Francisco’s Public Safety Renaissance: From “Defund” to “Re-Fund the Police™”
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 9:04:50 PM

 

San Francisco’s Public Safety Renaissance: From “Defund” to “Re-Fund the Police™”

SAN FRANCISCO, CA –

In recent years, the national call to "defund the police" sparked intense debate. But here in San
Francisco, something different — and truly remarkable — has taken root. Our city didn’t just react.
We rebuilt. We evolved. And what we’ve created is one of the most forward-thinking, inclusive,
and effective public safety models in the country.

Today, San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) officers work hand-in-hand with Urban
Alchemy, an organization comprised of men and women who turned their second chances into
service. These individuals — many of whom were once incarcerated — now serve as guardians of
peace and community care.

On any given day, you’ll see them standing shoulder-to-shoulder with SFPD officers, managing
some of our city’s most vulnerable zones with strength, calm, and mutual respect. It’s a new
public safety model — unique, equitable, and deeply human.

A Quiet Revolution That’s Working

Urban Alchemy staff are deeply embedded in our neighborhoods, often the first line of
peacekeeping in areas historically underserved by government institutions. They’ve proven that
healing and safety are not opposites — they’re partners.

SFPD, for its part, has become one of the most tolerant, well-trained, and community-minded
police forces in the country. Their officers now operate with empathy, cultural competency, and
collaboration at the core.

Where else in America can you find a tattooed ex-lifer, a federal officer, and a park ranger
safeguarding the same block, respecting one another’s roles — and the communities they serve?

The Call: Re-Fund the Police™ — Intelligently and Equitably

We believe the time has come to Re-Fund the Police™ — not by reverting to outdated policing
models, but by investing in what’s working:

Joint training programs between police and second-chance groups

Oversight and ethical standards for all street-level nonprofits claiming security roles

Cross-agency collaboration and shared protocols for public safety
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Community-led feedback loops to ensure continued accountability

This is not a return to the past. This is the future. Let San Francisco lead the nation by
showcasing a new model of peacekeeping — one based on trust, transformation, and shared
strength.

A Model for the Nation

We urge City Hall, the Board of Supervisors, the Police Commission, and fellow cities across the
country to study what’s happening here — and fund it, protect it, and replicate it. Urban
Alchemy and the SFPD have created something rare and beautiful — and it deserves the
resources, respect, and recognition it has earned.

Let us become the national headquarters for new policing models rooted in rehabilitation,
equity, and public partnership.

Let us proudly say: “San Francisco is where safety and humanity walk together.”

Let us all agree: It’s time to Re-Fund the Police™.

Contact:
Larry Abney
Citizen Advocate | Policy Researcher
 goodcitizen7777@proton.me
 415-819-6723

• 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sharon Stark
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Restore Soda Tax Funding to City Budget
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:35:33 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

I am writing to ask you not to cut funding for Soda Tax-funded programs, including GLIDE’s
Social Justice Academy. This program is an essential Tenderloin space for ensuring that
marginalized communities have a voice in resolving the health issues that impact them.

GLIDE is planning to use soda tax funding to empower Black communities to engage in
research and advocacy for improved nutrition, which is a key issue in the Tenderloin, a
neighborhood with significant hunger and food insecurity. Supporting community leaders in
developing solutions to health inequities in their own languages and their own communities,
and then advocating for and sharing their findings with their communities is a crucial part of
addressing food insecurity needs.

Revenue from the soda tax is supposed to support community-driven programs like GLIDE’s
Social Justice Academy and other innovative, community-led work to decrease the
consumption of sugary beverages and support healthy eating and active living. Promotion of
healthy eating leads to better quality of life outcomes by reducing chronic health disparities
among communities of color. And the Social Justice Academy is a supportive environment for
community members to process and heal from the impacts of systemic racism and health
inequities.

Please continue the essential funding for soda tax grants so GLIDE can continue our Social
Justice Academy in fiscal year 2025/2026. Thank you.

Sharon Stark 
sharonastark@gmail.com 
843 5TH ST 
VALLEJO, California 94590
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Blythe Young
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Letter of Support Regarding CBO budget cuts
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 8:08:05 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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AHA Support Letter SF CBO Budget Cuts June 2025 .pdf

 

Please see attached letter of support to reinstate the funds for Community Benefit
Organizations from the Sugary Drink Distributors Tax budget.
 

Blythe Young
Community Advocacy Director
American Heart Association
O 7078344399 | M 7078344399

Privacy policy: www.Heart.org/Privacy
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 American Heart Association 

 

1111 Broadway, Suite 1360 

Oakland, CA 94607 

www.heart.org 

Dear Supervisors, 

Dear Mayor and Supervisors,  

 

The American Heart Association is deeply concerned that the Community Based 

Organization grant program that has been funded by the Sugary Drink 

Distributors Tax has been completely eliminated in the mayor’s budget and urge 

you to maintain funding for this program. These grants support vital community 

organizations that serve residents disproportionately impacted by sugary drink 

consumption. Cutting the funding to these organizations for the next two years 

will force them to close their doors and undermine the tax’s effectiveness in 

improving public health. 

We also respectfully request that you urge Mayor Lurie to adopt, in full, the 

recommendations of the Sugary Drink Distributor Tax Advisory Committee 

(SDDTAC) into the budget.  

San Francisco’s residents depend on your leadership to protect our community 

organizations and uphold the integrity of the sugary drink tax. We understand 

that San Francisco faces a budget deficit, but these tax revenues are not meant to 

be used as a backfill for other programs. 

We strongly support the recommendations of the SDDTAC not only because they 

would provide funding to programs that improve community health with an equity 

lens, but also because it is important that the sugary drink tax revenue be spent in 

a way that is guided by the committee established by voters when the tax was 

passed at the ballot in 2016. 

We respectfully ask that you incorporate 100% of the SDDTAC’s allocation 

recommendations for the Community Based Organization grants into your 

budget and that you will continue to support the committee as it tracks 

implementation and expenditure of the tax revenue.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Nicole Rosendale, MD 

President, AHA Bay Area Board of Directors 

 

 

 

  June 26th, 2025 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Pl 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

 

American 
Heart 
Association. 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 2 Letters Regarding File No. 250603
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:08:47 PM
Attachments: 2 Letters Regarding File No. 250603.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 2 letters regarding File No. 250603:

                Ordinance amending the Park Code to authorize the Recreation and Park Department to
charge fees for reserving tennis/pickleball courts at locations other than the Golden Gate Park Tennis
Center; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental
Quality Act.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Nancy Jones
To: Major, Erica (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Dorsey, Matt (BOS); Engardio, Joel (BOS); Lurie,

Daniel (MYR); MandelmanStaff (BOS); ChenStaff; Board of Supervisors (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); FielderStaff;
MelgarStaff (BOS); DorseyStaff (BOS); MahmoodStaff; EngardioStaff (BOS); SauterStaff; SherrillStaff

Subject: Tennis Courts But Not Grass Fields, Really
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 4:55:30 PM

 
To Mayor Lurie and the Board of Supervisors:

I hope you are not serious about a plan to charge residents of SF who use tennis/pickleball
courts but not charge residents of SF who use the basketball courts or grass fields. I hope you
realize that the tennis/pickleball courts require no maintenance. Grass fields used for soccer
or baseball or running around require maintenance. Charge for the use of those fields,
especially if you are going to charge to use tennis and/or pickleball courts. How did you decide
to charge to use tennis/pickleball courts but not charge to use basketball courts or racquetball
courts?  If the answer is that those facilities do not require reservations, then remove the
reservation system for tennis/pickleball courts.

OR charge for any RPD property that has a functional bathroom, e.g., Presidio Wall, Richmond,
Parkside. 

I heard that fees are being considered so there need not be layoffs. The places that use staff
are the places that have facilities.  Think about the Arboretum. Beautiful place that requires a
lot of maintenance but is free to residents of San Francisco. That's a wonderful gift to
residents of San Francisco, but it makes no sense to charge to use a concrete court that
requires no maintenance and not charge for the arboretum that requires a tremendous
amount of staff time.

Please think about the illogical step you plan to take.

Thank you.

Nancy Jones
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From: Janine Watson
To: Major, Erica (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Dorsey, Matt (BOS); Engardio, Joel (BOS); Lurie,

Daniel (MYR); MandelmanStaff (BOS); ChenStaff; Board of Supervisors (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); FielderStaff;
MelgarStaff (BOS); DorseyStaff (BOS); MahmoodStaff; EngardioStaff (BOS); SauterStaff; SherrillStaff

Subject: Public Comment and Rebuttal to RPD Presentation
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 5:44:45 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

BOS Members

As pickleball players, you want to charge $5 for courts, many of which have no nets, no wind screen, lines we
cannot make out as they are a light blue, no bathrooms, no water. So a piece of concrete. With no system for
refunding in rain or wet fog that is fair  and for charging seniors, children, and taxpayers already contributing to
these parks. Vote no until a reasonable system can be applied. We are not against paying if fair.

the budget and appropriations meeting on Friday, RPD presented items 13-16 on sources of funding as a binary
between keeping the employment and fees (specifically, court fees). This framing is misleading, and they are not
mutually exclusive.

Their presentation was made after the public comment, and there was no opportunity to respond. We are not against
all the fees, just against unfairly targeting the tennis and

We continue to urge you to reject Ordinance -250603 [Park Code - Court Reservations], when better solutions that
do not undermine community recreation exist and have been presented.

Thanks,

Janine Watson
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 56 Letters Regarding File No. 250655
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:22:03 PM
Attachments: 56 Letters Regading File No. 250655.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 56 letters regarding File No. 250655:

                Ordinance amending Division I of the Transportation Code to reduce the time that large
vehicles may be parked on City streets from overnight to two hours, and modify the time that
commercial vehicles may be parked on City streets; amending the Administrative Code to require
City departments, including but not limited to the Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing, the Department of Emergency Management, and the Police Department, to assist the
Municipal Transportation Agency with administering a Large Vehicle Refuge Permit Program that
exempts certain large vehicles from the two-hour parking restriction under certain conditions;
amending the Park Code to impose a two-hour parking limit on large vehicles on park property;
amending the Port Code to impose two-hour parking limits on large vehicles on Port property; and
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: patricia
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); Dorsey, Matt (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael (BOS); Walton, Shamann

(BOS); Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Sauter, Danny (BOS); Chen, Chyanne (BOS); Fielder, Jackie (BOS); Board of
Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
Subject: the RV Ban will increase homelessness~~ REJECT IT PLEASE
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 3:36:52 PM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors,
 
I am Patricia de Larios, a small business owner in North Beach, and Treasurer of the San Francisco
Community Land Trust.  I am also a San Francisco native, with children and grandchildren who were
born and who thrive here. 
  The 2-hour restriction on RV parking must be rejected. 
  With my expertise in the affordable housing/anti-displacement arena, I can assure you that without
livable and appropriate housing available for people living in their RVs, there will be no other option
than to live on the streets. ("shelters" are not an option.)
  People across the city will be harmed by the increase in street homelessness.  Anger and hostilities
will be aggravated, and violence may resultd. 
  In the larger hostile political climate, this proposed plan comes at the worst possible time, when
immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from our federal
government.  Many of the RV residents are in that category. The plan to punish and displace these
communities is inhumane. 

Thank you very much for considering.

Patricia de Larios
de Larios Peyton Investigations
Treasurer, San Francisco Community Land Trust

-- 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and the attached documents (if any) are
intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom or to which it is addressed. 

De Larios Peyton Investigations
CA PI # 21901
P.O. Box 330291
San Francisco, California 94133
510.915.4358
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: hesedmission@gmail.com
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject the RV Ban
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 2:47:36 AM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV parking, introduced by Mayor Lurie. This approach,
which targets working class San Franciscans and punishes people just trying to survive in this
city, is not only a tired and recycled idea. It comes at the worst possible time, when immigrants
and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out federal government.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter. There are over 1,400
people in San Francisco living in their vehicles, and the City lacks a significant amount of
shelter beds and capacity to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into tents and deeper instability. Without enough housing
resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter without
pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions.
Towing and displacement helps no one.

hesedmission@gmail.com 
2255 Ardemore Dr 
Fullerton, California 92833
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Stephen Moyer
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 1:55:43 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Stephen 
Pennsylvania
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Nora Roman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:09:24 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness.

I am a retired RN from SFGH and I personally have known many people who resorted to living
in their vehicles as a last resort. I own a home, and in fact, I have a neighbor who lives in his
van near my house. I won't tell you where it is so you don't send the cops to get him.....living in
a vehicle, even a car is vastly better than living on the street. I appeal to your humanity, and
ask you to not cave in to rich people who are offended by seeing poor people and just want
them GONE! That is who is behind this ban....It is absolutely disgusting that in this world of
genocide and hunger, we are busy trying to take away what little security a poor person or
family may have....Absolutely disgusting.

This proposal comes at the worst possible time, when immigrants and people of color are
already facing unprecedented attacks from out federal government. Vulnerable RV residents,
many of whom are immigrants, will be made even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be
more exposed to law enforcement and could end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one. 
And while we wait for permanent housing, the city should provide safe parking for vehicularly
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housed people with bathrooms, handwashing stations, trash and recycling, and social services
in communities we facilitate the creation of, like the people themselves have done....But with
basic services. This will help mitigate any impact on their rich, selfish, neighbors who don't
want to share even their streets with poor folks.

Nora 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Calder Lorenz
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:13:17 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Calder 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Chris Usselman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:15:01 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Chris 
California

I 

mailto:cju4you@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org




 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Francisco Velez
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:31:11 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Francisco 
New York
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Sally Nelson
To: Chan, Connie (BOS); Engardio, Joel (BOS); Dorsey, Matt (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael (BOS);

Walton, Shamann (BOS); Mahmood, Bilal (BOS); Sauter, Danny (BOS); Chen, Chyanne (BOS); Fielder, Jackie
(BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
Subject: Reject RV Ban - Will Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:34:05 PM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Sally Nelson and I live in the Mission (District 9). I am writing to implore you to 
please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV parking, introduced by Mayor Lurie. Without 
appropriate offers to housing readily available, this will harm people across the city, especially 
those who use their RVs as homes, because this effort will increase street homelessness. This 
approach targets working class San Franciscans and punishes people just trying to survive in 
this city. It comes at the worst possible time, when immigrants and people of color are already 
facing unprecedented attacks from our federal government. 

I have had my car towed and it was an unbelievable financial burden and personal stressor. I 
cannot even imagine how significantly it would have impacted me had my vehicle also been 
my residence. I know community members and friends who rely on RVs and vehicles for 
residence due to the lack of affordable housing in the city. It is unacceptable to fail to provide 
affordable housing to our community and punish people and make people homeless when 
they find creative solutions for housing.

If people’s RVs are towed, they will lose their only form of shelter. The City does not have 
enough housing and shelter beds to offer the over 1,400 people living in their vehicles in San 
Francisco. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing 
unsheltered homelessness live in their vehicles. There are 295 families (872 people) on the 
family shelter waitlist and over 471 individuals on the single adult waitlist. The City counted 
437 occupied large vehicles in May 2025, yet only 65 new rapid rehousing subsidies are 
being made available as part of this plan and only 115 are being set aside overall. These 
housing options are also coming at the expense of people in shelter and on the street who 
have desperately been waiting for housing resources. People will spend longer stuck in shelter 
or on the street because the few available resources will be diverted to households in RVs. 
There is not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families 
end up living in RVs.

This plan limits who gets refuge permits to the RV residents who were found during a two 
week period when the city attempted to count every single vehicle across the city. Any vehicle 
that they missed, at no fault of the residents, would be subject to enforcement and could end 
up on the street. The permits would expire after 6, or at most 12, months regardless of 
whether an appropriate offer of services has been offered. Then households would be 
targeted for tows even though they had never been offered services. It takes a long time to 
find housing or even non-congregate shelter. With the City potentially trying to help hundreds 
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of households, this will easily take over a year, and those who are not helped could end up 
homeless on the street.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; enacting a citywide ban 
would only push people into tents and deeper instability. In a time when the City is facing a 
huge fiscal deficit, this ban will waste already limited SFMTA and SFPD resources, while only 
creating more chaos on the streets.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions. 
Towing and displacement helps no one.

Thank you,

Sally Nelson



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Scott Korman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:50:44 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Scott 
New York
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lea McGeever
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:55:01 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
LGBTQ+ people, immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the
worst possible time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented
attacks from out federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants,
will be made even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement
and could end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Lea 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bari Boitano
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 2:55:30 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Bari 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Terence Patterson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 3:07:26 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

People in RVs are NOT HOMELESS; they have worked to purchase and maintain their
shelters and deserve a place to park them. Assisting them with a safe location and services is
far more humane and cost-effective than forcing them into a shelter. Please do not be cruel,
penny-wise, and pound foolish. Utilize the services of a proven nonprofit like Urban Alchemy to
help them as they deserve.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Terence 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alexandra Lee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 3:14:00 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Alexandra 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alexandra Lee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 3:15:04 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Hello Supervisors, my name is alex_, I am a San Francisco resident, and I am here to oppose
this RV ban.

The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. There is not enough deeply affordable housing to begin
with, which is why many individuals and families end up living in RVs. 
There are currently 872 people in 295 families on the family shelter waitlist and 471 individuals
on the adult shelter waitlist. Prioritizing limited housing subsidies and non-congregate shelter
only for RV households will bottleneck the system and leave people on the streets and in
shelters without options, ultimately increasing street homelessness. 
The few subsidies allocated will only be for families, not adults, which leaves those households
with no housing resources. 
Once an RV is towed, it is very difficult and expensive to get it back, which means many
people will have nowhere to go but the street. 
We do not have enough shelter and housing resources for the people currently homeless on
the street or in tents - why would we add to that population by evicting people from their RVs? 
This plan limits who gets refuge permits to the RV residents who were found during a two
week period when the city attempted to count every single vehicle across the city. Any vehicle
that they missed, at no fault of the residents, would be immediately subject to enforcement. 
At a time when immigrant communities are under attack from federal authorities, we should
not be passing laws that further criminalize their existence and subject them to further
harassment from law enforcement. 
The permits would expire after 6, or at most 12 months, regardless of whether an appropriate
offer of services has been offered. Then households would be targeted for tows even though
they had never been offered services. The permits should be able to be extended multiple
times. 
It takes a long time to find housing or even non-congregate shelter. And with the City
potentially trying to help hundreds of households, this will easily take over a year, so permits
should last until people get housed. 
Under this proposal, vehicle residents would lose their permit immediately upon refusing an
offer, regardless of what the offer is and whether it meets disability, family, or other needs. The
offers need to meet their needs and there should be multiple offers. 
This proposal would waste resources while the SFMTA is suffering financially. At a time when
we are trying to avoid cuts to services, the MTA shouldn’t be spending money and staff time

I 

mailto:alee243@mail.ccsf.edu
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


on such harmful, counterproductive enforcement. This proposal includes $3 million for signage
and enforcement by the Municipal Transportation Agency.

Alexandra 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lily Byrd
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 3:39:27 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Lily 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Karen Kirschling
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 3:42:58 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Karen 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: AJ cho
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:07:41 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

AJ 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: AnaChristina Arana
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:17:28 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

AnaChristina 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Eva Mancini
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:22:08 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Eva 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lydia Garvey
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:32:21 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Lydia 
Oklahoma
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Susan Jordan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:39:25 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Susan 
Minnesota
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Robert Strelke
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 4:57:07 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Robert 
Massachusetts
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Barbara Giorgio
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 5:18:53 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Barbara 
Florida
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: L. Diaz
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 5:55:56 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

L. 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tess Gibbs
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Reject the RV Ban
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:14:58 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV parking, introduced by Mayor Lurie. This approach,
which targets working class San Franciscans and punishes people just trying to survive in this
city, is not only a tired and recycled idea. It comes at the worst possible time, when immigrants
and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out federal government.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter. There are over 1,400
people in San Francisco living in their vehicles, and the City lacks a significant amount of
shelter beds and capacity to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into tents and deeper instability. Without enough housing
resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter without
pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions.
Towing and displacement helps no one.

Tess Gibbs 
treegirltess@gmail.com 
518 Clement St 
San Francisco, California 94118
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From: Marytherese.Snyder@gmail.com
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban to Protect Immigrants and Decrease Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 6:22:25 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Phillip Hope
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 7:37:37 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Phillip 
New York
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Samuel Park
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 12:37:56 AM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Samuel 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Mariah Levin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:22:15 AM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Mariah 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Tracy Hankins
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:54:30 AM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Tracy 
Michigan
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Judith Anderson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:55:55 AM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Judith 
California
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From: Angela Kray
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:37:19 AM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Help to discontinue the cycle of homelessness and invest in affordable housing in SF.

Angela Kray

Angela 
California
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From: Vanessa Bohm
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 12:33:11 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

To Whom It May Concern,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. We know this ban will
harm immigrants and increase street homelessness. As a member of CARECEN SF, we see
first hand how community members have been forced to live in their cars as a last resort.
Many of these families have small children and even newborns living in the car or RB because
of the lack of viable options for permanent safe housing. This ban will make many of the
families we serve more vulnerable. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

It is not lost on our communities that these policies are cruel and grounded in a lack of
empathy and political will to lift up the City's most vulnerable populations. We ask that this
City's leaders be courageous and find real and sustainable solutions in partnership with
community so that all SF families and children can be safe and housed.

Vanessa Bohm

Vanessa 

I 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=dfa92dc5c4d0460595e1450e11a254e7-DPH-Vanessa
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


California
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From: Erica Stinemates
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 2:20:31 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Erica 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jade Quizon
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Don"t Harm Immigrants and Don"t Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 3:59:07 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

REJECT THE 2-HOUR RESTRICTION ON RV AND LARGE VEHICLE PARKING. This ban
will harm immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst
possible time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks
from out federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be
made even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and
could end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

THIS PART ----> If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real
housing solutions and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households,
especially if the City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter.
Housing heals, towing and displacement helps no one.

Jade 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Benjamin Pankow
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 5:08:48 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

My name is Ben, and I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose
Mayor Lurie's 2-hour restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and
working class people’s only shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is it
surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor where
you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Benjamin 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Hans Ege Wenger
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 6:05:43 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident and constituent of Supervisor Melgar. I’m writing to urge you to
strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize
poor and working class people’s only shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in
return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
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towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Hans 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Robert Arnold
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please Vote No on the RV Ban - it is cruel and will just Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 6:40:18 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Robert 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Stephanie Clavijo
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 7:06:24 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Stephanie 
California
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Rishav Rout
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 9:25:46 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely, 
Rishav Rout

Rishav 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jeremy Llewellyn
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 9:50:34 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident (district 5) writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-
hour restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s
only shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Jeremy 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Evan Owski
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 9:58:55 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely, 
Evan Owski

Evan 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Gabriel Goffman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:00:58 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Gabriel 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Mary Zahler
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:25:01 PM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Mary 
Ohio
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Carlos Ciudad-Real
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: RVs are Housing
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:38:38 PM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting

I 

mailto:cmciudadreal@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Carlos 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Matthew Scheifer
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 10:43:26 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident in district 1 writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s
2-hour restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class
people’s only shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting

I 

mailto:matthew.scheifer@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org


their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely, 
Matthew Scheifer

Matthew 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Julian McCarthy
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 11:54:18 PM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Julian 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jolie Wu
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:55:24 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident in District 5 writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s
2-hour restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class
people’s only shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely, 
Jolie

Jolie 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alan Duda
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 6:09:36 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident (D10) writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Alan

Alan 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Anne Bluethenthal
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 6:36:14 AM

 

Board of Supervisors Public Comment,

Please reject the 2-hour restriction on RV and large vehicle parking. This ban will harm
immigrants and increase street homelessness. This proposal comes at the worst possible
time, when immigrants and people of color are already facing unprecedented attacks from out
federal government. Vulnerable RV residents, many of whom are immigrants, will be made
even more vulnerable by this ban. They will be more exposed to law enforcement and could
end up on the street if their RVs are towed.

When people’s RVs are towed, they lose their only form of shelter and all their possessions,
including documents that are important for housing and employment. The City lacks the
housing and shelter beds to offer families, people with disabilities and seniors when they are
seeking it. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness live in their vehicles. Currently, there are over 850 people on the family shelter
waitlist and not enough deeply affordable housing, which is why many individuals and families
end up living in RVs.

People who live in RVs are not going to disappear or all leave the city; implementing a citywide
ban would only push people into street homelessness and deeper instability. Without enough
housing resources, this plan will result in more people living on the streets or stuck in shelter
without pathways to housing.

If you want to help people living in RVs, focus on providing them with real housing solutions
and recognize that it will take more than a year to house all RV households, especially if the
City is also going to house those already on the streets and in shelter. Housing heals, towing
and displacement helps no one.

Anne 
CA
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Reilly Gallin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 9:53:32 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely, 
Reilly

Reilly 
California



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Quintin Mecke
To: Chan, Connie (BOS); Engardio, Joel (BOS); Dorsey, Matt (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael (BOS);

Walton, Shamann (BOS); Chen, Chyanne (BOS); Fielder, Jackie (BOS); Sherrill, Stephen (BOS)
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: San Francisco Must Do Better—Say No to the RV Ban
Date: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 4:11:35 PM
Attachments: CCHO Letter re_ RV legislation.pdf

 

Dear Board of Supervisors,

San Francisco has long prided itself on being a progressive city—a place that leads
with compassion, that understands structural inequality, and that acts accordingly. But
the proposed RV parking ban—framed as a 2-hour limit on large vehicle parking
citywide—is not a policy rooted in those values. It is a policy built on fear, scarcity,
and the false promise of displacement as a form of progress.

As Executive Director of the Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), I
spend a lot of time thinking about systems: how we allocate limited resources, how
we design policy that reflects both our ideals and our reality, and how we confront
uncomfortable tradeoffs with honesty rather than expediency. This policy fails those
tests.

Let’s start with the facts. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families
experiencing unsheltered homelessness in San Francisco live in vehicles.
These are overwhelmingly working-class residents—disproportionately immigrants,
people of color, and long-time San Franciscans—who are simply out of options in a
housing market that has left them behind. There are currently 295 families and over
470 adults on shelter waitlists. And yet, this proposal sets aside only 115 rapid
rehousing subsidies, all of which would be funneled to RV households—effectively
leapfrogging them over people who’ve already been waiting for months or even years.
That’s not justice. That’s musical chairs with too few chairs, and no one wins.

And it gets worse. The permits offered to RV residents would be temporary—six
months, maybe twelve—regardless of whether appropriate housing is even available.
If someone refuses a placement that doesn’t meet their family, health, or accessibility
needs, they lose their permit and risk a tow. If their vehicle wasn’t counted during a
two-week citywide census? No permit at all. No recourse. Just enforcement.

Let’s be clear about what happens when you tow someone’s RV: you’re not solving
homelessness—you’re shifting its geography. You’re pushing families from RVs into
tents, from invisibility into street-level crisis. It is the illusion of policy action, achieved
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by making the problem more desperate.

And all of this would be funded with $3 million from the Municipal Transportation
Agency, which is already facing major fiscal strain. At a time when we’re debating
cuts to bus lines and struggling to maintain essential services, we're proposing to
spend scarce dollars on signs, citations, and sweeps. That’s not governance. That’s
abdication.

This isn’t a question of whether RVs are an ideal form of shelter. Of course they’re
not. But until San Francisco invests in the deeply affordable, non-congregate housing
that people need, RVs remain the last form of stability for hundreds of our neighbors.
Towing them is not a housing strategy. It’s a punishment for poverty.

If the city truly wants to address vehicle residency, then start with the basics: create
housing. Expand shelter. Offer real, sustained services that meet people where they
are. Stop designing policy that assumes the endgame is to move people out of sight,
rather than into safety.

At CCHO, we are committed to a housing-first, equity-driven vision for San Francisco.
This proposal runs in the opposite direction. We urge you to oppose it.

Sincerely,

Quintin Mecke (he/him)
Executive Director
Council of Community Housing Organizations
quintin@sfccho.org
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The Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO) consists of 
20 neighborhood-based affordable housing and community 
development organizations whose mission is to foster the development 
of permanently affordable low-income housing under community 
control and through non-speculative means of ownership, with 
adequate provisions for tenant empowerment and services, and 
homeownership opportunities. 

 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Members of the Board, 

San Francisco has long prided itself on being a progressive city—a place that leads with 
compassion, that understands structural inequality, and that acts accordingly. But the 
proposed RV parking ban—framed as a 2-hour limit on large vehicle parking citywide—is 
not a policy rooted in those values. It is a policy built on fear, scarcity, and the false 
promise of displacement as a form of progress. 

As Executive Director of the Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), I 
spend a lot of time thinking about systems: how we allocate limited resources, how we 
design policy that reflects both our ideals and our reality, and how we confront 
uncomfortable tradeoffs with honesty rather than expediency. This policy fails those 
tests. 

Let’s start with the facts. The 2024 Point-In-Time Count found that 90% of families 
experiencing unsheltered homelessness in San Francisco live in vehicles. These are 
overwhelmingly working-class residents—disproportionately immigrants, people of 
color, and long-time San Franciscans—who are simply out of options in a housing 
market that has left them behind. There are currently 295 families and over 470 adults 
on shelter waitlists. And yet, this proposal sets aside only 115 rapid rehousing 
subsidies, all of which would be funneled to RV households—effectively leapfrogging 
them over people who’ve already been waiting for months or even years. That’s not 
justice. That’s musical chairs with too few chairs, and no one wins. 

And it gets worse. The permits offered to RV residents would be temporary—six months, 
maybe twelve—regardless of whether appropriate housing is even available. If someone 
refuses a placement that doesn’t meet their family, health, or accessibility needs, they 
lose their permit and risk a tow. If their vehicle wasn’t counted during a two-week 
citywide census? No permit at all. No recourse. Just enforcement. 

Council of Community Housing Organizations 
325 Clementina St, San Francisco, CA 94103 ⧫ www.sfccho.org  

 

((HO COUNCIL OF COMMUNITY 
HOUSING ORGANIZATIONS 

http://www.sfccho.org


 

Let’s be clear about what happens when you tow someone’s RV: you’re not solving 
homelessness—you’re shifting its geography. You’re pushing families from RVs into 
tents, from invisibility into street-level crisis. It is the illusion of policy action, achieved 
by making the problem more desperate. 

And all of this would be funded with $3 million from the Municipal Transportation 
Agency, which is already facing major fiscal strain. At a time when we’re debating cuts 
to bus lines and struggling to maintain essential services, we're proposing to spend 
scarce dollars on signs, citations, and sweeps. That’s not governance. That’s abdication. 

This isn’t a question of whether RVs are an ideal form of shelter. Of course they’re not. 
But until San Francisco invests in the deeply affordable, non-congregate housing that 
people need, RVs remain the last form of stability for hundreds of our neighbors. Towing 
them is not a housing strategy. It’s a punishment for poverty. 

If the city truly wants to address vehicle residency, then start with the basics: create 
housing. Expand shelter. Offer real, sustained services that meet people where they are. 
Stop designing policy that assumes the endgame is to move people out of sight, rather 
than into safety. 

At CCHO, we are committed to a housing-first, equity-driven vision for San Francisco. 
This proposal runs in the opposite direction. We urge you to oppose it. 

Sincerely, 
Quintin Mecke 
Executive Director 
Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO) 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Gwen McLaughlin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:22:15 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting
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their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Gwen 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sayuri Falconer
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:34:43 AM

 

BOS Clerk BOS Clerk,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting

I 

mailto:sayuri.anya@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Sayuri 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sayuri Falconer
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 10:34:54 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting

I 

mailto:sayuri.anya@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org


their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely,

Sayuri 
California



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Keith Hardaway
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides
Subject: Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 11:55:08 AM

 

BOS Supervisors & Legislative Aides Supervisors & Legislative Aides,

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I’m a San Francisco resident writing to urge you to strongly oppose Mayor Lurie’s 2-hour
restriction on RV parking. The proposed policy will seize poor and working class people’s only
shelter while offering utterly inadequate services in return.

RVs are homes, especially for immigrant families, elderly, and disabled San Franciscans. Over
1,400 City residents live in their vehicles, including 90% of families experiencing unsheltered
homelessness. There are 872 people on the family shelter waitlist and 471 people on the adult
shelter waitlist. We know as well that existing shelters are often temporary and inadequate. Is
it surprising that people would prefer to live in an RV over sleeping on a gymnasium floor
where you get kicked out at 7AM?

I am especially dismayed that the Mayor’s proposed plan doesn’t include safe parking sites.
Many elderly residents have been living in their vehicles for decades. It’s unrealistic to think
that they’ll be willing to give up their homes in six months - or a year. Safe parking sites are a
proven strategy to meet people where they’re at while addressing complaints about street
conditions. The City’s own failure to run a safe parking site at Candlestick Point isn’t an
excuse, especially when there’s a for-profit RV park operating within SF city limits. If Oakland,
San Jose, Fremont, Palo Alto, and Union City can all run safe parking sites affordably, why
can’t we?

For people living in their vehicles who are ready to move immediately to housing, what’s
included in the current plan is equally inadequate. There are far more people at risk of having
their homes towed than there are housing vouchers, and many of the vouchers being offered
are given at the expense of people staying in congregate shelters. An RV or vehicle, while not
perfect, is permanent, private housing, and forcing people to give that up in exchange for
temporary rental support is unproductive, cruel, and contrary to established research.

I’ll conclude by expressing my absolute opposition to the punitive enforcement strategy in the
Mayor’s plan, which includes as much funding for signage and tows as it does for helping
people. The 2-hour RV parking ban, unlike the housing vouchers, is permanent, and
underscores the real purpose of the Mayor’s plan: reducing visible poverty, no matter who it
hurts. I know SF officials frequently use the existence of ‘vanlords’ to justify their support for
towing policies. While I want to eliminate exploitative landlords as much as anyone, evicting

I 

mailto:keithhardaway1@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org


their tenants isn’t how we solve this problem. The best way to address predatory behavior is to
remove opportunities for predation - by providing permanent, affordable housing.

No one is saying SF shouldn’t have a plan for helping our neighbors living in their vehicles, but
the solution isn’t poverty tows. I’m asking that you push Mayor Lurie and his oligarch pals to
come up with a real strategy for addressing this issue, one that includes safe parking sites and
real, permanent housing offers for everyone who needs them.

Sincerely, 
Keith Hardaway

Keith 
California



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Carroll, John (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 8 Letters Regarding File Nos. 250700 250701
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 12:18:52 PM
Attachments: 8 Letters Regarding File Nos. 250700_250701.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached 8 letters regarding File Nos. 250700 and 250701.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal
information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal
identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation
or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office
does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including
names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to
the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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From: tab@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Teresa Butler
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 9:31:37 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

At the recent Land Use Committee hearing, San Franciscans voiced overwhelming opposition to Mayor Lurie’s
blanket upzoning plan — a sweeping proposal that would double or triple building heights and density across the
city, with no affordability mandates, no protections for tenants or small businesses, and no real community input.

This plan empowers developers while silencing residents.

It is being rushed to satisfy a state housing mandate that is outdated, inflated, and disconnected from San Francisco’s
reality. The mandate should be challenged — not used to justify a sweeping deregulation of local zoning.

You can not rewrite the city’s land use overnight with most residents unaware. And once this plan is adopted, there
is no going back — even if it proves disastrous.

We urge you to:
– Protect small businesses and renters
– Respect neighborhood scale and historic resources
– Require real affordability in all upzoned projects
– Extend the approval timeline and engage the public

Don’t rush a decision that will reshape the city forever. San Francisco deserves better — and leadership that listens.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: Let the sun shine in the Outer Sunset and Outer Richmond. Do not put such high
buildings past Sunset Blvd. Heights over 4-stories deface this Outer Sunset Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty; our
coastal topography should be designated as a National Treasure and a San Francisco National Treasure, and it
should be protected. Tourists love our coastline. Protect it. Tell the building industry and Scott Wiener 'No!'

Sincerely,
Teresa Butler
San Francisco, CA 94122

mailto:tab@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:tab@butler100.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: mopugh@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Mark Pugh
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 10:56:18 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

At the recent Land Use Committee hearing, San Franciscans voiced overwhelming opposition to Mayor Lurie’s
blanket upzoning plan — a sweeping proposal that would double or triple building heights and density across the
city, with no affordability mandates, no protections for tenants or small businesses, and no real community input.

This plan empowers developers while silencing residents.

It is being rushed to satisfy a state housing mandate that is outdated, inflated, and disconnected from San Francisco’s
reality. The mandate should be challenged — not used to justify a sweeping deregulation of local zoning.

You can not rewrite the city’s land use overnight with most residents unaware. And once this plan is adopted, there
is no going back — even if it proves disastrous.

We urge you to:
– Protect small businesses and renters
– Respect neighborhood scale and historic resources
– Require real affordability in all upzoned projects
– Extend the approval timeline and engage the public

Don’t rush a decision that will reshape the city forever. San Francisco deserves better — and leadership that listens.

Sincerely,
Mark Pugh
San Francisco, CA 94122

mailto:mopugh@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:mopugh@mindspring.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: dldobson@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Donna Dobson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 11:38:05 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

At the recent Land Use Committee hearing, San Franciscans voiced overwhelming opposition to Mayor Lurie’s
blanket upzoning plan — a sweeping proposal that would double or triple building heights and density across the
city, with no affordability mandates, no protections for tenants or small businesses, and no real community input.

This plan empowers developers while silencing residents.

It is being rushed to satisfy a state housing mandate that is outdated, inflated, and disconnected from San Francisco’s
reality. The mandate should be challenged — not used to justify a sweeping deregulation of local zoning.

You can not rewrite the city’s land use overnight with most residents unaware. And once this plan is adopted, there
is no going back — even if it proves disastrous.

We urge you to:
– Protect small businesses and renters
– Respect neighborhood scale and historic resources
– Require real affordability in all upzoned projects
– Extend the approval timeline and engage the public

Don’t rush a decision that will reshape the city forever. San Francisco deserves better — and leadership that listens.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (optional):  As someone who has lived a block away from Union St. for decades, I am
appalled by this decision to drastically alter the ambience of Union Street and Chestnut Street.  I voted Mr. Lurie for
several reasons, including the fact that he lived in the area and appreciates its beauty.  I believe his plans will
drastically change the appearance and ambience of the area for the worse.

Sincerely,
Donna Dobson
San Francisco, CA 94123

mailto:dldobson@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:dldobson@sbcglobal.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: padysplace@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Luis Pine
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 1:31:23 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

At the recent Land Use Committee hearing, San Franciscans voiced overwhelming opposition to Mayor Lurie’s
blanket upzoning plan — a sweeping proposal that would double or triple building heights and density across the
city, with no affordability mandates, no protections for tenants or small businesses, and no real community input.

This plan empowers developers while silencing residents.

It is being rushed to satisfy a state housing mandate that is outdated, inflated, and disconnected from San Francisco’s
reality. The mandate should be challenged — not used to justify a sweeping deregulation of local zoning.

You can not rewrite the city’s land use overnight with most residents unaware. And once this plan is adopted, there
is no going back — even if it proves disastrous.

We urge you to:
– Protect small businesses and renters
– Respect neighborhood scale and historic resources
– Require real affordability in all upzoned projects
– Extend the approval timeline and engage the public

Don’t rush a decision that will reshape the city forever. San Francisco deserves better — and leadership that listens.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: Please reduce the allowable height on Judah St. from Sunset Blvd. to 47th to higher
than 60'  and on Irving and Lincoln reduce heights to no higher than 48' (so we can get light in the part and the
neighborhood in the fall and the winter). This Outer Sunset area is an area of outstanding natural beauty where
tourists delight in the amount of sunlight it offers.  Please do not ruin the tourism industry in favor of the
construction industry or our city will lose greatly.

Sincerely,
Luis Pine
San Francisco, CA 94122

mailto:padysplace@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:padysplace@aol.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: kristen@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kristen Borsetti
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2025 11:45:01 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

At the recent Land Use Committee hearing, San Franciscans voiced overwhelming opposition to Mayor Lurie’s blanket upzoning plan — a sweeping proposal that would double or triple building heights and density across the city, with no affordability mandates, no protections for tenants or small businesses, and no real community input.

Instead of keeping the generic script sent to us regarding our opposition, I want to add how a world.class process can take place. In the updates we receoas residents, we are shown only two things: 1) a map where the impact locations will be (in this case D20 along Lombard and Fillmore), and 2) a very simplified drawing of what 'tall buidlings'
would look like. This does not detail how the neighborhoods will be transformed and individuals supported - both families and business owners - with their needs to make this a vibrant community. This is one dimensional at best.

Having traveled and lived in other parts of the world, I have seen and felt the positive impact of world class planning. Look at Singapore. On June 25, they just launched their 2025 draft master plan, which was a result of engaging over 220k community members over a two year review. The detailed plan, which makes the SF planning process
look like an elementary school process, goes into detail on: 1) engagement journey for creating the plan, 2) developing a healthy/happy city, 3) Enabling Sustainable Growth, 4) Demonstrating the importance of community ideas and input, 5) detailing supporting transportation infrastructure, 6) ensuring the impact fits into the overall heritage
and narrative of the city, and 7) promoting sustainable growth and green spaces. You can access more information here: A Singapore that is liveable, inclusive and endearing for generations: URA unveils Draft Master Plan 2025
https://url.avanan.click/v2/r01/___https://share.google/Hk0LUnbqUwyFz3cNE___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzoyNjFiNTNmNGI1OTVkYjIxMzVkYTg2OTUwOGU3ZmJlZTo3OmM3OGQ6ZGZmMGQ5YTNjMmEwNTUyYzZjOWY4YmRhYmRkZDg3OGEyNWM2ZTU1YWYzZWM0MDgyMzMyMDE3NzY3ZDUyODZkNTpwOlQ6Tg

Mayor Lurie and his team are talented enough to understand what a comprehensive review looks like and how they have fallen short. We, as a community, deserve better and thoughtful planning to this change and impact.

Sincerely,
Kristen Borsetti
San Francisco, CA 94123

mailto:kristen@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:kristen@borsetti.com
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From: marchand.philippe@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Philippe Marchand
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Friday, June 27, 2025 5:47:07 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I want to express my support for changes to zoning that would lead to more medium-density options for families
using walking and transit, especially in the large portions of the city currently restricted to single homes.

I moved here with my family in 2022, I am not a homeowner, and I use walking and transit to get around the city
and take my children to/from school on weekdays. As a new resident of SF, I was surprised by just how much of the
housing in residential neighborhoods was composed of single homes, with so much of the built spaces occupied by
garages. Having previously lived in Montreal, Canada, I had an image of a residential urban neighborhoods
primarily composed of small multiplex units, which despite unequivocally worse weather than SF, made those
neighborhoods less car-reliant.

To be clear: I support rent control, affordable housing, and expansion of transit and pedestrian-friendly programs to
match development, and I think it's important for renting families to have a voice in this issue, especially if they
don't fit in the dominant debate between real-estate interests and landowners trying to maintain their "property
values" (i.e. the group whose webform I'm using to send this).

Sincerely,
Philippe Marchand
San Francisco, CA 94124

mailto:marchand.philippe@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:marchand.philippe@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: yelsoma@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Alice Mosley
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Sunday, June 29, 2025 3:18:34 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

As a San Francisco resident without a car, I rely on the small shops in haight street and the neighborhood to fulfill
my shopping needs.
Many of these shops already contend with high rents and competition from Amazon and online tech delivery
companies. Up zoning can only intensify the pressures on them, as the value of land will incentivize property
owners to empty their buildings in favor of large developers.
At the recent Land Use Committee hearing, I, along with my fellow a. Franciscans, voiced overwhelming opposition
to Mayor Lurie’s blanket upzoning plan — a sweeping proposal that would double or triple building heights and
density across the city, with no affordability mandates, no protections for tenants or small businesses, and no real
community input.

This plan hands over more power to developers, and disempowers residents.

Why rush to satisfy a state housing mandate that is outdated, inflated, and disconnected from San Francisco’s
reality?

The mandate must be
challenged — not used to justify a sweeping deregulation of local zoning.

You can not rewrite the city’s land use overnight with most residents unaware. And once this plan is adopted, there
is no going back — even if it proves disastrous.

We urge you to:
– Protect small businesses and renters
– Respect neighborhood scale and historic resources
– Require real affordability in all upzoned projects
– Extend the approval timeline and engage the public

Don’t rush a decision that will reshape the city forever. San Francisco deserves better — and leadership that listens.

Sincerely,
Alice Mosley
San Francisco, CA 94117

mailto:yelsoma@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:yelsoma@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: sfsarnot@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Susan Arnot
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 10:54:46 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

At the recent Land Use Committee hearing, San Franciscans voiced overwhelming opposition to Mayor Lurie’s
blanket upzoning plan — a sweeping proposal that would double or triple building heights and density across the
city, with no affordability mandates, no protections for tenants or small businesses, and no real community input.

This plan empowers developers while silencing residents.

It is being rushed to satisfy a state housing mandate that is outdated, inflated, and disconnected from San Francisco’s
reality. The mandate should be challenged — not used to justify a sweeping deregulation of local zoning.

You can not rewrite the city’s land use overnight with most residents unaware. And once this plan is adopted, there
is no going back — even if it proves disastrous.

We urge you to:
– Protect small businesses and renters
– Respect neighborhood scale and historic resources
– Require real affordability in all upzoned projects
– Extend the approval timeline and engage the public

Don’t rush a decision that will reshape the city forever. San Francisco deserves better — and leadership that listens.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (optional):

Sincerely,
Susan Arnot
San Francisco, CA 94109

mailto:sfsarnot@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:sfsarnot@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

	Legistar
	item 1 MYR Clerk's Memo - 6.27.25 - JUV
	MEMORANDUM

	item 2 CCSF FW_ Minutes of ISCOTT Hearing on 6_26_25 Temporary Street Closures
	item 3 CCSF CPC BOS Memo 25.06.23
	item 4 CCSF FW_ 530 Sansome Director's Report
	item 5 CCSF FW_ Final Refuse Rate Order Approved
	2025 Refuse Rate Order Resolution - Final Signed.pdf
	ResoScan.pdf
	Page 7

	2025 Refuse Rate Order - Final Unsigned.pdf
	2025 rate order 06-25-25 Resolution Unsigned_SC.pdf
	Refuse Rates Administrator's Report.pdf
	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Proposed Rates
	Impact to Residential Ratepayers
	Program and Funding Changes
	Recommended Rate Administration Impovements

	Introduction
	Collections Rate and Tipping Fee Structure
	Residential Rate Structure
	Apartment Rate Structure
	Tipping Fee

	Recology’s Rate Application Summary
	Recology’s Rate Application Submission
	Ratemaking Methodology
	Recology’s Proposed Rate Changes

	Proposed Rate Adjustments: Collections
	Collections Rate Adjustment Summary
	Impact to Residential and Apartment Ratepayers
	Collections Revenue
	Collections Costs

	Proposed Rate Adjustments: Post-Collections
	Tipping Fee Adjustment Summary
	Post-Collections Revenue
	Other Revenue

	Post-Collections Costs
	Payroll & Related Costs
	Administrative Costs
	Operating
	Other Costs


	Account Adjustments
	Solid Waste Impound Account58
	Balancing Accounts
	Balancing Account-December 2022 Settlement
	Balancing Account-2023 Rate Order

	Programmatic Reserve
	Zero Waste Capital rEserve

	Other Recommendations
	Rate Administration

	Appendix A: File References

	2025 Refuse Rate Order SLAs FINAL.pdf
	1. Introduction
	1.1 Overview
	1.2 Format
	1.3 Coordination of SLAs with Existing Regulatory Mechanisms
	1.4 Modified and New SLAs
	1.5 Other Reporting
	1.6 Recology Assistance in City Regulatory Compliance
	1.7 Defined Terms
	1.8 Behested Payments

	2. Definitions
	2.1 General
	2.2 Material Types
	2.3 Service Delivery
	2.4 Transport, Transfer, Processing, Disposal
	2.5 Existing Agreements

	3. Rate Sheets
	3.1 Rates for Residential Buildings

	4. Core Collections
	4.1 One to Five Unit Residential Services
	4.1.1 Municipal Solid Waste Collection
	4.1.2 Organic Materials Collection
	4.1.3 Recyclable Materials Collection
	4.1.4 Six-Unit or Larger Residential Apartment Services
	4.1.5 Municipal Solid Waste Collection
	4.1.6 Organic Materials Collection
	4.1.7 Recyclable Materials Collection

	4.2 Additional Services
	4.2.1 Container Management
	4.2.2 Equipment Testing/Piloting


	5.  Abandoned Material Collection
	5.1 Service Description and Delivery
	5.1.1 Proactive Sweeps
	5.1.2 Abandoned Cardboard Collection
	5.1.3 Responsive Abandoned Materials Collection
	5.1.4 Additional Public Works Directed Sweeps

	5.2 Oversight

	6. Facilities
	6.1 Post Collection Facilities
	6.2 Facility Operations
	6.2.1 Material Acceptance/Waste Control
	6.2.2 Equipment
	6.2.3 Personnel
	6.2.4 Safety
	6.2.5 Vehicle Tare Weights
	6.2.6 Electronic Scales
	6.2.7 Data Collection and Reporting
	6.2.8 Diversion
	6.2.9 Material Marketing

	6.3 Tunnel Avenue Operations
	6.4 Recycle Central (Pier 96) Operations
	6.5 Reporting
	6.5.1 Tunnel Ave and Pier 96 Tonnage Data Reporting
	Quarterly Operational Reporting
	Annual Operational Reporting



	7. Billing
	7.1 Service Description
	7.2 Service Delivery
	7.2.1 Billing Frequency
	7.2.2 Billing Logistics

	7.3 Access to Billing System
	7.4 Account Management and Modifications
	7.4.1 Vacation Holds

	7.5 Data Tracking

	8.  Customer Service
	8.1 Service Description
	8.2 Service Delivery
	8.2.1 Availability of Representatives
	8.2.2 Telephone
	8.2.3 Web Site, Email Address, and Other Customer Engagement
	8.2.4 Language Access

	8.3 Service Requests and Complaints
	8.4 Missed Collection, Non-Collection and Courtesy Collection
	8.4.1 Missed Collection Complaints
	8.4.2 Non-Collection Notices
	8.4.3 Non-Collection of Discarded Materials
	8.4.4 Courtesy Collections for Late Set-Outs or No Set-Outs
	8.4.5 Non-Collection Due to Contamination
	8.4.6 Non-Collection Due to Excluded Waste
	8.4.7 Courtesy Collections After Non-Collection
	8.4.8  Disposal of Heavily Contaminated Containers
	8.4.9 Record of Non-Collection

	8.5 Reporting
	8.5.1 Quarterly Reporting
	8.5.2 Bi-Annual Reporting


	9.  Bulky Item Collection
	9.1 Service Description
	9.2 Service Delivery
	9.3 Reporting
	9.3.1 Bulky Item Collection Report
	Reporting requirements:

	9.3.2 Quarterly Operational Report

	9.4 Oversight
	9.5 Bulky Item Collection Outreach to Large Apartments

	10. Holiday Tree Collection
	10.1 Service Description
	10.2 Service Delivery
	10.3 Reporting
	10.3.1 Holiday Tree Collection Report


	11. Household Hazardous Waste
	11.1 Service Description
	11.2 Service Delivery
	11.3 Very Small Quantity Generator (VSQG) Collection Program
	11.4 Reporting Requirements
	11.5 Oversight

	12.  Public Disposal and Recycling Area (PDRA)
	12.1 Overview
	12.2 Mattress Program
	12.3 Other Materials
	12.4  Universal Waste Recycling Drop-Off

	13. Public Receptacle Collection
	13.1 Service Description
	13.2 Service Delivery
	13.3 Recordkeeping and Reporting
	13.3.1 Video

	13.4 Oversight

	14.  City Self-Haul of Material
	14.1 Service Description
	14.2 Service Delivery
	14.2.1 Eligible Material
	14.2.2 Non-Eligible Material
	14.2.3 Classification of Eligible Material and City Vehicles

	14.3 Reporting
	14.3.1 Quarterly Operational Report
	14.3.2 Annual Operational Report


	15.  Sustainability Education Program
	15.1 Sustainability Education Program
	15.2 School Tour Program
	15.3 Artist in Residence Program
	15.4 Staffing

	16.  Waste Zero Program
	16.1 Service Description
	16.2 Service Delivery
	16.2.1 Citywide Outreach
	16.2.2 Contamination Outreach
	16.2.3 Contamination Camera Pilot
	16.2.4 Waste Zero Champions
	16.2.5 Clean Street (Gravity) Carts

	16.3 Reporting

	17.  Weekend Cleanup Events
	17.1 Service Description
	17.2 Service Delivery
	17.3 Reporting
	17.3.1 Quarterly Operational Report


	18. Impound Account Deposits and Remittances
	19.  Zero Waste Capital Reserve Fund
	19.1 Purpose
	19.2 Funding
	19.3 Interest
	19.4 Reporting

	20.  Programmatic Reserve Provisions
	20.1 Purpose
	20.2 Funding
	20.3 Withdrawal
	20.4 Limitations
	20.5 Reporting
	20.6 Unused Balance
	20.7 Interest on the Programmatic Reserve Balance

	21.  The 2024 Balancing Account
	21.1 Rate Year 2024 Balancing Account Amortization in the 2026 - 2028 Rate Order

	22. The 2026 Balancing Account
	22.1 Overview
	22.2 Calculation of Above-/Below-Target Profit
	22.3 No Effect on Profit Calculation
	22.4 Use of Notional Balance
	22.5 Interest on Balancing Account Notional Amounts
	22.6 Reporting

	23.  Cost Controls Methodology
	Purpose
	Process
	Methodology
	Line-Item Variance Analysis


	24.  Capital Expenditures Management
	24.1 Recology Ready Implementation
	24.1.1 Implementation Milestones
	24.1.2 Notice and Opportunity to Cure
	24.1.3 Appeal Process



	2025 Refuse Rate Order Reporting Requirements FINAL.pdf
	General:
	Due Dates:
	Annual Reporting Requirements
	Annual Operating Rate Report
	Annual Financial Report
	Annual Baseline Operating Metrics
	Annual Audited Financial Statements and Agreed Upon Procedures
	Weight Scale Records
	Report by Line of Business
	SB 1383 Waste Evaluation
	Hazardous Waste Landfill Report
	Landfill Greenhouse Gas Capture

	Quarterly Reporting Requirements
	Quarterly Operating Rate Report
	Quarterly Financial Rate Report
	Pension Reports
	Commercial and Apartment Customer Outreach for Source Separation
	Noncompliant Accounts
	Contamination Charges and Recovery Discount Removals
	Refuse Separation Compliance Ordinance
	Household Hazardous Waste Report
	Customer Communication Record Export
	Special Events
	Compost Procurement and Distribution Invoices

	Monthly Reporting Requirements
	Route Collection Reports
	AR ALTAR
	Landfill Tonnage and Landfill Fee Statement
	Bulky Item Collection Report

	As-Needed and Continual Reporting
	Bulky Item Collection Locations
	Suspected Mistake or Error Disclosure
	Confirmed Mistakes or Error Disclosure
	Public Receptacle Collection Electronic Documentation
	Abandoned Material Collection
	Collection Locations and Days





	item 6 CCSF FW_ Response to LOI - 311 Planned Improvements
	item 7 CCSF FW_ SFHSA Sole Source for BOS Reporting (FY 24-25)
	ADP224.tmp
	SS Grant-Contract FY


	item 8 CCSF FW_ Chapter 12i Civil Detainer Letter, January 1- June 30, 2025
	06-30-25 Jan-June 2025 SFJPD Semi-Annual 12i Report on Civil Detainers Zero Detainers.pdf
	re:  Semi-Annual Report on Civil Detainers and communications with Federal agency charged  with enforcement of the Federal immigration law (City Ordinance 12i)


	item 9 CCSF FW_ July 07, 2025 SFAC Full Commission Agenda Posted
	item 10 PC 250609 125 Letters Regarding File No. 250609
	125 Letters Regarding File No. 250609.pdf
	101 Letters Regarding File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Please Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609!
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Please Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Please Utterly Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Stop Mayoral Power Grab!
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Keep Your Power - Supermajority Matters
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Please Uphold Voter's Mandate
	Supervisors Prop C letter
	Please preserve Prop C, Our City Our Home funding!!
	Protect Prop. C Funds
	Save Prop C Integrity!
	Save Prop C Integrity!
	honor the will of SF voters and reject Section 4
	Please protect the intended housing provisions of Prop. C
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	I urge you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation (File No. 250609)
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609

	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Please reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation
	PropCSupermajorityLetterJuly2025
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Fund Permanent Housing: Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	July 8th, please reject Section 4 from trailing legislation associated with Proposition C
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	SF Budget: Urging you to reject Section 4 from the trailing legislation
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Please uphold Prop C, Our City Our Home
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609
	Reject Section 4 of File No. 250609


	item 11 PC FW_ City Hall Drape
	item 12 PC FW_ Don't Erase the Commission on the Status of Women
	item 13 PC 2 Letters from member of public regarding various subjects
	FW: Safer Streets Need Smarter Design, Not More Policing
	FW: City Employee Speeding, Speed Cameras, Defaced License Plates, Electrical Theft

	item 14 PC Lincoln Manor Neighborhood Association
	item 15 PC Rose Marie Ostler
	item 16 PC Stephen Johnson
	item 17 PC FW_ Unfortunate APE encounter
	item 18 PC FW_ Letter of Support for Small Business Permitting Reform Legislation at Land Use Committee (Mon, June 30) - BOS File Nos. 250538 250539 250540 250541 250542
	item 19 PC J. Green
	item 20 PC 4th of July
	item 21 PC 3 Letters From Julien DeFrance
	3 Letters from Julien DeFrance.pdf
	Re: S.F. gave these homeless nonprofits nearly $2 billion. The salaries of their execs might surprise you…
	Unacceptable street conditions on Market/Van Ness and 6th Street between Market and Howard
	Re: Peddlers all over Mission St from 14th to 16th St


	item 22 PC FW_ Blue Shield and UC negotiations
	item 23 PC 250390 FW_ Supporting Sup. Fielder's Family Shelter Stay Policy
	item 24 PC 24 Letters Regarding Lobbying
	24 Letters Regarding Lobbying.pdf
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA
	No Taxpayer Funding of Groups that Coordinate with and then Lobby SF Government/ SFMTA


	item 25 PC 3 Letters Regarding SB 79
	3 Letters Regarding SB 79.pdf
	Letter of Support of Resolution Opposing SB79
	2025.01.07 Letter of Support of Resolution in Opposition of SB79
	CCHO Support for Reso Opposing SB 79
	CCHO LOS Resolution Opposing SB 79 Amendment (Chan)
	SB 79 Will Upzone Nearly All of San Francisco — Without Affordability Requirements
	OPPOSE SB 79 (Wiener) – Assemblymember Matt Haney
	●It is a Developer Giveaway, Not a Housing Strategy. California desperately needs affordable homes — not just more units. SB 79 rewards speculative developers while failing to provide any real pathway for housing that low- and middle-income families can afford. The losers are working people, renters, and the neighborhoods they call home. 



	item 26 PC FW_ More Socialist Barriers as San Francisco Awards $10.4 Million i
	item 27 PC 250487 31 Letters Regarding File No. 250487
	31 Letters Regarding File No. 250487.pdf
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District
	Vote No on Fiscally Irresponsible Ordinance to Mandate Homeless Shelters in Every District


	item 28 PC 250589 7 Letters Regarding File No. 250589
	7 Letters Regarding File No. 250589.pdf
	Public Comment and Rebuttal to RPD Presentation
	Project Homeless Connect
	I Support Right-Sizing SF's Budget!
	SF Marin Food Bank
	San Francisco’s Public Safety Renaissance: From “Defund” to “Re-Fund the Police™”
	Restore Soda Tax Funding to City Budget
	Letter of Support Regarding CBO budget cuts 
	AHA Support Letter SF CBO Budget Cuts June 2025 


	item 29 PC 250603 2 Letters Regarding File No. 250603
	2 Letters Regarding File No. 250603.pdf
	Tennis Courts But Not Grass Fields, Really
	Public Comment and Rebuttal to RPD Presentation


	item 30 PC 250655 56 Letters Regarding File No. 250655
	56 Letters Regading File No. 250655.pdf
	52 Letters Regading File No. 250655
	31 Letters Regading File No. 250655
	the RV Ban will increase homelessness~~ REJECT IT PLEASE
	Reject the RV Ban
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Reject RV Ban - Will Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Reject the RV Ban
	Vote No on the RV Ban to Protect Immigrants and Decrease Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness

	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Don't Harm Immigrants and Don't Increase Street Homelessness
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Please Vote No on the RV Ban - it is cruel and will just Increase Street Homelessness
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	RVs are Housing
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Vote No on the RV Ban - Will Harm Immigrants and Increase Street Homelessness
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	San Francisco Must Do Better—Say No to the RV Ban
	CCHO Letter re_ RV legislation

	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!
	Opposing the Mayor’s RV Ban - Give Us Safe Parking Sites and Affordable Housing!


	item 31 PC 250700_701 8 Letters Regarding File Nos. 250700 250701
	8 Letters Regarding File Nos. 250700_250701.pdf
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable
	URGENT: Make San Francisco Affordable, Not Just Buildable





