FILE NO. 240430

Petitions and Communications received from April 18, 2024, through April 25, 2024, for
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered
filed by the Clerk on April 30, 2024.

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, pursuant to Charter, Section 3.100(18), making
reappointments to the following bodies. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)

e Appointment pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 5.41-3, Our City, Our
Home Oversight Committee
0 Lindsay Haddix - term ending April 22, 2026

From the Office of the Mayor, making the following nominations to the following body.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (2)

e Nominations pursuant to Resolution No. 314-98 and the Treasure Island
Development Authority (TIDA) Bylaws, Article V, Section 7, Treasure Island
Development Authority Board of Directors

0 Mark Dunlop - term ending February 26, 2028

From the Ethics Commission, submitting revised regulations regarding the City’s
campaign finance rules in San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code
Sections 1.108, 1.112, 1.126, 1.127, 1.142, and 1.170. Copy: Each Supervisor. (3)

From the Controller’s Office, regarding credit rating updates to the City’s General
Obligation Bonds (GOB) and Certificates of Participation (COP). Copy: Each
Supervisor. (4)

From the Small Business Commission, submitting Small Business Commission
Resolution No. 01-2024, declaring May 6, 2024 to May 10, 2024, Small Business Week.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (5)

From the Office of the Mayor, regarding State Legislation Committee approval of
positions on legislation pending before the California State Legislature, and approved
State Legislation Committee minutes of a meeting held on March 27, 2024. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (6)

From members of the public, regarding the Hearing of persons interested in or objecting
to the determination of exemption from environmental review under the California
Environmental Quality Act issued as a Categorical Exemption by the Planning



Department on December 14, 2023, for the proposed project at 72 Harper Street. File
No. 240246. 2 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (7)

From members of the public, regarding the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Expanding Housing Choice, Housing Element Zoning Program. 3 Letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (8)

From Eugene Chang, regarding a Resolution urging the Municipal Transportation
Agency (MTA) to develop and implement a plan for No Turn On Red (NTOR) at every
signalized intersection in San Francisco and approve a citywide NTOR policy. File No.
231016. Resolution No. 481-23. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9)

From Andrew Wiseman, regarding John F. Kennedy Drive. Copy: Each Supervisor. (10)

From members of the public, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending the
Administrative Code to provide that the general obligation bond passthrough from
landlords to tenants shall be calculated based on the amount the property tax rate has
increased due to general obligation bonds since the tenant’s move-in date or 2005,
whichever is later; and to allow tenants to seek relief from general obligation bond
passthroughs based on financial hardship. File No. 240174. 5 Letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (11)

From Tina Martin, regarding the Hearing on the state of traffic enforcement and street
safety in San Francisco; and requesting the Police Department and Municipal
Transportation Agency to report. File No. 220961. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12)

From members of the public, regarding the proposed Resolution urging the Department
of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to prioritize families with children to receive
shelter or hotel vouchers the same day that they arrive at an access point, to develop a
comprehensive plan that focuses on children and families to prevent children from living
on the streets and develop a multilingual, accessible public dashboard where families
can monitor the waitlist and the progress of moving families into permanent housing.
File No. 240239. 27 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (13)

From a member of the public, regarding the Lake Street Slow Street Program. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (14)

From Sandy Weil, regarding the City Budget. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15)

From members of the public, regarding San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA) impacts on merchant corridors. 15 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (16)

From members of the public, regarding the Hearing on the resources allocated for the
Dream Keepers Initiative, specifically on which programs have been funded by the
allocated $120,000,000 and assessing other needs that the Dream Keepers Initiative
can support; requesting the Human Rights Commission, Office of Economic and



Workforce Development, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development,
Department of Children Youth and their Families, Arts Commission, Department of
Public Health, Office of Early Care and Education, Fire Department, and Department of
Human Resources to report. File No. 211318. 2 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (17)

From members of the public, regarding the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA)
West Portal Station Safety and Community Space Improvements Project at West Portal
Avenue and Ulloa Street. 1,710 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (18)

From the Treasure Island Organizing Committee, regarding the proposed Resolution
approving an Amended and Restated Disposition and Development Agreement
between the Treasure Island Development Authority and Treasure Island Community
Development, LLC, for certain real property located on Treasure Island and Yerba
Buena Island, including changes to the attached Financing Plan. File No. 240202. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (19)

From Santiago Dennis, regarding environmental concerns at Hunter’s Point Shipyard.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (20)

From a member of the public, regarding California unemployment benefits. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (21)

From Chris Ward Kline, regarding surveillance technology. Copy: Each Supervisor. (22)

From members of the public, regarding quality of life issues. 4 Letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (23)



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: April 25, 2024
To: Members, Board of Supervisors
From: d;,»Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Mayoral Appointment - Our City, Our Home Oversight Committee

On April 23, 2024, the following complete appointment package was officially received 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 (May 23, 2024).

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 5.41-3:

e Appointment to the Our City, Our Home Oversight Committee
o Lindsay Haddix - term ending April 22, 2026.

Pursuant to Board Rule 2.18.3, a Supervisor may request a hearing on a 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 the above appointment, please let me know in writing by noon
on Wednesday, May 1, 2024. Once we receive notice, we will work with the Rules Chair to
schedule the hearing.

c Supervisor Hillary Ronen - Rules Committee Chair
Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Victor Young - Rules Clerk
Anne Pearson - Deputy City Attorney
Tom Paulino - Mayor’s Liaison to the Board of Supervisors
Jesse Mainardi - Mayor’s Director of Boards and Commissions



LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Appointment

April 22, 2024

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

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

Honorable Board of Supervisors,

Pursuant to Charter Section 3.100(18) and Administrative Code Section 5.41-3 of
the City and County of San Francisco, | make the following appointment:

Lindsay Haddix, to Seat 1 of the Our City, Our Home Oversight Committee for a
two-year term ending April 22, 2026. This seat was formerly held by Ken Reggio,
whose term expired.

| am confident that Ms. Haddix will serve our community well. Attached are her
qualifications to serve, which demonstrate how her appointment will represent
the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City
and County of San Francisco.

Should you have any question about this appointment, please contact my
Director of Boards and Commissions, Jesse Mainardi, at 415.554.6588.

Sincerely,
London N. Breed
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: April 25, 2024
To: Members, Board of Supervisors
From: %Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Mayoral Nomination - Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors

The Office of the Mayor submitted the following complete nomination package, pursuant to
Resolution No. 314-98 and Treasure Island Development Authority Bylaws Article V, Section 7.
This nomination is subject to confirmation by the Board and not effective until the Board takes
action. Given this nominee is not a City Officer, the Board is under no requirement to act within a
certain timeframe.

Nomination to Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors:
e Mark Dunlop - term ending February 26, 2028

Pursuant to Board Rule 2.18.2, the Clerk of the Board shall refer the motion to the Rules Committee
and work with the Rules Committee Chair to schedule a hearing.

c Supervisor Hillary Ronen - Rules Committee Chair
Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Victor Young - Rules Clerk
Anne Pearson - Deputy City Attorney
Tom Paulino - Mayor’s Liaison to the Board of Supervisors
Jesse Mainardi - Mayor’s Director of Boards and Commissions



LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Nomination for Appointment

April 19, 2024

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

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

Honorable Board of Supervisors,

Pursuant to the Treasure Island Conversion Act of 1997 and the Treasure Island
Development Authority (TIDA) Bylaws, Article V, of the City and County of San
Francisco, | make the following nomination:

Mark Dunlop, for reappointment to Seat 6 of the Treasure Island Development
Authority Board of Directors for a four-year term ending February 26, 2028.

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

| encourage your support and am pleased to advise you of this reappointment
nomination. Should you have any questions, please contact my Director of
Boards and Commissions, Jesse Mainardi, at 415.554.6588.

Sincerely,

L gL

London N. Breed
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



From: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);
Young. Victor (BOS); PEARSON, ANNE (CAT)

Subject: TIME SENSITIVE: Ethics Commission Adoption of Regulations Regarding Campaign Finance Rules

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 4:42:20 PM

Attachments: Clerks Memo - 15.102 - 4.19.2024.pdf

Ethics Commission Referral of Requlations Approved 4.12.24 Signed.pdf
Ethics Commission Campaiagn Finance Requlations - APPROVED - 4.12.24.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

The Ethics Commission has submitted new regulations adopted. Please see the memo from
the Clerk of the Board for more information and instructions.
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: Canning, Michael (ETH) <michael.a.canning@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2024 8:49 AM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>

Cc: Ford, Patrick (ETH) <patrick.ford@sfgov.org>; RUSSI, BRAD (CAT) <Brad.Russi@sfcityatty.org>;
Thaikkendiyil, Gayathri (ETH) <gayathri.thaikkendiyil@sfgov.org>; Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)
<eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>

Subject: Ethics Commission Adoption of Regulations Regarding Campaign Finance Rules

Dear Clerk Calvillo,

Please see the attached transmittal of regulations adopted by the Ethics Commission at its
meeting on Friday, April 12, 2024 regarding the City’s campaign finance rules, in SF Campaign
& Governmental Conduct Code Sections 1.108, 1.112, 1.126, 1.127, 1.142, and 1.170.

If you have any questions about the attached regulations, please feel free to contact me or
Executive Director Patrick Ford (patrick.ford@sfgov.org). Thank you.

Best,

Michael

Michael Canning | Policy and Legislative Affairs Manager

pronouns: he/him

San Francisco Ethics Commission

25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 220
San Francisco, CA 94102

Michael.A.Canning@sfgov.org | (415) 252-3130
sfethics.org



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 415-554-5184
Fax No. 415-554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 415-554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: April 19, 2024

To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors
<

From: M@@k of the Board, Angela Calvillo

Subject: Ethics Commission Regulations Recently Approved

On April 18, 2024, the Ethics Commission submitted revised regulations regarding the City’s
campaign finance rules, in SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code Sections 1.108, 1.112,
1.126, 1.127, 1.142, and 1.170, adopted at the meeting of April 12, 2024.

The San Francisco Charter, Section 15.102, provides that a regulation adopted by the Ethics
Commission shall become effective 60 days after the date of its adoption unless before the
expiration of this 60-day period, June 17, 2024, two-thirds of all members (eight votes) of the Board
of Supervisors vote to disapprove the rule or regulation.

If you wish to hold a hearing on any of these matters, please notify me in writing by 5:00 p.m.,
Friday, May 3, 2024, and we will work with the Rules Chair to schedule a hearing.

c Supervisor Hillary Ronen - Rules Chair
Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Anne Pearson - Deputy City Attorney
Michael Canning - Ethics Commission





		MEMORANDUM




DocuSign Envelope ID: D779613B-D520-4515-BB4E-DECD8CCEE7B2

25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
Ethics Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

April 18, 2024

Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Attention: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Ethics Commission Adoption of Regulations Regarding Campaign Finance Rules

Dear Members of the Board:

Charter Sec. 15.102, in part, provides that a regulation adopted by the Ethics Commission “shall
become effective 60 days after the date of its adoption unless before the expiration of this 60-day
period two-thirds of all members of the Board of Supervisors vote to veto the rule or regulation.” This
transmits regulations adopted by the Ethics Commission at its meeting on Friday, April 12, 2024
regarding the City’s campaign finance rules, in SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code
Sections 1.108,1.112, 1.126, 1.127, 1.142, and 1.170.

The adopted regulations appear as an attachment to this communication. A memo and other related
attachments regarding these regulations can be found on the Commission’s website, in the April 12,
2024 meeting materials for Item 6.

These regulations were developed with public input and review, including opportunities to provide
feedback at two interested persons meetings and a regular meeting of the Commission.

If you have any questions about the attached regulations, please feel free to contact me or Executive
Director Patrick Ford at (415) 252-3100.

Sincerely,
A 04-18-2024 | 08:39:25 PDT
’gﬂu(fwui q. Cow/uv\g !
ichael'Canning, Policy and Legislative Affairs Manager

Attachment Included
cc: Patrick Ford, Executive Director; Brad Russi, Office of the City Attorney
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ATTACHMENT
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25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

Sa n Fra ncisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

ETHICS COMMISSION REGULATIONS CONCERNING CAMPAIGN FINANCE
Approved by Ethics Commission: 4/12/24

Draft Regulation Amendments to San Francisco Campaign and Governmental
Conduct Code Section 1.100 et seq

Requlation 1.108-4: Bank Account Location.

For the purposes of Section 1.108, “an office of a bank located in the City and County of
San Francisco” includes the office of any bank that is authorized to do business in the
City and County of San Francisco. Accounts may be established online, over the
telephone, or at a physical office located outside of the City and County of San
Francisco, as long as the bank is authorized to do business in the City and County of
San Francisco.

Regulation 1.112-2: Electronic Campaign Disclosure —
Electronic Signatures-Verification.
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DocuSign Envelope ID: D779613B-D520-4515-BB4E-DECD8CCEE7B2

25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

Sa n Fra ncisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

(a) Electronic Signatures
Documents bearing an electronic signature will be treated the same as signed
paper documents for the purposes of applicable State and local law. Electronic
documents are signed under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California. The candidate, treasurer, or other identified signatory is responsible
for signing their documents electronically and assumes any liability that results
from delegating their electronic signature to another person.

(b) Requirements for Electronic Filing
(1) Required Electronic Filing

Any committee required to file electronic statements under Section 1.112(b) must
first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission. The Form SFEC-112b
may be used to identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of
another person.

{b}-(2) Voluntary Electronic Filing

Any person_or committee who voluntarily opts to file electronic statements under
Section 1.112(c) must first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission.
Thereafter, the person shall be subject to all requirements set forth in Section
1.112 and the regulations thereunder._ The Form SFEC-112b may be used to
identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of another person.

(c) Any campaign finance disclosure statement that must be filed electronically and
that lacks all electronic signatures of the required signers is not deemed filed and
may subject the responsible parties to late filing fees, in addition to any other
penalty under the Code.

Ethics_Commission_Referral_of Regulations_Approved_4.12.24 - 004 of 007
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25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

Sa n Fra ncisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

Regulation 1.126-7: Contributor Information.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of the contribution ban in section
1.126 if the contributor te-the-candidate-certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing,
including in electronic format, to the candidate that the following is true:

| am not a City contractor, or a director, officer, greater than 10% owner, or
subcontractor of a City contractor, whose contract required the approval of the [list any
City elective office the candidate currently holds, the City elective office the candidate is
currently seeking, and any state agency on whose board an appointee of the candidate
serves] within the last twelve months or whose current bid or proposal will require such
approval.

Regulation 1.126-9: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.126, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.127-3: Contributions by Persons with a
Financial Interest in a Land Use Matter — Contributor
Attestation.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of section 1.127(c) if the
| contributor certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing, including in electronic format, to
the candidate at the time the contribution is made that the following is true:

| do not have a financial interest in a land use matter, as defined in Campaign and
Governmental Conduct Code section 1.127(a) (which excludes my primary
residence),that is currently pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors,
Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port
Commission, or Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, nor have |
had a financial interest in any such land use matter for which any of these boards or
commissions has rendered a final decision or ruling within the last twelve months.

Ethics_Commission_Referral_of Regulations_Approved_4.12.24 - 005 of 007
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25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

Requlation 1.127-4: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.127, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.142-6: Certification.

(a) Executive Director’s Determination.

(1) The Executive Director shall determine whether to certify a candidate no later than
30 days after the candidate submits the documents required under sections 1.142(a)
and 1.142(b).

(2) Any candidate who files Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to participate in the
public financing program but who fails to file Form SFEC-142(b) by the 70th day before
the election is ineligible to participate in the public financing program and the Executive
Director shall notify the candidate that he or she is ineligible.

(3) The Executive Director may take whatever steps he or she deems necessary to
determine whether to certify a candidate including, but not limited to, reviewing the
materials submitted by a candidate, auditing a candidate’s records, and interviewing a
candidate’s contributors. In addition, the Executive Director may require any candidate
to file Form SFEC-152 in order to determine whether a candidate who seeks public
financing is opposed by another candidate pursuant to section 1.140(b)(3) or
1.140(c)(3).

(4) The Executive Director may not review a Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate
unless and until the candidate has filed a Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to
participate in the public financing program. (5) The Executive Director may not review a
Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate if the candidate has failed to file the Form SFEC
142(b) by the deadline established by Section 1.142(b) or, for resubmissions, the
deadline established by Section 1.142(f).

(b) Conditional Certification.

(1) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Board of
Supervisors in order to comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of
this regulation and subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a
conditional certification if a candidate for the Board of Supervisors has satisfied every
requirement for certification except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by
another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public financing, or
has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or
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25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

Sa n Fra ncisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

| exceed $105,000. A candidate who has received a conditional certification shall be
eligible to begin to receive public financing at any time after the Executive Director
determines that the candidate is opposed by another candidate who has either
established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or made

| expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $105,000. A conditional
certification, by itself, does not establish that a candidate is eligible to receive public
funds.
(2) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Mayor in order to
comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of this regulation and
subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a conditional
certification if a candidate for Mayor has satisfied every requirement for certification
except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by another candidate who has
either established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or
made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $50,000. A candidate who
has received a conditional certification shall be eligible to begin to receive public
financing at any time after the Executive Director determines that the candidate is
opposed by another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public
financing, or has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate
equal or exceed $50,000. A conditional certification, by itself, does not establish that a
candidate is eligible to receive public funds.

Requlation 1.170-1: Provision of Documents.

The Ethics Commission may specify and require the method by which evidence,
records, documents, and information is provided for audits and investigations, including
in electronic format. Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information in
the format specified by the Ethics Commission constitutes withholding such materials.

Regulation 1.170-2: Provision of Documents.

Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information requested pursuant to a
subpoena from the Ethics Commission, or to provide a timely response to a subpoena,
constitutes withholding of such materials.

Ethics_Commission_Referral_of Regulations_Approved_4.12.24 - 007 of 007





		Ethics_Commission_Referral_of_Regulations_Approved_4.12.24

		CFRO Reg Amendments - APPROVED - 4.12.24

		Blank Page



				2024-04-18T08:39:47-0700

		Digitally verifiable PDF exported from www.docusign.com










25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

ETHICS COMMISSION REGULATIONS CONCERNING CAMPAIGN FINANCE
Approved by Ethics Commission: 4/12/24

Draft Regulation Amendments to San Francisco Campaign and Governmental
Conduct Code Section 1.100 et seq

Requlation 1.108-4: Bank Account Location.

For the purposes of Section 1.108, “an office of a bank located in the City and County of
San Francisco” includes the office of any bank that is authorized to do business in the
City and County of San Francisco. Accounts may be established online, over the
telephone, or at a physical office located outside of the City and County of San
Francisco, as long as the bank is authorized to do business in the City and County of
San Francisco.

Regulation 1.112-2: Electronic Campaign Disclosure —
Electronic Signatures-Verification.






25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

(a) Electronic Signatures
Documents bearing an electronic signature will be treated the same as signed
paper documents for the purposes of applicable State and local law. Electronic
documents are signed under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California. The candidate, treasurer, or other identified signatory is responsible
for signing their documents electronically and assumes any liability that results
from delegating their electronic signature to another person.

(b) Requirements for Electronic Filing
(1) Required Electronic Filing

Any committee required to file electronic statements under Section 1.112(b) must
first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission. The Form SFEC-112b
may be used to identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of
another person.

{b}-(2) Voluntary Electronic Filing

Any person_or committee who voluntarily opts to file electronic statements under
Section 1.112(c) must first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission.
Thereafter, the person shall be subject to all requirements set forth in Section
1.112 and the regulations thereunder._ The Form SFEC-112b may be used to
identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of another person.

(c) Any campaign finance disclosure statement that must be filed electronically and
that lacks all electronic signatures of the required signers is not deemed filed and
may subject the responsible parties to late filing fees, in addition to any other
penalty under the Code.
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Regulation 1.126-7: Contributor Information.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of the contribution ban in section
1.126 if the contributor te-the-candidate-certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing,
including in electronic format, to the candidate that the following is true:

| am not a City contractor, or a director, officer, greater than 10% owner, or
subcontractor of a City contractor, whose contract required the approval of the [list any
City elective office the candidate currently holds, the City elective office the candidate is
currently seeking, and any state agency on whose board an appointee of the candidate
serves] within the last twelve months or whose current bid or proposal will require such
approval.

Regulation 1.126-9: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.126, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.127-3: Contributions by Persons with a
Financial Interest in a Land Use Matter — Contributor
Attestation.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of section 1.127(c) if the
contributor certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing, including in electronic format, to
the candidate at the time the contribution is made that the following is true:

| do not have a financial interest in a land use matter, as defined in Campaign and
Governmental Conduct Code section 1.127(a) (which excludes my primary
residence),that is currently pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors,
Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port
Commission, or Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, nor have |
had a financial interest in any such land use matter for which any of these boards or
commissions has rendered a final decision or ruling within the last twelve months.
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Requlation 1.127-4: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.127, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.142-6: Certification.

(a) Executive Director’s Determination.

(1) The Executive Director shall determine whether to certify a candidate no later than
30 days after the candidate submits the documents required under sections 1.142(a)
and 1.142(b).

(2) Any candidate who files Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to participate in the
public financing program but who fails to file Form SFEC-142(b) by the 70th day before
the election is ineligible to participate in the public financing program and the Executive
Director shall notify the candidate that he or she is ineligible.

(3) The Executive Director may take whatever steps he or she deems necessary to
determine whether to certify a candidate including, but not limited to, reviewing the
materials submitted by a candidate, auditing a candidate’s records, and interviewing a
candidate’s contributors. In addition, the Executive Director may require any candidate
to file Form SFEC-152 in order to determine whether a candidate who seeks public
financing is opposed by another candidate pursuant to section 1.140(b)(3) or
1.140(c)(3).

(4) The Executive Director may not review a Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate
unless and until the candidate has filed a Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to
participate in the public financing program. (5) The Executive Director may not review a
Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate if the candidate has failed to file the Form SFEC
142(b) by the deadline established by Section 1.142(b) or, for resubmissions, the
deadline established by Section 1.142(f).

(b) Conditional Certification.

(1) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Board of
Supervisors in order to comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of
this regulation and subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a
conditional certification if a candidate for the Board of Supervisors has satisfied every
requirement for certification except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by
another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public financing, or
has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or
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exceed $105,000. A candidate who has received a conditional certification shall be
eligible to begin to receive public financing at any time after the Executive Director
determines that the candidate is opposed by another candidate who has either
established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or made
expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $105,000. A conditional
certification, by itself, does not establish that a candidate is eligible to receive public
funds.

(2) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Mayor in order to
comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of this regulation and
subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a conditional
certification if a candidate for Mayor has satisfied every requirement for certification
except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by another candidate who has
either established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or
made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $50,000. A candidate who
has received a conditional certification shall be eligible to begin to receive public
financing at any time after the Executive Director determines that the candidate is
opposed by another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public
financing, or has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate
equal or exceed $50,000. A conditional certification, by itself, does not establish that a
candidate is eligible to receive public funds.

Requlation 1.170-1: Provision of Documents.

The Ethics Commission may specify and require the method by which evidence,
records, documents, and information is provided for audits and investigations, including
in electronic format. Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information in
the format specified by the Ethics Commission constitutes withholding such materials.

Regulation 1.170-2: Provision of Documents.

Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information requested pursuant to a
subpoena from the Ethics Commission, or to provide a timely response to a subpoena,
constitutes withholding of such materials.
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San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 415-554-5184
Fax No. 415-554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 415-554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: April 19, 2024

To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors
<

From: M@@k of the Board, Angela Calvillo

Subject: Ethics Commission Regulations Recently Approved

On April 18, 2024, the Ethics Commission submitted revised regulations regarding the City’s
campaign finance rules, in SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code Sections 1.108, 1.112,
1.126, 1.127, 1.142, and 1.170, adopted at the meeting of April 12, 2024.

The San Francisco Charter, Section 15.102, provides that a regulation adopted by the Ethics
Commission shall become effective 60 days after the date of its adoption unless before the
expiration of this 60-day period, June 17, 2024, two-thirds of all members (eight votes) of the Board
of Supervisors vote to disapprove the rule or regulation.

If you wish to hold a hearing on any of these matters, please notify me in writing by 5:00 p.m.,
Friday, May 3, 2024, and we will work with the Rules Chair to schedule a hearing.

c Supervisor Hillary Ronen - Rules Chair
Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Anne Pearson - Deputy City Attorney
Michael Canning - Ethics Commission
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April 18, 2024

Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Attention: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Ethics Commission Adoption of Regulations Regarding Campaign Finance Rules

Dear Members of the Board:

Charter Sec. 15.102, in part, provides that a regulation adopted by the Ethics Commission “shall
become effective 60 days after the date of its adoption unless before the expiration of this 60-day
period two-thirds of all members of the Board of Supervisors vote to veto the rule or regulation.” This
transmits regulations adopted by the Ethics Commission at its meeting on Friday, April 12, 2024
regarding the City’s campaign finance rules, in SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code
Sections 1.108,1.112, 1.126, 1.127, 1.142, and 1.170.

The adopted regulations appear as an attachment to this communication. A memo and other related
attachments regarding these regulations can be found on the Commission’s website, in the April 12,
2024 meeting materials for Item 6.

These regulations were developed with public input and review, including opportunities to provide
feedback at two interested persons meetings and a regular meeting of the Commission.

If you have any questions about the attached regulations, please feel free to contact me or Executive
Director Patrick Ford at (415) 252-3100.

Sincerely,
A 04-18-2024 | 08:39:25 PDT
’gﬂu(fwui q. Cow/uv\g !
ichael'Canning, Policy and Legislative Affairs Manager

Attachment Included
cc: Patrick Ford, Executive Director; Brad Russi, Office of the City Attorney
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ETHICS COMMISSION REGULATIONS CONCERNING CAMPAIGN FINANCE
Approved by Ethics Commission: 4/12/24

Draft Regulation Amendments to San Francisco Campaign and Governmental
Conduct Code Section 1.100 et seq

Requlation 1.108-4: Bank Account Location.

For the purposes of Section 1.108, “an office of a bank located in the City and County of
San Francisco” includes the office of any bank that is authorized to do business in the
City and County of San Francisco. Accounts may be established online, over the
telephone, or at a physical office located outside of the City and County of San
Francisco, as long as the bank is authorized to do business in the City and County of
San Francisco.

Regulation 1.112-2: Electronic Campaign Disclosure —
Electronic Signatures-Verification.
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(a) Electronic Signatures
Documents bearing an electronic signature will be treated the same as signed
paper documents for the purposes of applicable State and local law. Electronic
documents are signed under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California. The candidate, treasurer, or other identified signatory is responsible
for signing their documents electronically and assumes any liability that results
from delegating their electronic signature to another person.

(b) Requirements for Electronic Filing
(1) Required Electronic Filing

Any committee required to file electronic statements under Section 1.112(b) must
first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission. The Form SFEC-112b
may be used to identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of
another person.

{b}-(2) Voluntary Electronic Filing

Any person_or committee who voluntarily opts to file electronic statements under
Section 1.112(c) must first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission.
Thereafter, the person shall be subject to all requirements set forth in Section
1.112 and the regulations thereunder._ The Form SFEC-112b may be used to
identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of another person.

(c) Any campaign finance disclosure statement that must be filed electronically and
that lacks all electronic signatures of the required signers is not deemed filed and
may subject the responsible parties to late filing fees, in addition to any other
penalty under the Code.
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Regulation 1.126-7: Contributor Information.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of the contribution ban in section
1.126 if the contributor te-the-candidate-certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing,
including in electronic format, to the candidate that the following is true:

| am not a City contractor, or a director, officer, greater than 10% owner, or
subcontractor of a City contractor, whose contract required the approval of the [list any
City elective office the candidate currently holds, the City elective office the candidate is
currently seeking, and any state agency on whose board an appointee of the candidate
serves] within the last twelve months or whose current bid or proposal will require such
approval.

Regulation 1.126-9: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.126, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.127-3: Contributions by Persons with a
Financial Interest in a Land Use Matter — Contributor
Attestation.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of section 1.127(c) if the
| contributor certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing, including in electronic format, to
the candidate at the time the contribution is made that the following is true:

| do not have a financial interest in a land use matter, as defined in Campaign and
Governmental Conduct Code section 1.127(a) (which excludes my primary
residence),that is currently pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors,
Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port
Commission, or Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, nor have |
had a financial interest in any such land use matter for which any of these boards or
commissions has rendered a final decision or ruling within the last twelve months.
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Requlation 1.127-4: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.127, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.142-6: Certification.

(a) Executive Director’s Determination.

(1) The Executive Director shall determine whether to certify a candidate no later than
30 days after the candidate submits the documents required under sections 1.142(a)
and 1.142(b).

(2) Any candidate who files Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to participate in the
public financing program but who fails to file Form SFEC-142(b) by the 70th day before
the election is ineligible to participate in the public financing program and the Executive
Director shall notify the candidate that he or she is ineligible.

(3) The Executive Director may take whatever steps he or she deems necessary to
determine whether to certify a candidate including, but not limited to, reviewing the
materials submitted by a candidate, auditing a candidate’s records, and interviewing a
candidate’s contributors. In addition, the Executive Director may require any candidate
to file Form SFEC-152 in order to determine whether a candidate who seeks public
financing is opposed by another candidate pursuant to section 1.140(b)(3) or
1.140(c)(3).

(4) The Executive Director may not review a Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate
unless and until the candidate has filed a Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to
participate in the public financing program. (5) The Executive Director may not review a
Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate if the candidate has failed to file the Form SFEC
142(b) by the deadline established by Section 1.142(b) or, for resubmissions, the
deadline established by Section 1.142(f).

(b) Conditional Certification.

(1) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Board of
Supervisors in order to comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of
this regulation and subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a
conditional certification if a candidate for the Board of Supervisors has satisfied every
requirement for certification except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by
another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public financing, or
has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or
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| exceed $105,000. A candidate who has received a conditional certification shall be
eligible to begin to receive public financing at any time after the Executive Director
determines that the candidate is opposed by another candidate who has either
established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or made

| expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $105,000. A conditional
certification, by itself, does not establish that a candidate is eligible to receive public
funds.
(2) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Mayor in order to
comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of this regulation and
subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a conditional
certification if a candidate for Mayor has satisfied every requirement for certification
except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by another candidate who has
either established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or
made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $50,000. A candidate who
has received a conditional certification shall be eligible to begin to receive public
financing at any time after the Executive Director determines that the candidate is
opposed by another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public
financing, or has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate
equal or exceed $50,000. A conditional certification, by itself, does not establish that a
candidate is eligible to receive public funds.

Requlation 1.170-1: Provision of Documents.

The Ethics Commission may specify and require the method by which evidence,
records, documents, and information is provided for audits and investigations, including
in electronic format. Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information in
the format specified by the Ethics Commission constitutes withholding such materials.

Regulation 1.170-2: Provision of Documents.

Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information requested pursuant to a
subpoena from the Ethics Commission, or to provide a timely response to a subpoena,
constitutes withholding of such materials.

Ethics_Commission_Referral_of Regulations_Approved_4.12.24 - 007 of 007



25 Van Ness Avenue, STE 220

San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94102-6053
ethics.commission@sfgov.org
EthiCS Commission 415-252-3100 | sfethics.org

ETHICS COMMISSION REGULATIONS CONCERNING CAMPAIGN FINANCE
Approved by Ethics Commission: 4/12/24

Draft Regulation Amendments to San Francisco Campaign and Governmental
Conduct Code Section 1.100 et seq

Requlation 1.108-4: Bank Account Location.

For the purposes of Section 1.108, “an office of a bank located in the City and County of
San Francisco” includes the office of any bank that is authorized to do business in the
City and County of San Francisco. Accounts may be established online, over the
telephone, or at a physical office located outside of the City and County of San
Francisco, as long as the bank is authorized to do business in the City and County of
San Francisco.

Regulation 1.112-2: Electronic Campaign Disclosure —
Electronic Signatures-Verification.
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(a) Electronic Signatures
Documents bearing an electronic signature will be treated the same as signed
paper documents for the purposes of applicable State and local law. Electronic
documents are signed under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California. The candidate, treasurer, or other identified signatory is responsible
for signing their documents electronically and assumes any liability that results
from delegating their electronic signature to another person.

(b) Requirements for Electronic Filing
(1) Required Electronic Filing

Any committee required to file electronic statements under Section 1.112(b) must
first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission. The Form SFEC-112b
may be used to identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of
another person.

{b}-(2) Voluntary Electronic Filing

Any person_or committee who voluntarily opts to file electronic statements under
Section 1.112(c) must first file Form SFEC-112b with the Ethics Commission.
Thereafter, the person shall be subject to all requirements set forth in Section
1.112 and the regulations thereunder._ The Form SFEC-112b may be used to
identify those with the authority to sign electronically on behalf of another person.

(c) Any campaign finance disclosure statement that must be filed electronically and
that lacks all electronic signatures of the required signers is not deemed filed and
may subject the responsible parties to late filing fees, in addition to any other
penalty under the Code.
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Regulation 1.126-7: Contributor Information.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of the contribution ban in section
1.126 if the contributor te-the-candidate-certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing,
including in electronic format, to the candidate that the following is true:

| am not a City contractor, or a director, officer, greater than 10% owner, or
subcontractor of a City contractor, whose contract required the approval of the [list any
City elective office the candidate currently holds, the City elective office the candidate is
currently seeking, and any state agency on whose board an appointee of the candidate
serves] within the last twelve months or whose current bid or proposal will require such
approval.

Regulation 1.126-9: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.126, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.127-3: Contributions by Persons with a
Financial Interest in a Land Use Matter — Contributor
Attestation.

A candidate will meet the due diligence requirements of section 1.127(c) if the
contributor certifies_under penalty of perjury, in writing, including in electronic format, to
the candidate at the time the contribution is made that the following is true:

| do not have a financial interest in a land use matter, as defined in Campaign and
Governmental Conduct Code section 1.127(a) (which excludes my primary
residence),that is currently pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors,
Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port
Commission, or Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, nor have |
had a financial interest in any such land use matter for which any of these boards or
commissions has rendered a final decision or ruling within the last twelve months.
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Requlation 1.127-4: Hosting Home or Office Fundraisers.

Notwithstanding the definition of “contribution” set forth in the Political Reform Act, for the
purpose of Section 1.127, a payment made by an occupant of a home or office for costs related
to any meeting or fundraising event held in the occupant’s home or office is a contribution,
regardless of the value, as is the value of the use of the home or office as a fundraising event
venue.

Regulation 1.142-6: Certification.

(a) Executive Director’s Determination.

(1) The Executive Director shall determine whether to certify a candidate no later than
30 days after the candidate submits the documents required under sections 1.142(a)
and 1.142(b).

(2) Any candidate who files Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to participate in the
public financing program but who fails to file Form SFEC-142(b) by the 70th day before
the election is ineligible to participate in the public financing program and the Executive
Director shall notify the candidate that he or she is ineligible.

(3) The Executive Director may take whatever steps he or she deems necessary to
determine whether to certify a candidate including, but not limited to, reviewing the
materials submitted by a candidate, auditing a candidate’s records, and interviewing a
candidate’s contributors. In addition, the Executive Director may require any candidate
to file Form SFEC-152 in order to determine whether a candidate who seeks public
financing is opposed by another candidate pursuant to section 1.140(b)(3) or
1.140(c)(3).

(4) The Executive Director may not review a Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate
unless and until the candidate has filed a Form SFEC-142(a) indicating an intent to
participate in the public financing program. (5) The Executive Director may not review a
Form SFEC-142(b) filed by a candidate if the candidate has failed to file the Form SFEC
142(b) by the deadline established by Section 1.142(b) or, for resubmissions, the
deadline established by Section 1.142(f).

(b) Conditional Certification.

(1) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Board of
Supervisors in order to comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of
this regulation and subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a
conditional certification if a candidate for the Board of Supervisors has satisfied every
requirement for certification except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by
another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public financing, or
has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or
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exceed $105,000. A candidate who has received a conditional certification shall be
eligible to begin to receive public financing at any time after the Executive Director
determines that the candidate is opposed by another candidate who has either
established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or made
expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $105,000. A conditional
certification, by itself, does not establish that a candidate is eligible to receive public
funds.

(2) The Executive Director may conditionally certify a candidate for the Mayor in order to
comply with the 30-day requirement set forth in subsection (a) of this regulation and
subsection (c) of section 1.142. The Executive Director may issue a conditional
certification if a candidate for Mayor has satisfied every requirement for certification
except the requirement that the candidate be opposed by another candidate who has
either established eligibility to receive public financing, or has received contributions or
made expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $50,000. A candidate who
has received a conditional certification shall be eligible to begin to receive public
financing at any time after the Executive Director determines that the candidate is
opposed by another candidate who has either established eligibility to receive public
financing, or has received contributions or made expenditures which in the aggregate
equal or exceed $50,000. A conditional certification, by itself, does not establish that a
candidate is eligible to receive public funds.

Requlation 1.170-1: Provision of Documents.

The Ethics Commission may specify and require the method by which evidence,
records, documents, and information is provided for audits and investigations, including
in electronic format. Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information in
the format specified by the Ethics Commission constitutes withholding such materials.

Regulation 1.170-2: Provision of Documents.

Failure to provide evidence, records, documents, or information requested pursuant to a
subpoena from the Ethics Commission, or to provide a timely response to a subpoena,
constitutes withholding of such materials.




From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS)
Subject: FW: Rating Changes

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 8:23:00 AM

Dear Supervisors,

Please see below from the Controller’s Office regarding rating changes for the City’s general
obligation bonds (GOBs) and certificates of participation (COPs).

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415)554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 8:02 AM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Subject: FW: Rating Changes

From: Van Degna, Anna (CON) <anna.vandegna@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2024 6:23 PM



To: Van Degna, Anna (CON) <anna.vandegna@sfgov.org>
Cc: Wagner, Greg (CON) <greg.wagner@sfgov.org>
Subject: Rating Changes

Credit Rating Changes
This week, the City and County of San Francisco received updates from two of the three agencies

that provide credit ratings for the City’s general obligation bonds (GOBs) and certificates of
participation (COPs). The rating changes include (i) a downward revision in outlook from S&P Global
and (ii) an upward rating revision from Fitch. Fitch’s rating upgrade reflected the implementation of
new rating criteria, as further described below. There were no changes to the Moody’s outlook or
ratings.

® S&P Global - No change to AAA GOB Rating — Outlook changed to “Negative” from “Stable”

® Fitch - GOB Rating change from AA+ to AAA - Outlook is “Stable”; previously “Under Criteria
Observation”

® Moody’s - No change to Aaa GOB Rating — No change to “Negative” Outlook which has been
in place since July 2023

S&P Global - Downward Revision to Rating Outlook
On April 22, 2024, S&P Global Ratings revised its outlook on the City’s outstanding GOBs and COPs

from “Stable” to “Negative”. In addition to the outlook change, S&P assigned AAA and AA+ ratings
for the City’s anticipated sales of GOBs and COPs, respectively. The City’s anticipated GOBs were
assigned a rating of AAA, which is the highest possible level. The City’s anticipated COPs were
assigned a rating of AA+, one level below the City’s GOB ratings, a normal relationship between GOB
and general fund-secured lease obligations. The S&P report announcing the outlook change stated
that the revision was reflective of S&P’s “view of the slow recovery of the City’s major revenue
streams and growing budgetary expenditures that will likely lead to continued general fund shortfalls
and draws on existing reserves if management doesn't make substantive budgetary corrections in the
near term.”

Fitch — Upward Revision to Rating
In early April, Fitch updated its criteria for rating U.S. Local Government entities. At the same time,

Fitch alerted the City that its ratings were being placed “Under Criteria Observation”. On April 22,
2024, Fitch announced the upgrade of the City’s (i) GOB ratings from AA+ to AAA and (ii) COP ratings
from AA to AA+ based on its implementation of the new U.S. Public Finance Local Government
Rating Criteria. In the report announcing the upgrade, the impact of Fitch’s new criteria on the City’s
credit was described. Of note, the new criteria includes two new positive “analytical factor notches”
for San Francisco recognizing: (i) “the city's role as the center of an important and growing MSA with
a vital role in the national economy” and (ii) “the city's exceptionally high market value per capita and
strong record of voter approved revenue initiatives underpin a greater capacity to tap into revenue-
generating resources.”

Moody’s — No Revision to Rating or Rating Outlook
Last week, Moody’s affirmed (i) the City’s Aaa GOB rating and (ii) the City’s Aal and Aa2 COPs

ratings. Additionally, Moody’s maintained the Negative outlook it assigned to the City’s credit ratings
in July of 2023. Moody’s report noted that the “negative outlook continues to reflect the various near
term financial and economic headwinds facing San Francisco” including an expectation that the City



will draw on reserves in FY24 and FY25, as well as projected out year deficits through FY28 largely
reflecting the underlying sluggish economic recovery in the City, particularly in commercial real
estate and retail sales.

Anna Van Degna (she/her/hers)

Director, Controller’s Office of Public Finance
City & County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 338

San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5956

Email: anna.vandegna@sfgov.org



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: FW: Small Business Commission Resolution Declaring Small Business Week 2024

Date: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 10:58:50 AM

Attachments: 2024 Small Business Week Resolution.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see below and attached for a Small Business Commission resolution declaring Small
Business Week 2024.

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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: Birnbach, Kerry (ECN) <kerry.birnbach@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 10:12 AM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>

Cc: BOS-Assistant Clerks <bos-assistant_clerks@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (ECN) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Ruiz-Cornejo, Victor (MYR)

<victor.ruiz-cornejo@sfgov.org>

Subject: Small Business Commission Resolution Declaring Small Business Week 2024

Please find the Resolution 01-2024, declaring Small Business Week May gth-1oth 2024,



CYNTHIA HUIE, PRESIDENT
MIRIAM ZOUZOUNIS, VICE PRESIDENT
RON BENITEZ, COMMISSIONER

DIMITRI CORNET, COMMISSIONER
LAWANDA DICKERSON, COMMISSIONER
RACHEL HERBERT, COMMISSIONER

WILLIAM ORTIZ-CARTAGENA, COMMISSIONER
SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS
April 22, 2024

Resolution 01-2024-SBC
Resolution Declaring Small Business Week May 6-10, 2024
WHEREAS, Small businesses account for approximately 95% of total businesses in San Francisco; and
WHEREAS, Small businesses employ hundreds of thousands of San Franciscans; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco’s small businesses reflect the wide array of cultures and ideas that make San
Francisco unique; and

WHEREAS, Small businesses are vital contributors to the local economy; and

WHEREAS, Small businesses serve as neighborhood leaders who support safe, welcoming, and thriving
commercial corridors; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco is currently home to over 400 Legacy businesses, each of which have supported
their communities for over 30 years; and

WHEREAS, The Small Business Commission and Office of Small Business have collaborated with
nonprofit, government, and corporate partners to celebrate and recognize the achievements of small
businesses in the San Francisco area; and

WHEREAS, Small Businesses Week consists of week-long festivities including receptions and awards to
honor small businesses, seminars and workshops to provide guidance and technical assistance, business
mixers, and more, which help support and enhance the development of small businesses;

Now, therefore, be it RESOLVED, That the Small Business Commission declares May 6, 2024 to May 10,
2024 as “Small Business Week” in the City and County of San Francisco.

| hereby certify that the Small Business Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on April 22,
2024.

ey

Katy Tang
Director, Office of Small Business

Ayes — Benitez, Cornet, Dickerson, Ortiz-Cartagena, Zouzounis

Absent — Herbert, Huie






attached.

Thanks,
Kerry Birnbach

Senior Policy Analyst/Commission Secretary
Small Business Commission

628-652-4983 | kerry.birnbach@sfgov.org | she/her

Office of Small Business | City and County of San Francisco
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ey
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

LoND

ON N. BREED 6

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Eileen Mariano, Office of Mayor London N. Breed By

CC: Joshua Cardenas, Office of Mayor London N. Breed i,
RE: State Legislation Committee Bill Positions April 24, 2024 Meeting

DATE: Wednesday, April 24, 2024

Dear Madam Clerk:

Please be advised that the State Legislation Committee approved the following positions on
legislation pending before the California State Legislature:

AB/SB | Bill # | Author(s) | Title Adopted Position
Mental health: involuntary treatment:

SB 1184 | Eggman antipsychotic medication Suppost

AB 1842 | Reyes Health care coverage: Medication-assisted Support
treatment

AB 1789 | Quirk-Silva Department of Housing and Community Support
Development

AB 9991 | Carillo Broadband projects: electric power design Oppose
approval
Wholesale Regional Water System Security

o 2962 | Papan and Reliability Act Support

SB 1066 | Blakespear | Marine Flare Producer Responsibility Act | Support

SB 1180 | Ashby Healj[h care coverage: Emergency Medical Support
Services

AB 2636 | Bains Mello-Granlund Older Californians Act Support

Present at the meeting were representatives from the Mayor’s Office, Supervisor Dean Preston’s
Office, Supervisor Connie Chan’s Office, Assessor’s Office, the Controller’s Office, and the
Treasurer’s Office.

In addition, please find attached the approved minutes from the March 27, 2024 meeting.

Should the Board of Supervisors wish to find more information on these matters, they may do so
at the following link: http://sfgov.org/slc/.

Sincerely,

Gl VSR

Eileen Mariano

Manager of State and Federal Legislative Affairs

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

TeEil EDHANE: ({A1RY RRA_R1A1



STATE LEGISLATION
COMMITTEE
Wednesday, March 27, 2024
10:00am - 12:00pm
City Hall, Room 201

This meeting will be held in person at the location listed above. Members of the
public may attend the meeting to observe and provide public comment at the
physical meeting location listed above. Members of the public may view the meeting
by clicking the link below or calling the below number provided:

https://sfpublic.webex.com/sfpublic/i.php?MTID=m7bd3926da82ceb21c706f1bacbd

9f417
Meeting ID: 2664 959 7581 Meeting Password: CmPsgqsi733
Join by Phone at +1-415-655-0001 (Please dial # after entering the Meeting ID
to view the meeting)

(Public Comment Instructions available on page 6)

Members

Mayor’s Office (Chair) - Eileen Mariano
Supervisor Dean Preston -- Preston Kilgore
Supervisor Connie Chan -- Frances Hsieh
Assessor’s Office -- Holly Lung

City Attorney’s Office -- Rebekah Krell
Controller’'s Office -- Hannah Kohanzadeh
Treasurer’s Office -- Eric Manke

AGENDA
Meeting commenced at 10:03am.
I. ROLL CALL

Present: Eileen Mariano, Preston Kilgore, Rebekah Krell, Hannah Kohanzadeh, and
Eric Manke.

Absent: Frances Hsieh and Holly Lung.

II. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES (Action Item). Discussion and
possible action to approve the minutes from the meeting on February 28, 2024.

Motion to Approve: Eric Manke
Seconded by: Preston Kilgore



Approved: 5-0

III. STATE LOBBYIST OVERVIEW AND UPDATE (Discussion Item).
The City’s state lobbyist will present to the Committee an update on State
legislative matters.

Presenter: Paul Yoder and Karen Lange, Partners of Shaw Yoder Antwih
Schmelzer & Lange

IV. PROPOSED LEGISLATION (Discussion and Action). Discussion and
possible action item: the Committee will review and discuss state
legislation affecting the City and County of San Francisco. Items are listed
by Department, then by bill number.

New Business

Department of Public Health
Presenter: Max Gara

AB 1975 (Bonta): Medi-Cal: Medically Supportive Food and Nutrition
Interventions.

Recommended Position: Support

This bill aims to directly address racial and ethnic health disparities, combat
chronic disease, and reduce rates of food and nutrition insecurity among Medi-
Cal enrollees by making medically supportive food and nutrition interventions a
permanent covered benefit under the Medi-Cal program.

Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion to Support AB 1975: Eric Manke
Seconded by: Preston Kilgore
Approved: 5-0

Department of Environment
Presenter: Hilary Near

AB 2346 (Lee) Organic waste reduction regulations: procurement of recovered
organic waste products.

Recommended Position: Support

The Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction Act (SB 1383) requires California
jurisdictions to procure an amount of “organic waste products” that is
proportionate to their populations. The amendments proposed in AB 2346 would
simplify the process of documenting agreements with external service providers
to fulfill SB 1383’s procurement requirements on behalf of jurisdictions. In
addition, AB 2346 proposes to extend procurement credit for activities and
investments that build markets or create additional capacity for locally processed
organics, including community composting.

Public Comment: No public comment.



Motion to Support AB 2346: Eric Manke
Seconded by: Hannah Kohanzadeh
Approved: 5-0

Department of Environment
Presenter: Hilary Near

SB 1167 (Blakespear): Solid waste: single-use drinking vessels.
Recommended Position: Support

SB 1167 would prohibit chain restaurants from serving or offering for sale
beverages in single-use vessels to customers dining or consuming the beverage
on the premises.

Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion to Support SB 1167: Preston Kilgore
Seconded by: Hannah Kohanzadeh
Approved: 5-0

San Francisco Human Services Agency
Presenter: Susie Smith

AB 3079 (Ting): In-Home Supportive Services program: undocumented related
providers

Recommended Position: Sponsor

This bill would develop a policy permitting undocumented In-Home Supportive
Service recipients to select their undocumented relative as their IHSS provider of
choice. These providers would give their Individual Taxpayer Identification
Number (ITIN), in lieu of a Social Security Number, in completing employment
documentation. It would also waive the background check normally required by
providers and instead require a self-attestation.

Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion to Support AB 3079: Preston Kilgore
Seconded by: Eric Manke

Approved: 5-0

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
Presenter: Monique Webster

SB 689 (Blakespear): Local coastal program: bicycle lane: amendment.
Recommended Position: Support

The bill will make it easier to convert vehicular traffic lanes to bicycle
lanes/nonvehicular uses. It achieves this by:

1. Not requiring a traffic study for purposes of a coastal development permit
or a change to a Local Coastal Program, when converting a vehicle travel
lane to a dedicated bicycle lane; and

2. Provides that changes to Local Coastal Program to create a dedicated
bicycle lane in the right of way would be eligible for a simplified approval



process (de minimis), only requiring Commission Director's approval.

The de minimis approval process already exists for qualified amendments to local
programs, as described by Public Resource Code 30154. The de minimis process
ensures that improvements that align with the California Coastal Act are
reviewed and implemented quickly and improves governmental accountability
and responsiveness.

Providing streamlined approval processes for minor traffic improvement projects
increases the responsiveness and effectiveness of City agencies, makes efficient
use of taxpayer money and City staff time, and better meets the needs of San
Francisco residents.

Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion to Support SB 689: Eric Manke
Seconded by: Preston Kilgore
Approved: 5-0

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Presenter: Rebecca Peacock

SB 903 (Skinner): Environmental health: product safety: perfluoroalkyl and
polyfluoroalkyl substances.

Recommended Position: Support

This bill would, beginning January 1, 2030, prohibit a person from distributing,
selling, or offering for sale a product that contains intentionally added PFAS,
unless the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has made a
determination that the use of PFAS in the product is a currently unavoidable use,
the prohibition is preempted by federal law, or the product is used. The bill would
require the department to maintain on its internet website a list of each
determination of currently unavoidable use, when each determination expires,
and the products and uses that are exempt from the prohibition. The bill would
impose a civil penalty for a violation of the prohibition and establish the PFAS
Penalty Account, requiring all civil penalties received to be deposited into that
account. Upon appropriation by the Legislature, these penalties will be used for
the administration and enforcement of the bill’s provisions.

By January 1, 2027, DTSC would be required to adopt regulations to carry out
the provisions of this bill, which must include regulations establishing and
providing for the assessment of an application fee. The bill would create the PFAS
Oversight Fund and require all application fees to be deposited into the fund.
Upon appropriation by the Legislature, the bill would require these application
fees be used to cover the department’s reasonable costs of administering this
act.

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) recommends a support
position for SB 903.

Public Comment: No public comment.
Motion to Support SB 689: Preston Kilgore



Seconded by: Hannah Kohanzadeh
Approved: 5-0

V.GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

Members of the public may address the Committee on items of interest that are
within the Committee’s subject matter jurisdiction and that do not appear on the
agenda.

Public Comment: No public comment.

VI. ADIJOURNMENT

Meeting ended at 10:36 am.



Disability A

Room 201 of City Hall is located at 1 Dr. Carton B. Goodlett Place and is wheelchair
accessible. The closest accessible BART Station is Civic Center, three blocks from
City Hall. Accessible Muni lines serving this location are: #47 Van Ness, and the
#71 Haight/Noriega and the F Line to Market and Van Ness, as well as Muni Metro
stations at Van Ness and Civic Center. For more information about Muni accessible
services, call 923-6142. There is accessible parking at the Civic Center Plaza
garage.

The State Legislation Committee does not permit remote public comment by
members of the public its meetings, except as legally required to enable people
with disabilities to participate in such meetings. If you require remote access as
a means of reasonable accommodation under ADA, please contact the State
Legislation Committee to request remote access, including a description of the
functional limitation(s) that precludes your ability to attend in person. Requests
made at least two business days in advance of the meeting will help to ensure
availability. For further assistance, please contact Joshua Cardenas, Mayor’s
Office, at: joshua.cardenas@sfgov.org.

i n i inan

The government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions 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 Donna Hall at Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, by phone at 415-
554-7724, by fax at 415-554-7854, or email the Sunshine Ordinance Taskforce
Administrator at sotf@sfgov.org. Citizens may obtain a free copy of the Sunshine
Ordinance by contacting the Task Force, or by printing Chapter 67 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code on the Internet, at www.sfgov.org/sunshine.htm.

L i istrati R i ir

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 Sec. 2.100 -2.160) 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 415-581-2300, fax 415-
581-2317, Internet website: www.sfgov.org/ethics.

Cell Phones and Pagers

The ringing 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



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS Legislation, (BOS); BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: FW: CalHDF public comment re 72 Harper St for 23Apr2024 BOS meeting

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:42:32 PM

Attachments: San Francisco - 72 Harper Street - HAA & SB9 letter.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see below and attached regarding:

File No. 240246 - Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental
Review- Proposed 72 Harper Street Project

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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 Lloyd <james@calhdf.org>

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:12 PM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; ChanStaff (BOS)
<chanstaff@sfgov.org>; EngardioStaff (BOS) <EngardioStaff@sfgov.org>; MelgarStaff (BOS)
<melgarstaff@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; DorseyStaff (BOS) <DorseyStaff@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff (BOS)
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary (BOS)
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>



CAL

Apr 23,2024

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: 72 Harper Street

By email: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org; ChanStaff@sfgov.org;
EngardioStaff@sfgov.org; MelgarStaff@sfgov.org; Dean.Preston@sfgov.org;
Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org; Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org; DorseyStaff@sfgov.org;
MandelmanStaff@sfgov.org; Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org; Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org;
Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org

CC: cityattorney@sfcityatty.org; rich.hillis@sfgov.org

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

The California Housing Defense Fund (“CalHDF”) submits this letter to inform the Board of
Appeals of its obligation to abide by SB 9 (Gov. Code, § 65852.21) and the Housing
Accountability Act (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, the “HAA”) when considering the requested Appeal
of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review of the proposed housing
development project at 72 Harper Street. Specifically, SB 9 obliges the City to approve the
project ministerially, and the HAA only allows for disapproval if certain health and safety
findings are made.

The proposed housing development project at 72 Harper Street meets the criteria for
ministerial approval pursuant to SB 9 (Gov. Code, § 65852.21, subd. (a)), which specifies that
“A proposed housing development containing no more than two residential units within a
single-family residential zone shall be considered ministerially ...” if the development meets
certain criteria - all of which are met by the proposed development at 72 Harper Street.
Regarding the historic preservation argument, an exception is only allowed if the project is
located within a historic district or list listed on the state historic resources inventory,
neither of which applies to the project. Gov. Code, § 65852.21, subd. (a)(6):

The development is not located within a historic district or property included on the
State Historic Resources Inventory, as defined in Section 5020.1 of the Public

360 Grand Ave #323, Oakland 94610
www.calhdf.org
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Resources Code, or within a site that is designated or listed as a city or county
landmark or historic property or district pursuant to a city or county ordinance.

While SB 9 allows for local governments to “impose objective zoning standards, objective
subdivision standards, and objective design review standards” to proposed housing
developments, the City here has already determined that all applicable standards have been
met. The City is therefore under a ministerial duty to approve of the proposed housing
development. The allowance of discretionary review and appeal for this project is a violation
of state housing law, the Board should dismiss this appeal and approve of the project as
required.

As outlined above, the proposed project is subject to ministerial approval under state
housing law, therefore CEQA does not apply and the appeal of the CEQA determination was
improperly allowed. Even if CEQA did apply to this project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §
15301, the project is entitled to an exemption from CEQA, which exempts interior and
exterior alterations and additions under 10,000 sq. ft. Recent caselaw from the California
Court of Appeal affirms that local governments err, and may be sued, when they improperly
refuse to grant a project a CEQA exemption or streamlined CEQA review to which it is
entitled. (Hilltop Group, Inc. v. County of San Diego (2024) 99 Cal. App.5th 890, 911.)

The HAA, furthermore, mandates approval of all housing development projects that comply
with applicable zoning and general plan provisions. (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, subd. (j).) As the
application here constitutes a “housing development project” (see id. at subd. (h)(2))
complying with the relevant zoning and general plan rules, it receives this protection under
the HAA. The Board of Supervisors may disapprove the application only if it makes written
findings, based on a preponderance of the evidence in the record, that the project would
have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health and safety. (Id. at subd. (j)(1).) Such an
impact must be identified pursuant to a written public health or safety standard or policy in
effect when the application was deemed complete. (Ibid.) Since no extant written standard
or policy would justify such a finding, and since the preponderance of the evidence in the
record does not support such a finding in any case, the Board of Supervisors may not legally
disapprove the application.

As you are well aware, California remains in the throes of a statewide crisis-level housing
shortage. New housing such as this in urban settings is a public benefit; it will bring
increased tax revenue; it will reduce displacement of existing residents; and it will help the
state achieve its climate goals by providing additional housing in a walkable urban center, as
opposed to in far-flung, car-dependent regions of the state. Most importantly, it will allow
for an intergenerational household, especially important so that our seniors can age with
their families. While no one project will solve the statewide housing crisis, the proposed
development is a step in the right direction. CalHDF urges the Commission to approve the
project, consistent with its obligations under state law.
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CalHDF is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation whose mission includes advocating for increased
access to housing for Californians at all income levels, including low-income households.
You may learn more about CalHDF at www.calhdf.org.

Sincerely,

S

Dylan Casey
CalHDF Executive Director

o 559

James M. Lloyd
CalHDF Director of Planning and Investigations
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Cc: Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Subject: CalHDF public comment re 72 Harper St for 23Apr2024 BOS meeting

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

Please see attached CalHDF's public comment regarding the proposed housing
development project at 72 Harper Street, calendared as agenda item 21 for the 23 April
2024 Board of Supervisors meeting

Sincerely,

James M. Lloyd
Director of Planning and Investigations
California Housing Defense Fund

james@calhdf.org



CAL

Apr 23,2024

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: 72 Harper Street

By email: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org; ChanStaff@sfgov.org;
EngardioStaff@sfgov.org; MelgarStaff@sfgov.org; Dean.Preston@sfgov.org;
Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org; Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org; DorseyStaff@sfgov.org;
MandelmanStaff@sfgov.org; Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org; Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org;
Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org

CC: cityattorney@sfcityatty.org; rich.hillis@sfgov.org

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

The California Housing Defense Fund (“CalHDF”) submits this letter to inform the Board of
Appeals of its obligation to abide by SB 9 (Gov. Code, § 65852.21) and the Housing
Accountability Act (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, the “HAA”) when considering the requested Appeal
of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review of the proposed housing
development project at 72 Harper Street. Specifically, SB 9 obliges the City to approve the
project ministerially, and the HAA only allows for disapproval if certain health and safety
findings are made.

The proposed housing development project at 72 Harper Street meets the criteria for
ministerial approval pursuant to SB 9 (Gov. Code, § 65852.21, subd. (a)), which specifies that
“A proposed housing development containing no more than two residential units within a
single-family residential zone shall be considered ministerially ...” if the development meets
certain criteria - all of which are met by the proposed development at 72 Harper Street.
Regarding the historic preservation argument, an exception is only allowed if the project is
located within a historic district or list listed on the state historic resources inventory,
neither of which applies to the project. Gov. Code, § 65852.21, subd. (a)(6):

The development is not located within a historic district or property included on the
State Historic Resources Inventory, as defined in Section 5020.1 of the Public

360 Grand Ave #323, Oakland 94610
www.calhdf.org



Resources Code, or within a site that is designated or listed as a city or county
landmark or historic property or district pursuant to a city or county ordinance.

While SB 9 allows for local governments to “impose objective zoning standards, objective
subdivision standards, and objective design review standards” to proposed housing
developments, the City here has already determined that all applicable standards have been
met. The City is therefore under a ministerial duty to approve of the proposed housing
development. The allowance of discretionary review and appeal for this project is a violation
of state housing law, the Board should dismiss this appeal and approve of the project as
required.

As outlined above, the proposed project is subject to ministerial approval under state
housing law, therefore CEQA does not apply and the appeal of the CEQA determination was
improperly allowed. Even if CEQA did apply to this project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §
15301, the project is entitled to an exemption from CEQA, which exempts interior and
exterior alterations and additions under 10,000 sq. ft. Recent caselaw from the California
Court of Appeal affirms that local governments err, and may be sued, when they improperly
refuse to grant a project a CEQA exemption or streamlined CEQA review to which it is
entitled. (Hilltop Group, Inc. v. County of San Diego (2024) 99 Cal. App.5th 890, 911.)

The HAA, furthermore, mandates approval of all housing development projects that comply
with applicable zoning and general plan provisions. (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, subd. (j).) As the
application here constitutes a “housing development project” (see id. at subd. (h)(2))
complying with the relevant zoning and general plan rules, it receives this protection under
the HAA. The Board of Supervisors may disapprove the application only if it makes written
findings, based on a preponderance of the evidence in the record, that the project would
have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health and safety. (Id. at subd. (j)(1).) Such an
impact must be identified pursuant to a written public health or safety standard or policy in
effect when the application was deemed complete. (Ibid.) Since no extant written standard
or policy would justify such a finding, and since the preponderance of the evidence in the
record does not support such a finding in any case, the Board of Supervisors may not legally
disapprove the application.

As you are well aware, California remains in the throes of a statewide crisis-level housing
shortage. New housing such as this in urban settings is a public benefit; it will bring
increased tax revenue; it will reduce displacement of existing residents; and it will help the
state achieve its climate goals by providing additional housing in a walkable urban center, as
opposed to in far-flung, car-dependent regions of the state. Most importantly, it will allow
for an intergenerational household, especially important so that our seniors can age with
their families. While no one project will solve the statewide housing crisis, the proposed
development is a step in the right direction. CalHDF urges the Commission to approve the
project, consistent with its obligations under state law.
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CalHDF is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation whose mission includes advocating for increased
access to housing for Californians at all income levels, including low-income households.
You may learn more about CalHDF at www.calhdf.org.

Sincerely,

S

Dylan Casey
CalHDF Executive Director

o 559

James M. Lloyd
CalHDF Director of Planning and Investigations
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS Legislation, (BOS); BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: FW: CEQA Appeal - 72 Harper Street (Case No. 2023-002706ENV)

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:44:00 PM

Attachments: 2024.04.23 Declaration of Garavaglia - Executed.pdf

BOS-Sponsor-Cega-Response-Krishna.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see below and attached regarding;:

File No. 240246 - Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental
Review- Proposed 72 Harper Street Project

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415)554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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: Brian O'Neill <brian@pattersononeill.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:39 PM

To: Ryan Patterson <ryan@pattersononeill.com>; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation,
(BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Lew, Lisa (BOS) <lisa.lew@sfgov.org>

Subject: CEQA Appeal - 72 Harper Street (Case No. 2023-002706ENV)
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RYAN J. PATTERSON (SBN 277971)
BRIAN O’NEILL (SBN 298108)
PATTERSON & O’NEILL, PC

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 950

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 907-9110

Fax: (415) 907-7704
brian@pattersononeill.com

Attorneys for Appellants
David Garofoli, Krishna Ramamurthi,
and Tusi Chowdhuri

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
APPEAL OF CEQA EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

BOS File Number: 240246
Planning Case Number: 2023-002706 APL
Subject Property: 72 Harper Street

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL
GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF
APPEAL

I, Michael Garavaglia, declare as follows:
1. | am the principal of Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. Unless otherwise
stated, I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and, if called as a witness,

could and would testify competently thereto.

2. | am a preservation architect, licensed to practice in the State of
California.
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of an illustration |

prepared showing the approximate mass and location of the addition to the house at 72
Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, as proposed in Planning Case No. 2023-002706,

using existing features such as the existing dormer as guideposts for the location of the
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new addition. The new addition will be highly visible from the public right-of-way
fronting on the project site.

4, Attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and correct copies of photographs
of the house at 72 Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, taken on April 19, 2024, from the
public right-of-way fronting on the project site, from the sidewalks on both sides of
Harper Street and from Harper Street itself. The photographs demonstrate that the
existing roof is visible from the public right-of-way, all the way to the rear of the house.

5. I am highly experienced with San Francisco historic preservation
procedures, including under the San Francisco Planning Code and the California
Environmental Quality Act. In my professional opinion, it was improper not to
complete a Historic Resource Evaluation for the subject project proposal, and it was a
departure from the City’s standard requirements. In fact, from my review of the project
files available at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/, all four of the example project
applications cited by the Planning Department’s April 15, 2024 Response to
Categorical Exemption Appeal at p. 8 actually received an evaluation by the Planning
Department to determine whether the project sites qualified as historic resources, unlike
the subject property in this case: 105 Laidley Street (case no. 2015-006770ENV), 1783
Noe Street (case no. 2014.1079E), 278 Randall Street (case no. 2020-000199ENV), and
279 Randall Street (2021-010580GEN). Attached hereto as Exhibit C are true and
correct copies of the related historic preservation review documents for the
aforementioned properties.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of my curriculum

Vitae.
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| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that

the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on April 23, 2024, in San Francisco, CA.

DocuSigned by:

Michatl éw/ow\@(ia

82E0BAG7EF7DACE

Michael Garavaglia
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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HISTORIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

Project Address: 279 Randall Street
Record Number: ~ 2021-010580GEN

Date: February 10, 2022
To: Missy Canton
From: Maggie Smith, Acting Principal Planner, Survey and Designations,

Frances McMillen, Preservation Planner, Planning Department
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org

The Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) provides preliminary feedback from the Planning Department regarding
whether a property is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) before any development applications are filed. This preliminary
assessment provides property owners with information about the eligibility of their property in advance of the
Citywide Cultural Resource Survey, which is a multi-year, phased effort, and in advance of preparation and
submittal of a project application. This process shall only be undertaken at the request of a property owner, or
their authorized agent, and is not required in advance of any future applications with the Department.

The HRA represents a preliminary assessment of the subject property’s potential historical significance based on
the information available at time of assessment and is not a formal determination pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This assessment is subject to change during evaluation of the property and
surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey or if new information becomes
available during subsequent review of a project application. In some cases, the assessment may be inconclusive
pending additional information as part of a formal determination pursuant to CEQA.

Please be advised that the HRA does not constitute an application for development with the Planning
Department. This HRA does not represent a complete review of any proposed project, does not grant a project
approval of any kind, does not exempt any subsequent project from review under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and does not supersede any required Planning Department approvals.

You may contact us with any questions you may have about this HRA or the HRA process. Please email to
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org.
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Project Sponsor Submittal

To assist in the evaluation of the property for this Historic Resource Assessment, the applicant has submitted a:

Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Assessment (HRA)
Prepared by: Tim Kelley Consulting, September 2021
L] Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)

Buildings and Property Information

Existing Historic Rating: Category B - Historic Status Unknown
Neighborhood: Glen Park

Date of Construction: c. 1890 (HRA application); 1910 (Assessor Recorder)
Construction Type: Wood-Frame

Architect: Unknown

Builder: Unknown

Architectural Style: Italianate

Stories: Two story

Roof Form: Front-gabled

Cladding: Horizontal wood siding

Primary Facade: Randall Street (north)

Visible Facades: North

Notable Persons/ Events: N/A

Surrounding Neighborhood Context and Description

Subject Property architectural style 1 Yes The subject property is located on a block comprised of a mix of styles

is consistent with immediately No and periods of construction. The property is the only Italianate

surrounding properties building on the block.

Subject Property is part of an 1 Yes Buildings on the subject block are designed in a variety of styles,

architecturally cohesive block face No including Queen Anne, Mediterranean Revival, and Midcentury
Modern.

Subject Block has consistentdatesof  []Yes  The buildings on the subject block were constructed between the late

construction No 1800s and 1998. The majority of the buildings were erected between
1903 and 1923.

Subject Block has extensive Yes Many of the buildings on the subject block have undergone

modification 0 No alterations ranging from the replacement of original cladding and

windows to extensive facade modifications and visible additions.
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Historic Resource Assessment

Individual Historic District/ Context

Appears individually eligible for inclusion on National Appears eligible for inclusion in a National and/or
and/or California Register under one or more of the California Register eligible Historic District under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:

Criterion A/1- Events: L1 Yes No Criterion A/1- Events: [ Yes No
Criterion B/2- Persons: L1 Yes No Criterion B/2- Persons: [ Yes No
Criterion C/3- Architecture: ] Yes No Criterion C/3- Architecture: [ Yes No
Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: L1 Yes No Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Potential Period of Significance: Potential Period of Significance:

] Contributor [ Non-Contributor

Historic Resource Assessment Category C (No Historic Resource)

Appears Ineligible

Per the material submitted and information assessed from the Planning Department’s files, the subject property
does not appear historically or aesthetically significant such that it would rise to a level of individual eligibility.
No historic events (Criterion 1), associated persons (Criterion 2), nor architecture/rarity of construction (Criterion
3) appear to be associated with the subject property. Archaeological assessment is outside the scope of this
review (Criterion 4). Additionally, the subject property does not appear to be part of a significant concentration
of historically or aesthetically unified buildings such that it would rise to the level of an eligible historic district;
however, this finding does not preclude the presence of a district in the vicinity. Therefore, the subject property is
not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district. The
reader is directed to the HRA for additional information.

What Does This Mean

The assessment of the property provided herein will be reflected on the Department’s Property Information Map
and shall be referenced by Department staff during review of any subsequent project application. If the subject
property appears eligible individually or is located within a historic district that appears eligible, then the
property will be assumed to be a historic resource for purposes of Department review of project applications. If
the subject property does not appear eligible individually and is not located within a historic district that appears
eligible, then it would not be considered a historic resource. This preliminary assessment is subject to change
during evaluation of the property and surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources
Survey or if new information becomes available during subsequent review of a project application.
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Photograph

279 Randall Street

CC: Jeffrey Cobb
CPC Survey Team
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

1783 Noe St. 6652/016A

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.1079E 201407111074, 201407111073 7/10/2014
[ ] Addition/ L IDemolition [V New [ JProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Demolition of existing single-family dwelling and construction of new single-family dwelling.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

[]

Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

L]

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

[]

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Air Pollution Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENTS/ 182014
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological
sensitive area? (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

[

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft.,, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the site,
stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document required

[]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination
Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

[

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine rock?
Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)

*If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional); J€an Poling £

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

[] | Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 3/18/2014 2
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Che

ck all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O (OO0t oOod

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

COOIX

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

OooAQodao

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO N
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5/18/2014
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

E? 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specifyy): P(/v PTQ—/EWM CﬂﬂM 4 /7’2/20“/

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

/g\/ Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Guhte. « f%@ 9/22foctf

Pré%ervatlon Planner Slgnature

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

[

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

D Step 2 - CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

gﬁ%ﬁk‘ //f (' l (,/M Signature: -

Project Approval Action: . &

Select One W ‘
*If Discretionary Reviepv before the Planning 7/2%2 o ‘ 1'

Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8/18/2014
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

[s any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required CATEX FOR%

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
[] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO §
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8/18/2014
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SAN FRANC

74844D83B0D

1ISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: |

Date of Form Completion | 9/19/2014

PROJECT INFORMATION:

‘Planner: Address:

Gretchen Hilyard 1783 Noe Street

‘Block/Lot: 1 Crbss Stfeets:

6652/016A Laidley Street

“CEQA Category:=~ =~ =~ Art10/1: 'BPA/Case No::

B n/a 2014.1079E

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: S0 .. | PROJECT DESCRIPTION: b

(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (" Alteration (¢ Demo/New Construction
DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: | 7/10/2014

| PROJECTISSUES:

<] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] [f so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

18,2014).

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated August

Proposed project: Demolition and new construction.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

(Yes GNo * CN/A

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Historic Resc‘>u‘r“ce‘:Présent‘ S
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

C Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (¢ No
( Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¢ No
C Yes (8 No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No

Period of Significance:

Period of Significance:

(" Contributor (C Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377
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C Yes C No (& N/A
" Yes (¢ No
 Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No
(" Yes (¢:No

*|f No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated
August 18,2014) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject
property at 1783 Noe Street contains one-story- over-basement wood-frame single-family
residence constructed in 1896 in a Victorian-era architectural style. The original architect or
builder is unknown. Known alterations to the property include: dry rot repair at the front
stairs (1991 and 2008), re-roofing (1998), and covering the facades with wood shingles
(unknown date).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). The subject buildingis a
common Victorian cottage constructed at the turn of the 20th century. None of the owners
or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The building is not
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 3 (Design).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
districts. The subject property is located within the Glen Park neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a variety of architectural styles and construction dates from 1896 to 1960. The
area surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings and the area does not appear to qualify as a
historic district under Criterion 3 (Design).

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

é?%a% G-2-R0 I
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

105 Laidley St. 6652/015

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-006770ENV 5/18/15
Addition/ DDemolition DNew I:I Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence. Excavate basement level to add
habitable space. Facade changes and interior reconfiguration.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

[]

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

L]

Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

[]

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

[]

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT?/13/15
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Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

O Ojo|o|d

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

L]

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 1f box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

[

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE

TO BE COM

PLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY

IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

j v Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. '

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O Oo0gdgopd

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

L

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

[l

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

[

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP §: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

OgopoQ o

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO s
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): per PTR form dated July 1, 2015.

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros E5rEiEiEagmmsz.,

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

W

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
[[] Step2-CEQA Impacts

I:] Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

Planner Name: Stephanie Cisneros Signature:

Dlgnally signed by Stephanie Cisneros
dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplanning,

Project Approval Action: Ste P hanie Cisneros °“-°"YP'3"""‘9 ou=Curent Planning.cr=Stephanie
BUIIdIng Permit Dave 20160722 14,4621 0700

1t Discretionary KReview betore the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the
Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30
days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15 4
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

[] Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;
l:l Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required CATEXFOR

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
[] l The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date:

Date of Form Completion | 7/1/2015

PROJECT INFORMATION

" Planner.”

1 Address:

Stephanie Cisneros

105 Laidley Street

‘Block/Lot

“Cross Streets: - .

6652/015

| CEQA Catégory

A0

Noe Street and Harper Street

| BPA/Casé No::

n/a

(" Preliminary/PIC

(" Alteration

(¢ Demo/New Construction

5/29/2015

[ | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | tf so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

reconfiguration.

Proposed Project: Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence.
Excavate basement level to add habitable space. Facade changes and interior

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015).

Individual

Historic District/Context

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the

C Yes (@ No
( Yes (& No
C Yes (8 No
C Yes (& No

Period of Significance: r

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes
Criterion 2 -Persons: " Yes
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ( Yes

(& No
(¢ No
(& No
(¢ No

Period of Significance:

]

( Contributor (" Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: " Yes C No (¢ N/A
_CEQA Material Impairment: .. = , - v ‘ C Yes (¢ No
Needs More Information: ) C Yes @ No
“RequiresDesign Revisions: = - = - s s el (O Yes (¢ No
Defer to Residential Design Team: @ Yes C No

*If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared
by 07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015) and information found in the Planning Department
files, the subject property at 105 Laidley Street contains a one-and-a-half-story wood-
frame single family residence constructed in 1907 in a vernacular style. The original owner
of the property was the Farmers and Merchants Bank of L.A. who sold it to Hans Coltzau, a
watchman, and his wife Martha in 1914. According to historic photos, the original building
featured masonry columns along the primary facade, which have since been removed. The
property also featured an on-site store, the remains of which can no longer be
distinguished. Known alterations to the property include: moving the existing residence
and store to the front of the lot (1914); applying stucco around front window and door
(1961); preparing the front and side for stone, installing attic window, enclosing front
window, and painting front facade (1962); installing one picture window, one aluminum
window, blocking off and re-stuccoing front bedroom window, installing solid core door to
front living room, installing wrought iron rail on front landing, painting front of house, and
repairing fence in front of property (1963); applying pre-cast Rocky Mountain Stone to
front of house up to window height (1966); and replacing the roof (1997).

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The
building is minimally detailed and has had many alterations since its construction. As such,
105 Laidley Street is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for
listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.
The subject property is located in the Glen Park neighborhood on a block that exhibits
varying types, sizes, and architectural styles. The area surrounding the subject property

does not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified
buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

' Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: «[Date: . 0 o

\9"'7):& D 7/ 2¢ /'10/5‘

SAR FRARGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

278 Randall Street 6653017

Case No. Permit No.

2020-000199ENV 201912200214

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The project entails a three-story horizontal addition to an existing three-story single-family residence at the
property line that includes two new bathrooms, one new bedroom, and one new family room. The project would
add approximately 710 square feet.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

O

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

O

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,

|:| hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
|:| more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential?

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a
|:| location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
D (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
I:l on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
|:| than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
|:| greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more
of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

|:| expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic
yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental
Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

|:| Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public
right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0o|co|d(od

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.
|:| Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

|:| Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

|:| Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

O(O|0)0 (O

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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O

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

O

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation
|:| Reclassify to Category A - Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated 03/18/2020 (attach HRER or PTR)

b. Other (specify):

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Justin Greving

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Justin Greving
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 03/25/2020
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121





DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[ | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

O |0 O

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department
website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10
days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: Date:
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Record No.: 2020-000199ENV

Project Address: 278 Randall Street

Zoning: RH-2 Residential — House, Two Family Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6653/017

Staff Contact: Justin Greving — 415 — 575 -9169

justin.greving@sfgov.org

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION
PROJECT SPONSOR SUBMITTAL:

To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has submitted a:

Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination Form (HRD)

[l Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)
Prepared by: Vincent Labiano Abello (dated 12/16/2019)

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

e Neighborhood: Glen Park *  Roof Form: Front gable

e Date of Construction: 1910 (assessor’s record) ¢ Cladding: Wood, ogee (primary elevation),
¢ Construction Type: Wood-Frame rustic (secondary elevations)

e Architect: unknown *  Primary Facade: Randall Street (South

e Builder: Unknown elevation)

* Stories: 1 and a half story over garage * Visible Facades: South and East elevations

EXISTING PROPERTY PHOTOS / CURRENT CONDITIONS:

Sources: Google Maps, 2019

www.sfplanning.org
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

[l Category A — Known Historic Resource, per:

Category B — Age Eligible/Historic Status Unknown

[l Category C — Not Age Eligible / No Historic Resource Present, per:

Adjacent or Nearby Historic Resources: [ No Yes:

The rear property line abuts the property located at 1768 Sanchez Street, a property that has been
determined to be an individual historic resource.

CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION:
Step A: Significance

Individual Significance Historic District/Context Significance
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a | Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
California Register under one or more of the | Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: [lyes XINo Criterion 1 - Event: [lyes XINo
Criterion 2 - Persons: [lyes XINo Criterion 2 - Persons: [lyes XINo
Criterion 3 - Architecture: [lyes XINo Criterion 3 - Architecture: [lyes XINo
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Period of Significance: N/A Period of Significance: N/A

(] Contributor [l Non-Contributor [ N/A

Analysis:
278 Randall Street was constructed in 1910 (assessor's record) by an unknown builder. The

simple front gable wood frame building features minimal decorative detailing such as a
centered Palladian style arched window framed by two square windows at the attic level,
pairs of engaged pilasters supporting a broken pediment and raking cornice at the gable end.
The earliest known owner and occupant was a metal worker, William E. Hausman, and his
wife Mary. The Hausemans sold the house to a carpenter, Gustave Johnson and his wife
Blenda. The house stayed in the Johnson family for the majority of the twentieth century.
Known alterations to the building include dryrot repair (1993), reroofing (1993), and
conversion of the existing ground floor into a garage (2003). Based on information provided
in the supplemental form and research by planning department staff, 278 Randall does not
appear to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1
(Events), 2 (Person), or 3 (Architecture). There are no known events that took place that
would be significant on a local, state, or national level and none of the occupants have been
identified as persons of historic significance. While the building exhibits some nice decorative
detailing on the primary facade it does not rise to the level architecturally such that it would
be considered a representation of any particular architectural style and significant for its
architecture. The building does not appear to be located within a historic district. The 200
block of Randall Street features a very wide range of architectural styles and construction
dates. Altogether the block does not feature a cohesive collection of aesthetically or

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

historically related buildings.

Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an
individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic district.

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION:

[l Individually-eligible Historical Resource Present

[] Contributor to an eligible Historical District / Contextual Resource Present
[] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District / Context / Cultural District
No Historical Resource Present

NEXT STEPS:

[] HRER Part Il Review Required

Categorically Exempt, consult:
[] Historic Design Review
Design Advisory Team
Current Planner

PART |: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

. . Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Alllson K VanderS“CQ Date: 2020.03.18 17:07:41 -07'00'

Signature: Date:

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division

CC: Ashley Lindsay, Current Planner

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA, AIA, LEED AP BD+C
PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE, PRESERVATION ARCHITECT (L1C. C14833)
Exceeds Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualifications Standards — Historic Architecture

With more than 30 years of experience in the architectural profession and as principal, Mr.
Garavaglia leads the firm with preservation architectural services that respond to the specific
needs of cultural resources and their environment. He believes strongly in the role of
sustainability in historical rehabilitation, its merit in economic development, and the
significance of retaining cultural resources for local communities. Te seeks opportunities for
creative teaming in his staff and consultants to create the most responsive team for each unique
project and client. He directs his firm to constantly evolve its preservation services and work
products to maintain the relevance and quality control of the firm’s work. As such, a

- preservation project delivery methodology integrating historical knowledge in the design
process is key. His work with the preservation community, primarily through involvement with
the California Preservation Foundation, focuses on organizational involvement, educational
programs, and stewardship development.

Mr. Garavaglia received his professional Bachelor of Architecture degree from California State
Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo, which included a special study program in Historic
Preservation. He is a LEED Accredited Professional with specialization in Building Design and
Construction, a Conservation Assessment Program (CAP) Assessor, and he is listed in the
Heritage Preservation database maintained by the National Institute for Conservation. Mr.
Garavaglia is licensed to practice architecture in California, is a qualified Historic Architect with
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and Nevada SHPQ, and is a
member of the American Institute of Architects (ATA). Mr. Garavaglia has been included in
several publications including Northern California Home & Garden, Arckztectuml Record, and the
San Francisco Chronicle.

Select projects with his major technical and management involvement for historic building
rehabilitation projects and reports include:

* State of California Department of Parks and Recreation, Multiple Projects for the
Northern District Service Center, CA

* Angel Island Immigration Station Rehabilitation, Angel Island State Historic Park, CA

* As-Needed Preservation Services for San Francisco City Hall and Civic Center Campus,
San Francisco, CA

* Hangar One Conditions Assessment and Rehabilitation Plan, U.S. Naval Air Station,
Moffett Field, Mountain View, CA
* Lorenz Hotel, Redding, CA

»  Columbia State Historic Park: Cultural Landscape Report and Burns Cottage Condition
Assessment Report, Columbia State Historic Park and National Historic Landmark
District Palo Alto History Museum, Palo Alto, CA

* Bodie Benton Depot, Bodie State Historic Park, CA
= Presidio Post Chapel Feasibility Study, Presidio of San Francisco, CA

* Doyle Drive Building Relocation Study and Historic Structures Reports, Presidio of San
Francisco National Landmark District Buildings 201, 204 and 228, San Francisco, CA

* 450 McAllister Street Window Assessment, San Francisco, CA
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Board of Supervisors

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

San Francisco, Ca. 94102

Rc: 72 IIarPcr Street (CEQ.L\ 1\[)[)&:211; Tile 240246)
Dear Supervisor Mandelman,

I am writing this letter in response to the sponsors’ letter to the board of supervisors dated
April 12%, 2024. T would appreciate it if this letter were added to the record in addition to the
response sent by my attorneys at Patterson and O’ Neill on the same day. The sponsors made
several claims in that letter that simply don’t bear merit.

Regarding the issue of neighborhood support, I believe we have already presented the board with a
signed petition that includes signatures from several households in the same block. Please see
attached map to appreciate the fact that a vast majority of neighbors do want the board to
intervene for the sake of maintaining the harmony of the neighborhood. Our decision to file a
CEQA appeal is rooted in the sponsors” own confusion regarding the historic nature of their home.
Over several conversations during the 311-notice period both the sponsor (I'om) and their architect
(Dennis) made remarks indicating that their home was historic. They alluded that because of this
fact, they were required to maintain a highly pitched and raised gable roof in the rear of their house.
For example, please see attached email dated November 3%, 2023, where Dennis Budd makes the
following argument regarding the project height:

“The design and height of the attic are integral to a functional residential unit and
overall contextually appropriate for an addition to a historic building.”

In fact, the letter from the sponsor herself sheds light on the fact that even one of the planning
commissioners (Derek Braun) was led to believe that the building was historic.

“The gabled roof is very much in keeping with the current configuration and design
and the historic nature of the building.”

We therefore find it conscionable to question the grounds on which a CEQA exemption was
granted for a potential historic resource — a resource that the sponsors themselves so ostensibly
claimed as such. In a much-established pattern so far, the sponsors have not been honest with the
neighbors or the city, be it regarding the historic nature of the building, or the carefully crafted area
calculations that allowed them to fly under the radar of a conditional use authorization, or even the
simple question of why this roof in the rear couldn’t be reduced in height and meet the functional
needs of an attic while maintaining neighborhood harmony.

Yours truly,
+h
/"\/L——& Apl 177, 2024
Krishna Ramamurthi

Enclosures: Neighborhood Petition, Email, Map





Vast Majority of Neighbors Oppose the Project at 72 Harper Street !

A

Houscholds that have opposed the project as DR applicants, Signed Petition.

i

Households that have expressed opposition to the project to us.

Sponsor Project Location (72 Harper Street)






This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello,

Please see the attached declaration from Michael Garavaglia regarding the 72 Harper Street CEQA
appeal (Case No. 2023-002706ENV). We would like this declaration to be included in the record for this
matter. Additionally, | have attached a letter from one of the appellants that was submitted earlier, but we
do not see a copy of the letter in the file. Please also include this in the record for this matter.

Thank you,
Brian

Brian O’Neill

Patterson & O’Neill, PC

Office: (415) 907-9110

Direct: (415) 907-7702

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94104
brian@pattersononeill.com

www.pattersononeill.com

This email may contain privileged or confidential material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Review
or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the
original sender and delete all copies. Nothing in this email or any attachments should be regarded as tax
advice unless expressly stated.



Board of Supervisors

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

San Francisco, Ca. 94102

Rc: 72 IIarPcr Street (CEQ.L\ 1\[)[)&:211; Tile 240246)
Dear Supervisor Mandelman,

I am writing this letter in response to the sponsors’ letter to the board of supervisors dated
April 12%, 2024. T would appreciate it if this letter were added to the record in addition to the
response sent by my attorneys at Patterson and O’ Neill on the same day. The sponsors made
several claims in that letter that simply don’t bear merit.

Regarding the issue of neighborhood support, I believe we have already presented the board with a
signed petition that includes signatures from several households in the same block. Please see
attached map to appreciate the fact that a vast majority of neighbors do want the board to
intervene for the sake of maintaining the harmony of the neighborhood. Our decision to file a
CEQA appeal is rooted in the sponsors” own confusion regarding the historic nature of their home.
Over several conversations during the 311-notice period both the sponsor (I'om) and their architect
(Dennis) made remarks indicating that their home was historic. They alluded that because of this
fact, they were required to maintain a highly pitched and raised gable roof in the rear of their house.
For example, please see attached email dated November 3%, 2023, where Dennis Budd makes the
following argument regarding the project height:

“The design and height of the attic are integral to a functional residential unit and
overall contextually appropriate for an addition to a historic building.”

In fact, the letter from the sponsor herself sheds light on the fact that even one of the planning
commissioners (Derek Braun) was led to believe that the building was historic.

“The gabled roof is very much in keeping with the current configuration and design
and the historic nature of the building.”

We therefore find it conscionable to question the grounds on which a CEQA exemption was
granted for a potential historic resource — a resource that the sponsors themselves so ostensibly
claimed as such. In a much-established pattern so far, the sponsors have not been honest with the
neighbors or the city, be it regarding the historic nature of the building, or the carefully crafted area
calculations that allowed them to fly under the radar of a conditional use authorization, or even the
simple question of why this roof in the rear couldn’t be reduced in height and meet the functional
needs of an attic while maintaining neighborhood harmony.

Yours truly,
+h
/"\/L——& Apl 177, 2024
Krishna Ramamurthi

Enclosures: Neighborhood Petition, Email, Map



Vast Majority of Neighbors Oppose the Project at 72 Harper Street !
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Houscholds that have opposed the project as DR applicants, Signed Petition.
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PATTERSON & O'NEILL, PC

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 950

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104
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RYAN J. PATTERSON (SBN 277971)
BRIAN O’NEILL (SBN 298108)
PATTERSON & O’NEILL, PC

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 950

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 907-9110

Fax: (415) 907-7704
brian@pattersononeill.com

Attorneys for Appellants
David Garofoli, Krishna Ramamurthi,
and Tusi Chowdhuri

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
APPEAL OF CEQA EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

BOS File Number: 240246
Planning Case Number: 2023-002706 APL
Subject Property: 72 Harper Street

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL
GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF
APPEAL

I, Michael Garavaglia, declare as follows:
1. | am the principal of Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. Unless otherwise
stated, I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and, if called as a witness,

could and would testify competently thereto.

2. | am a preservation architect, licensed to practice in the State of
California.
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of an illustration |

prepared showing the approximate mass and location of the addition to the house at 72
Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, as proposed in Planning Case No. 2023-002706,

using existing features such as the existing dormer as guideposts for the location of the

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL
-1-
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PATTERSON & O'NEILL, PC

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 950

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104
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new addition. The new addition will be highly visible from the public right-of-way
fronting on the project site.

4, Attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and correct copies of photographs
of the house at 72 Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, taken on April 19, 2024, from the
public right-of-way fronting on the project site, from the sidewalks on both sides of
Harper Street and from Harper Street itself. The photographs demonstrate that the
existing roof is visible from the public right-of-way, all the way to the rear of the house.

5. I am highly experienced with San Francisco historic preservation
procedures, including under the San Francisco Planning Code and the California
Environmental Quality Act. In my professional opinion, it was improper not to
complete a Historic Resource Evaluation for the subject project proposal, and it was a
departure from the City’s standard requirements. In fact, from my review of the project
files available at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/, all four of the example project
applications cited by the Planning Department’s April 15, 2024 Response to
Categorical Exemption Appeal at p. 8 actually received an evaluation by the Planning
Department to determine whether the project sites qualified as historic resources, unlike
the subject property in this case: 105 Laidley Street (case no. 2015-006770ENV), 1783
Noe Street (case no. 2014.1079E), 278 Randall Street (case no. 2020-000199ENV), and
279 Randall Street (2021-010580GEN). Attached hereto as Exhibit C are true and
correct copies of the related historic preservation review documents for the
aforementioned properties.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of my curriculum

Vitae.

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL
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| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that

the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on April 23, 2024, in San Francisco, CA.

DocuSigned by:

Michatl éw/ow\@(ia

82E0BAG7EF7DACE

Michael Garavaglia
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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HISTORIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

Project Address: 279 Randall Street
Record Number: ~ 2021-010580GEN

Date: February 10, 2022
To: Missy Canton
From: Maggie Smith, Acting Principal Planner, Survey and Designations,

Frances McMillen, Preservation Planner, Planning Department
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org

The Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) provides preliminary feedback from the Planning Department regarding
whether a property is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) before any development applications are filed. This preliminary
assessment provides property owners with information about the eligibility of their property in advance of the
Citywide Cultural Resource Survey, which is a multi-year, phased effort, and in advance of preparation and
submittal of a project application. This process shall only be undertaken at the request of a property owner, or
their authorized agent, and is not required in advance of any future applications with the Department.

The HRA represents a preliminary assessment of the subject property’s potential historical significance based on
the information available at time of assessment and is not a formal determination pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This assessment is subject to change during evaluation of the property and
surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey or if new information becomes
available during subsequent review of a project application. In some cases, the assessment may be inconclusive
pending additional information as part of a formal determination pursuant to CEQA.

Please be advised that the HRA does not constitute an application for development with the Planning
Department. This HRA does not represent a complete review of any proposed project, does not grant a project
approval of any kind, does not exempt any subsequent project from review under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and does not supersede any required Planning Department approvals.

You may contact us with any questions you may have about this HRA or the HRA process. Please email to
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org.

D
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Project Sponsor Submittal

To assist in the evaluation of the property for this Historic Resource Assessment, the applicant has submitted a:

Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Assessment (HRA)
Prepared by: Tim Kelley Consulting, September 2021
L] Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)

Buildings and Property Information

Existing Historic Rating: Category B - Historic Status Unknown
Neighborhood: Glen Park

Date of Construction: c. 1890 (HRA application); 1910 (Assessor Recorder)
Construction Type: Wood-Frame

Architect: Unknown

Builder: Unknown

Architectural Style: Italianate

Stories: Two story

Roof Form: Front-gabled

Cladding: Horizontal wood siding

Primary Facade: Randall Street (north)

Visible Facades: North

Notable Persons/ Events: N/A

Surrounding Neighborhood Context and Description

Subject Property architectural style 1 Yes The subject property is located on a block comprised of a mix of styles

is consistent with immediately No and periods of construction. The property is the only Italianate

surrounding properties building on the block.

Subject Property is part of an 1 Yes Buildings on the subject block are designed in a variety of styles,

architecturally cohesive block face No including Queen Anne, Mediterranean Revival, and Midcentury
Modern.

Subject Block has consistentdatesof  []Yes  The buildings on the subject block were constructed between the late

construction No 1800s and 1998. The majority of the buildings were erected between
1903 and 1923.

Subject Block has extensive Yes Many of the buildings on the subject block have undergone

modification 0 No alterations ranging from the replacement of original cladding and

windows to extensive facade modifications and visible additions.
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Historic Resource Assessment

Individual Historic District/ Context

Appears individually eligible for inclusion on National Appears eligible for inclusion in a National and/or
and/or California Register under one or more of the California Register eligible Historic District under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:

Criterion A/1- Events: L1 Yes No Criterion A/1- Events: [ Yes No
Criterion B/2- Persons: L1 Yes No Criterion B/2- Persons: [ Yes No
Criterion C/3- Architecture: ] Yes No Criterion C/3- Architecture: [ Yes No
Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: L1 Yes No Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Potential Period of Significance: Potential Period of Significance:

] Contributor [ Non-Contributor

Historic Resource Assessment Category C (No Historic Resource)

Appears Ineligible

Per the material submitted and information assessed from the Planning Department’s files, the subject property
does not appear historically or aesthetically significant such that it would rise to a level of individual eligibility.
No historic events (Criterion 1), associated persons (Criterion 2), nor architecture/rarity of construction (Criterion
3) appear to be associated with the subject property. Archaeological assessment is outside the scope of this
review (Criterion 4). Additionally, the subject property does not appear to be part of a significant concentration
of historically or aesthetically unified buildings such that it would rise to the level of an eligible historic district;
however, this finding does not preclude the presence of a district in the vicinity. Therefore, the subject property is
not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district. The
reader is directed to the HRA for additional information.

What Does This Mean

The assessment of the property provided herein will be reflected on the Department’s Property Information Map
and shall be referenced by Department staff during review of any subsequent project application. If the subject
property appears eligible individually or is located within a historic district that appears eligible, then the
property will be assumed to be a historic resource for purposes of Department review of project applications. If
the subject property does not appear eligible individually and is not located within a historic district that appears
eligible, then it would not be considered a historic resource. This preliminary assessment is subject to change
during evaluation of the property and surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources
Survey or if new information becomes available during subsequent review of a project application.
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Photograph

279 Randall Street

CC: Jeffrey Cobb
CPC Survey Team
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

1783 Noe St. 6652/016A

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.1079E 201407111074, 201407111073 7/10/2014
[ ] Addition/ L IDemolition [V New [ JProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Demolition of existing single-family dwelling and construction of new single-family dwelling.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

[]

Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

L]

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

[]

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Air Pollution Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENTS/ 182014
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological
sensitive area? (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

[

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft.,, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the site,
stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document required

[]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination
Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

[

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine rock?
Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)

*If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional); J€an Poling £

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

[] | Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 3/18/2014 2
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Che

ck all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O (OO0t oOod

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

COOIX

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

OooAQodao

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO N
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5/18/2014
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

E? 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specifyy): P(/v PTQ—/EWM CﬂﬂM 4 /7’2/20“/

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

/g\/ Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Guhte. « f%@ 9/22foctf

Pré%ervatlon Planner Slgnature

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

[

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

D Step 2 - CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

gﬁ%ﬁk‘ //f (' l (,/M Signature: -

Project Approval Action: . &

Select One W ‘
*If Discretionary Reviepv before the Planning 7/2%2 o ‘ 1'

Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8/18/2014
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

[s any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required CATEX FOR%

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
[] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO §
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8/18/2014
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SAN FRANC

74844D83B0D

1ISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: |

Date of Form Completion | 9/19/2014

PROJECT INFORMATION:

‘Planner: Address:

Gretchen Hilyard 1783 Noe Street

‘Block/Lot: 1 Crbss Stfeets:

6652/016A Laidley Street

“CEQA Category:=~ =~ =~ Art10/1: 'BPA/Case No::

B n/a 2014.1079E

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: S0 .. | PROJECT DESCRIPTION: b

(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (" Alteration (¢ Demo/New Construction
DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: | 7/10/2014

| PROJECTISSUES:

<] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] [f so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

18,2014).

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated August

Proposed project: Demolition and new construction.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

(Yes GNo * CN/A

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Historic Resc‘>u‘r“ce‘:Présent‘ S
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

C Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (¢ No
( Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¢ No
C Yes (8 No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No

Period of Significance:

Period of Significance:

(" Contributor (C Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377
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C Yes C No (& N/A
" Yes (¢ No
 Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No
(" Yes (¢:No

*|f No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated
August 18,2014) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject
property at 1783 Noe Street contains one-story- over-basement wood-frame single-family
residence constructed in 1896 in a Victorian-era architectural style. The original architect or
builder is unknown. Known alterations to the property include: dry rot repair at the front
stairs (1991 and 2008), re-roofing (1998), and covering the facades with wood shingles
(unknown date).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). The subject buildingis a
common Victorian cottage constructed at the turn of the 20th century. None of the owners
or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The building is not
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 3 (Design).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
districts. The subject property is located within the Glen Park neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a variety of architectural styles and construction dates from 1896 to 1960. The
area surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings and the area does not appear to qualify as a
historic district under Criterion 3 (Design).

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

é?%a% G-2-R0 I
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

105 Laidley St. 6652/015

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-006770ENV 5/18/15
Addition/ DDemolition DNew I:I Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence. Excavate basement level to add
habitable space. Facade changes and interior reconfiguration.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

[]

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

L]

Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

[]

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

[]

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT?/13/15
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Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

O Ojo|o|d

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

L]

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 1f box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

[

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE

TO BE COM

PLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY

IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

j v Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. '

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O Oo0gdgopd

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

L

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

[l

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

[

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP §: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

OgopoQ o

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO s
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): per PTR form dated July 1, 2015.

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros E5rEiEiEagmmsz.,

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

W

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
[[] Step2-CEQA Impacts

I:] Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

Planner Name: Stephanie Cisneros Signature:

Dlgnally signed by Stephanie Cisneros
dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplanning,

Project Approval Action: Ste P hanie Cisneros °“-°"YP'3"""‘9 ou=Curent Planning.cr=Stephanie
BUIIdIng Permit Dave 20160722 14,4621 0700

1t Discretionary KReview betore the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the
Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30
days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15 4
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

[] Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;
l:l Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required CATEXFOR

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
[] l The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date:

Date of Form Completion | 7/1/2015

PROJECT INFORMATION

" Planner.”

1 Address:

Stephanie Cisneros

105 Laidley Street

‘Block/Lot

“Cross Streets: - .

6652/015

| CEQA Catégory

A0

Noe Street and Harper Street

| BPA/Casé No::

n/a

(" Preliminary/PIC

(" Alteration

(¢ Demo/New Construction

5/29/2015

[ | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | tf so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

reconfiguration.

Proposed Project: Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence.
Excavate basement level to add habitable space. Facade changes and interior

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015).

Individual

Historic District/Context

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the

C Yes (@ No
( Yes (& No
C Yes (8 No
C Yes (& No

Period of Significance: r

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes
Criterion 2 -Persons: " Yes
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ( Yes

(& No
(¢ No
(& No
(¢ No

Period of Significance:

]

( Contributor (" Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: " Yes C No (¢ N/A
_CEQA Material Impairment: .. = , - v ‘ C Yes (¢ No
Needs More Information: ) C Yes @ No
“RequiresDesign Revisions: = - = - s s el (O Yes (¢ No
Defer to Residential Design Team: @ Yes C No

*If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared
by 07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015) and information found in the Planning Department
files, the subject property at 105 Laidley Street contains a one-and-a-half-story wood-
frame single family residence constructed in 1907 in a vernacular style. The original owner
of the property was the Farmers and Merchants Bank of L.A. who sold it to Hans Coltzau, a
watchman, and his wife Martha in 1914. According to historic photos, the original building
featured masonry columns along the primary facade, which have since been removed. The
property also featured an on-site store, the remains of which can no longer be
distinguished. Known alterations to the property include: moving the existing residence
and store to the front of the lot (1914); applying stucco around front window and door
(1961); preparing the front and side for stone, installing attic window, enclosing front
window, and painting front facade (1962); installing one picture window, one aluminum
window, blocking off and re-stuccoing front bedroom window, installing solid core door to
front living room, installing wrought iron rail on front landing, painting front of house, and
repairing fence in front of property (1963); applying pre-cast Rocky Mountain Stone to
front of house up to window height (1966); and replacing the roof (1997).

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The
building is minimally detailed and has had many alterations since its construction. As such,
105 Laidley Street is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for
listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.
The subject property is located in the Glen Park neighborhood on a block that exhibits
varying types, sizes, and architectural styles. The area surrounding the subject property

does not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified
buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

' Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: «[Date: . 0 o

\9"'7):& D 7/ 2¢ /'10/5‘

SAR FRARGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

278 Randall Street 6653017

Case No. Permit No.

2020-000199ENV 201912200214

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The project entails a three-story horizontal addition to an existing three-story single-family residence at the
property line that includes two new bathrooms, one new bedroom, and one new family room. The project would
add approximately 710 square feet.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

O

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

O

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,

|:| hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
|:| more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential?

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a
|:| location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
D (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
I:l on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
|:| than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
|:| greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more
of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

|:| expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic
yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental
Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

|:| Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public
right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0o|co|d(od

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.
|:| Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

|:| Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

|:| Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

O(O|0)0 (O

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
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O

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

O

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation
|:| Reclassify to Category A - Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated 03/18/2020 (attach HRER or PTR)

b. Other (specify):

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Justin Greving

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Justin Greving
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 03/25/2020
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[ | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

O |0 O

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department
website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10
days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: Date:

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Record No.: 2020-000199ENV

Project Address: 278 Randall Street

Zoning: RH-2 Residential — House, Two Family Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6653/017

Staff Contact: Justin Greving — 415 — 575 -9169

justin.greving@sfgov.org

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION
PROJECT SPONSOR SUBMITTAL:

To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has submitted a:

Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination Form (HRD)

[l Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)
Prepared by: Vincent Labiano Abello (dated 12/16/2019)

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

e Neighborhood: Glen Park *  Roof Form: Front gable

e Date of Construction: 1910 (assessor’s record) ¢ Cladding: Wood, ogee (primary elevation),
¢ Construction Type: Wood-Frame rustic (secondary elevations)

e Architect: unknown *  Primary Facade: Randall Street (South

e Builder: Unknown elevation)

* Stories: 1 and a half story over garage * Visible Facades: South and East elevations

EXISTING PROPERTY PHOTOS / CURRENT CONDITIONS:

Sources: Google Maps, 2019

www.sfplanning.org



DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D

Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

[l Category A — Known Historic Resource, per:

Category B — Age Eligible/Historic Status Unknown

[l Category C — Not Age Eligible / No Historic Resource Present, per:

Adjacent or Nearby Historic Resources: [ No Yes:

The rear property line abuts the property located at 1768 Sanchez Street, a property that has been
determined to be an individual historic resource.

CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION:
Step A: Significance

Individual Significance Historic District/Context Significance
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a | Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
California Register under one or more of the | Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: [lyes XINo Criterion 1 - Event: [lyes XINo
Criterion 2 - Persons: [lyes XINo Criterion 2 - Persons: [lyes XINo
Criterion 3 - Architecture: [lyes XINo Criterion 3 - Architecture: [lyes XINo
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Period of Significance: N/A Period of Significance: N/A

(] Contributor [l Non-Contributor [ N/A

Analysis:
278 Randall Street was constructed in 1910 (assessor's record) by an unknown builder. The

simple front gable wood frame building features minimal decorative detailing such as a
centered Palladian style arched window framed by two square windows at the attic level,
pairs of engaged pilasters supporting a broken pediment and raking cornice at the gable end.
The earliest known owner and occupant was a metal worker, William E. Hausman, and his
wife Mary. The Hausemans sold the house to a carpenter, Gustave Johnson and his wife
Blenda. The house stayed in the Johnson family for the majority of the twentieth century.
Known alterations to the building include dryrot repair (1993), reroofing (1993), and
conversion of the existing ground floor into a garage (2003). Based on information provided
in the supplemental form and research by planning department staff, 278 Randall does not
appear to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1
(Events), 2 (Person), or 3 (Architecture). There are no known events that took place that
would be significant on a local, state, or national level and none of the occupants have been
identified as persons of historic significance. While the building exhibits some nice decorative
detailing on the primary facade it does not rise to the level architecturally such that it would
be considered a representation of any particular architectural style and significant for its
architecture. The building does not appear to be located within a historic district. The 200
block of Randall Street features a very wide range of architectural styles and construction
dates. Altogether the block does not feature a cohesive collection of aesthetically or

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

historically related buildings.

Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an
individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic district.

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION:

[l Individually-eligible Historical Resource Present

[] Contributor to an eligible Historical District / Contextual Resource Present
[] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District / Context / Cultural District
No Historical Resource Present

NEXT STEPS:

[] HRER Part Il Review Required

Categorically Exempt, consult:
[] Historic Design Review
Design Advisory Team
Current Planner

PART |: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

. . Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Alllson K VanderS“CQ Date: 2020.03.18 17:07:41 -07'00'

Signature: Date:

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division

CC: Ashley Lindsay, Current Planner

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA, AIA, LEED AP BD+C
PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE, PRESERVATION ARCHITECT (L1C. C14833)
Exceeds Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualifications Standards — Historic Architecture

With more than 30 years of experience in the architectural profession and as principal, Mr.
Garavaglia leads the firm with preservation architectural services that respond to the specific
needs of cultural resources and their environment. He believes strongly in the role of
sustainability in historical rehabilitation, its merit in economic development, and the
significance of retaining cultural resources for local communities. Te seeks opportunities for
creative teaming in his staff and consultants to create the most responsive team for each unique
project and client. He directs his firm to constantly evolve its preservation services and work
products to maintain the relevance and quality control of the firm’s work. As such, a

- preservation project delivery methodology integrating historical knowledge in the design
process is key. His work with the preservation community, primarily through involvement with
the California Preservation Foundation, focuses on organizational involvement, educational
programs, and stewardship development.

Mr. Garavaglia received his professional Bachelor of Architecture degree from California State
Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo, which included a special study program in Historic
Preservation. He is a LEED Accredited Professional with specialization in Building Design and
Construction, a Conservation Assessment Program (CAP) Assessor, and he is listed in the
Heritage Preservation database maintained by the National Institute for Conservation. Mr.
Garavaglia is licensed to practice architecture in California, is a qualified Historic Architect with
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and Nevada SHPQ, and is a
member of the American Institute of Architects (ATA). Mr. Garavaglia has been included in
several publications including Northern California Home & Garden, Arckztectuml Record, and the
San Francisco Chronicle.

Select projects with his major technical and management involvement for historic building
rehabilitation projects and reports include:

* State of California Department of Parks and Recreation, Multiple Projects for the
Northern District Service Center, CA

* Angel Island Immigration Station Rehabilitation, Angel Island State Historic Park, CA

* As-Needed Preservation Services for San Francisco City Hall and Civic Center Campus,
San Francisco, CA

* Hangar One Conditions Assessment and Rehabilitation Plan, U.S. Naval Air Station,
Moffett Field, Mountain View, CA
* Lorenz Hotel, Redding, CA

»  Columbia State Historic Park: Cultural Landscape Report and Burns Cottage Condition
Assessment Report, Columbia State Historic Park and National Historic Landmark
District Palo Alto History Museum, Palo Alto, CA

* Bodie Benton Depot, Bodie State Historic Park, CA
= Presidio Post Chapel Feasibility Study, Presidio of San Francisco, CA

* Doyle Drive Building Relocation Study and Historic Structures Reports, Presidio of San
Francisco National Landmark District Buildings 201, 204 and 228, San Francisco, CA

* 450 McAllister Street Window Assessment, San Francisco, CA




From: Lagunte, Richard (BOS) 8

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: 3 letters regarding zoning

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 2:13:45 PM

Attachments: upzoning 3 letters.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the attached 3 letters regarding the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Expanding Housing Choice, Housing Element Zoning Program.

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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: emailamr@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Ann Rubin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Urgent: Opposition to San Francisco Upzoning Proposal
Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:00:37 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed upzoning in San Francisco. While the intent may be to
address the affordable housing shortage, the current plan risks exacerbating issues and compromising the unique
character of our neighborhoods.

The anticipated increase in luxury condos not only jeopardizes the topography and well-established, often historic
and iconic, features of our neighborhoods but also raises concerns about the potential ‘Manhattanization' of our
residential communities. The added risk of increased traffic and strain on our infrastructure compounds these
concerns.

| support Neighborhoods United SF and urge you to reconsider the current upzoning proposal. Exploring alternative
solutions is crucial to genuinely addressing the affordable housing shortage without compromising our communities
integrity.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter, and | appreciate your continued dedication to the well-being of
our city.

Sincerely,
Ann Rubin
San Francisco, CA 94133



mailto:emailamr@everyactioncustom.com

mailto:emailamr@yahoo.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org



From: tkali3550@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Tom Klein

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Urgent: Opposition to San Francisco Upzoning Proposal
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:02:56 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed upzoning in San Francisco. While the intent may be to
address the affordable housing shortage, the current plan risks exacerbating issues and compromising the unigque
character of our neighborhoods.

The anticipated increase in luxury condos not only jeopardizes the topography and well-established, often historic
and iconic, features of our neighborhoods but also rai ses concerns about the potential 'Manhattanization' of our
residential communities. The added risk of increased traffic and strain on our infrastructure compounds these
concerns.

| support Neighborhoods United SF and urge you to reconsider the current upzoning proposal. Exploring aternative
solutions is crucial to genuinely addressing the affordable housing shortage without compromising our communities

integrity.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter, and | appreciate your continued dedication to the well-being of
our city.

Sincerely,
Tom Klein
San Francisco, CA 94104



mailto:tkali3550@everyactioncustom.com

mailto:tkali3550@gmail.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org



From: bmca987@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Bob Ma

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Urgent: Opposition to San Francisco Upzoning Proposal
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 2:59:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I'm aresident in the Pacific Heights neighborhood and | am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed
upzoning in San Francisco. While the intent may be to address the affordable housing shortage, the current plan
risks exacerbating issues and compromising the unique character of our neighborhoods.

The anticipated increase in luxury condos not only jeopardizes the topography and well-established, often historic
and iconic, features of our neighborhoods but also rai ses concerns about the potential 'Manhattanization' of our
residential communities. The added risk of increased traffic and strain on our infrastructure compounds these
concerns.

| support Neighborhoods United SF and urge you to reconsider the current upzoning proposal. Exploring aternative
solutions is crucial to genuinely addressing the affordable housing shortage without compromising our communities

integrity.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter, and | appreciate your continued dedication to the well-being of
our city.

Sincerely,
Bob Ma
San Francisco, CA 94109



mailto:bmca987@everyactioncustom.com

mailto:bmca987@gmail.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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From: emailamr@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Ann Rubin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Urgent: Opposition to San Francisco Upzoning Proposal
Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:00:37 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed upzoning in San Francisco. While the intent may be to
address the affordable housing shortage, the current plan risks exacerbating issues and compromising the unigque
character of our neighborhoods.

The anticipated increase in luxury condos not only jeopardizes the topography and well-established, often historic
and iconic, features of our neighborhoods but also rai ses concerns about the potential 'Manhattanization' of our
residential communities. The added risk of increased traffic and strain on our infrastructure compounds these
concerns.

| support Neighborhoods United SF and urge you to reconsider the current upzoning proposal. Exploring aternative
solutions is crucial to genuinely addressing the affordable housing shortage without compromising our communities

integrity.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter, and | appreciate your continued dedication to the well-being of
our city.

Sincerely,
Ann Rubin
San Francisco, CA 94133



From: tkali3550@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Tom Klein

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Urgent: Opposition to San Francisco Upzoning Proposal
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:02:56 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed upzoning in San Francisco. While the intent may be to
address the affordable housing shortage, the current plan risks exacerbating issues and compromising the unigque
character of our neighborhoods.

The anticipated increase in luxury condos not only jeopardizes the topography and well-established, often historic
and iconic, features of our neighborhoods but also rai ses concerns about the potential 'Manhattanization' of our
residential communities. The added risk of increased traffic and strain on our infrastructure compounds these
concerns.

| support Neighborhoods United SF and urge you to reconsider the current upzoning proposal. Exploring aternative
solutions is crucial to genuinely addressing the affordable housing shortage without compromising our communities

integrity.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter, and | appreciate your continued dedication to the well-being of
our city.

Sincerely,
Tom Klein
San Francisco, CA 94104



From: bmca987@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Bob Ma

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Urgent: Opposition to San Francisco Upzoning Proposal
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 2:59:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I'm aresident in the Pacific Heights neighborhood and | am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed
upzoning in San Francisco. While the intent may be to address the affordable housing shortage, the current plan
risks exacerbating issues and compromising the unique character of our neighborhoods.

The anticipated increase in luxury condos not only jeopardizes the topography and well-established, often historic
and iconic, features of our neighborhoods but also rai ses concerns about the potential 'Manhattanization' of our
residential communities. The added risk of increased traffic and strain on our infrastructure compounds these
concerns.

| support Neighborhoods United SF and urge you to reconsider the current upzoning proposal. Exploring aternative
solutions is crucial to genuinely addressing the affordable housing shortage without compromising our communities

integrity.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter, and | appreciate your continued dedication to the well-being of
our city.

Sincerely,
Bob Ma
San Francisco, CA 94109



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS-Operations

Subject: FW: Please approve a citywide No Turn On Red policy to make it safer, easier, and more comfortable for people
to cross the street...

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 1:12:11 PM

Dear Supervisors

Please see below communication regarding:
File No. 231016 - Resolution urging the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) to
develop and implement a plan for No Turn On Red (NTOR) at every signalized
intersection in San Francisco and approve a citywide NTOR policy.

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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: Eugene Chang <noreply@adv.actionnetwork.org>

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 10:40 AM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: Please approve a citywide No Turn On Red policy to make it safer, easier, and more
comfortable for people to cross the street...

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.



The Board of Supervisors,

Hi! I'm writing to say | support no turn on red. Signage is awesome and enforcement would
be great (if the police ever.. yknow.. decide to.. | guess...) and another idea, although
probably more expensive, would be a right-turn light, like how they have for left turns on
some streets. It's a traffic light, but shaped like a turn arrow, so that people turning know
they can't. | don't think the separate traffic light is necessary, unless someone more
informed than | am can say so and why, but it's an idea for sure.

| am writing to urge you to support and approve a citywide No Turn On Red to make it
safer, easier, and more comfortable to cross the street in San Francisco as well as make
streets safer and more predictable for car drivers. No Turn On Red has been proven to
increase safety — especially for children, seniors, and people living with disabilities

— including where it's been implemented in San Francisco (e.g. the 50 intersections in the
Tenderloin). Now is the time to expand No Turn On Red citywide, so drivers know this
unsafe behavior is no longer permitted throughout the city while people can feel safe
crossing the street with easier and greater access.

Our city faces a roadway safety crisis and a climate crisis, both of which require making it
safer to get around without a car and encouraging people to shift trips from cars to public
transportation and active transportation (e.g. bikes, scooters, skateboards, mobility devices,
etc.). Implementing No Turn On Red citywide will increase roadway safety (decrease
roadway injuries) and help more people shift trips to walking, public transportation, and
active transportation, making our city safer for people, especially people who are
disproportionately negatively impacted by our roadway safety crisis and car-dominated
transportation system (children, seniors, people living with disabilities, BIPOC). We need
your leadership to make this street safety improvement now.

| urge you to support and approve No Turn On Red citywide to make it safer, easier, and
more comfortable to cross the street in San Francisco. Please do everything in your power
to ensure No Turn On Red is implemented citywide as soon as possible.

For those of you in state-level office, please work on legislation to allow SFMTA to
implement No Turn On Red without installing signs at every intersection — which would
enable the City to implement No Turn On Red citywide faster at a significantly lower cost
and using significantly less staff time — and legislation to implement No Turn On Red
statewide.

Thank you,

Eugene Chang
alissazhangxo@gmail.com



1291 16th Ave
San Francisco, California 94122
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: FW: JFK Drive

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 1:45:28 PM

Dear Supervisors,

Please see below regarding John F. Kennedy Drive.

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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: Andrew Wiseman <Andrew.Wiseman.497260778 @forgrassroots.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2024 10:29 AM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: JFK Drive

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,



The current closure of JFK Drive severely impacts people with disabilities, seniors, and
communities not directly neighboring Golden Gate Park.

As we emerge from COVID, it's time to reopen JFK Drive. Golden Gate Park belongs to
the people of San Francisco, not just a few.

| strongly encourage you to support JFK Drive returning to the conditions pre-COVID,
with all roadways open to vehicle traffic and street closures on Sundays, holidays and
Saturdays, 6 months of the year.

Regards,
Andrew Wiseman
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From: Lagunte, Richard (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: File No. 240174 - 5 Letters

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 12:33:12 PM

Attachments: File No. 240174 Passthroughs 5 Letters.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the attached 5 letters regarding:

File No. 240174 - Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to provide that the
general obligation bond passthrough from landlords to tenants shall be calculated
based on the amount the property tax rate has increased due to general obligation
bonds since the tenant’s move-in date or 2005, whichever is later; and to allow tenants
to seek relief from general obligation bond passthroughs based on financial hardship.

Regards.

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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: Carmel Passanisi

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Elimination of General Obligation Passthrough by Aaron Peskin
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 1:40:04 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hello,

I’d like to encourage a NO vote on this proposition. As a property owner, | am inundated yearly with new fees and
new mandated improvements to my building which benefit tenants but for which they pay nothing.

The bonds passthroughs, which | have never utilized, at least attempt to balance the scales, however minutely.

The city treats landlords like their cash cows, but what have they done for us? When do | get a break or even a fair
shake?

I’m a 77 year old single woman with 4 rental units....The financial burdens that the city keeps imposing on me will
eventually drive me out of business. 1’m a good landlord. | like my tenants and they like me. It'sa
partnership....each one contributing to a better life for the other, without animosity. The hostile attitude evinced by
the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor make my life difficult and unpleasant and make me question the value of
living in SF, the city | was born and raised in, (unlike most renters)

My property taxes support this city,

but if the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor keep spending the way they have in the past (the $1.7 million toilet
comes to mind) and keep

using these issues to advance their political careers (with tenant voters) with no concern for the people who are good
citizens and pay the bills, not only will downtown be deserted, but the rest of the city will be as blighted and empty.
I would like to see the Board of Supervisors actually come up with brilliant and inventive ideas that could save the
city. | would like to see them actually use the bonds to build that affordable housing that was promised in 2015 and
that | pay for on my property taxes but somehow has never materialized. Instead, Aaron Peskin has come up with a
new way to win votes.

It’s sad. San Francisco considers itself as a “smart” city, but the lack of creativity and real solutions to the problems
that face the city belies that.

Thank you for your time,

Carmel Passanisi



mailto:carmel2710@comcast.net

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org



From: Salman Shariat

To: Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Dorsey. Matt (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael
(BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: Vote NO: File Number 240174, General Obligation Bond Passthroughs

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 3:27:52 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello Board of Supervisors,

| am a small property owner in San Francisco. | have lived here for 15 years and | own or co-
own 4+ properties in San Francisco. | love this city because of the character, beauty and
diversity it provides. | am achild of immigrants and San Francisco has afforded me all the
opportunities imaginable. No matter what anybody says, | still support San Francisco and
believe in the long term success of this city.

However, passing legislation such as File Number 240174, General Obligation Passthroughsis
dangerous legislation in my mind. This sort of legisation starts to create division

among property owners and renters. It starts putting all the onus on property owners to pay for
measures in which the voters (typically tenants) are the ones voting in on policy. The
tenants/voters do not have any 'skin in the game' with regards to costs associated with policies
they choose. This begins a dlippery slope of no accountability.

The way the current legislation iswritten is that it shares the cost between tenants and
landlords. If tenants need financial hardship, they can file for that at the rent board and the rent
board handles these situations very adeptly. The current system works well and thereisno
need for a change.

If the legislation passes as written, | will be voting NO on al future bond measures and
contributing to campaigns to defeat future bond measures. San Francisco will put at risk all
capital improvement plans as bonds will not be able to be approved. | will, personally, work
vehemently to oppose all bonds being passed until a proper San Francisco budget can pay for
the improvements through the General Fund. Thislegidlation is an unfair tax/cost on property
owners that seeks to remove accountability from Tenants/V oters on policies they choose.
Accountability isimportant for awell functioning society and | hope the Board of Supervisors
does not vote Yes on this legislation as it would be very short-sighted.

On aside note, if GO Bond Passthroughs are removed from eligible rent increases, this will
reduce the price in which an apartment building is traded for. Thiswill then directly impact
the assessed value for Property Tax collections for the San Francisco Budget. | am currently in
the market for a $5M+ apartment building and if thislegidlation is passed, it will lower the
purchase price that | pay for that property. Thiswill then lower the property tax which will
LOWER the San Francisco budget in the near future and for years to come.

Salman Shariat
Mobile: (650) 346-2224
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From: Zane Blaney

To: Stefani. Catherine (BOS)
Subject: NO vote on File Number 240174, General Obligation Bond Passthroughs
Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 6:24:38 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

As mom and pop landlords in SF for more than 5 decades, providing below market rents that
teachers, policemen and firemen can afford, we are deeply concerned by the most recent effort
by Supervisors to squeeze our business out of business. The proposed ban on pass-throughs on
aportion of general obligation bonds is unfairly pushing bond debt on us. Thiswill reduce our
ability to provide below market rents and we will never vote for bond issues again. VOTE NO.

Zane Blaney
San Francisco

Zaneblaney @gmail.com
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From: Tai Lee

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Chan, Connie (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Dorsey. Matt (BOS); Mandelman
Rafael (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Peskin. Aaron (BOS); Safai. Ahsha (BOS); Melgar. Myrna (BOS); Preston
Dean (BOS)

Subject: Please Vote No on Unfairly Putting the Burden of Bond Costs on Property Owners

Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 4:25:15 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors:

A harsh and unfair proposal to eliminate the bond passthrough for tenants is being
considered. I live in San Francisco and am a small rental property owner with very
high operating expenses that keep growing and growing in this city. The bond
passthrough helps to mitigate some growing expenses where voters, including renters,
are responsible for increasing the cost to operate rental properties they live in.

All city residents should share in the cost of funding the public services and critical
infrastructure improvements that General Obligation bonds pay for. This legislation
unfairly pushes all the burden of those costs onto property owners.

The City is looking at approving over $1 Billion in General Obligation bonds over the
next few years, including for critical items like waterfront safety, earthquake safety,
and emergency response. Now is not the right time to approve this legislation and put
future bonds at risk.

If this legislation passes as currently written, you will be voting NO on all future bond
measures and contributing to campaigns to defeat future bond measures.

A "YES" vote on this legislation is a vote to put the City’s capital plan and future bond
measures in jeopardy.

The existing General Obligation Bond passthrough amount for tenants is minimal,
and there are currently financial hardship provisions for low-income tenants. Even so,
it's important that both tenants and property owners contribute to civic
improvements.

Thank you,
Tai Kwan
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From: Marina Franco

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please VOTE NO on File #240174 regarding General Obligation Bond Passthroughs.
Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 3:53:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisor:

| respectfully request that you VOTE NO on File #240174 regarding General Obligation Bond
Passthroughs. For the last 20 years, the costs of bonds have been shared by both tenants and
property owners. Both have a shared interest in improving the quality of lifein our city.

All city residents should share in the cost of funding the public services and critical infrastructure
improvements that General Obligation bonds pay for. This legislation unfairly pushes 90% of the
burden of those costs onto property owners. The existing General Obligation Bond passthrough
amount for tenantsis minimal, and there are currently financial hardship provisions for low-income
tenants. Even so, it’simportant that tenants and property owners each contribute to civic
improvements.

The City islooking at approving over $1 Billion in General Obligation bonds over the next few
years, including for critical items like waterfront safety, earthquake safety, and emergency response.
Now is not the right time to approve this legislation and put future bonds at risk. Please note that if
this legislation passes as currently written, | will be voting NO on all future bond measures and will
be contributing to campaigns to defeat future bond measures.

If the Board of Supervisors approves thislegisation, you are putting the City’ s capital plan and
future bond measures at risk.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Marina Franco
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From: Carmel Passanisi

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Elimination of General Obligation Passthrough by Aaron Peskin
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 1:40:04 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hello,

I’d like to encourage a NO vote on this proposition. As a property owner, | am inundated yearly with new fees and
new mandated improvements to my building which benefit tenants but for which they pay nothing.

The bonds passthroughs, which | have never utilized, at least attempt to balance the scales, however minutely.

The city treats landlords like their cash cows, but what have they done for us? When do | get abreak or even afair
shake?

I'ma77 year old single woman with 4 rental units....The financial burdens that the city keepsimposing on me will
eventually drive me out of business. I’'m agood landlord. | like my tenants and they likeme. It'sa
partnership....each one contributing to a better life for the other, without animosity. The hostile attitude evinced by
the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor make my life difficult and unpleasant and make me question the value of
living in SF, the city | was born and raised in, (unlike most renters)

My property taxes support this city,

but if the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor keep spending the way they have in the past (the $1.7 million toilet
comes to mind) and keep

using these issues to advance their political careers (with tenant voters) with no concern for the people who are good
citizens and pay the hills, not only will downtown be deserted, but the rest of the city will be as blighted and empty.
I would like to see the Board of Supervisors actually come up with brilliant and inventive ideas that could save the
city. 1 would like to see them actually use the bonds to build that affordable housing that was promised in 2015 and
that | pay for on my property taxes but somehow has never materialized. Instead, Aaron Peskin has come up with a
new way to win votes.

It'ssad. San Francisco considersitself asa“smart” city, but the lack of creativity and real solutionsto the problems
that face the city beliesthat.

Thank you for your time,

Carmel Passanisi



From: Salman Shariat

To: Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Dorsey. Matt (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael
(BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: Vote NO: File Number 240174, General Obligation Bond Passthroughs

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 3:27:52 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello Board of Supervisors,

| am a small property owner in San Francisco. | have lived here for 15 years and | own or co-
own 4+ properties in San Francisco. | love this city because of the character, beauty and
diversity it provides. | am achild of immigrants and San Francisco has afforded me all the
opportunities imaginable. No matter what anybody says, | still support San Francisco and
believe in the long term success of this city.

However, passing legislation such as File Number 240174, General Obligation Passthroughsis
dangerous legislation in my mind. This sort of legisation starts to create division

among property owners and renters. It starts putting all the onus on property owners to pay for
measures in which the voters (typically tenants) are the ones voting in on policy. The
tenants/voters do not have any 'skin in the game' with regards to costs associated with policies
they choose. This begins a dlippery slope of no accountability.

The way the current legislation iswritten is that it shares the cost between tenants and
landlords. If tenants need financial hardship, they can file for that at the rent board and the rent
board handles these situations very adeptly. The current system works well and thereisno
need for a change.

If the legislation passes as written, | will be voting NO on al future bond measures and
contributing to campaigns to defeat future bond measures. San Francisco will put at risk all
capital improvement plans as bonds will not be able to be approved. | will, personally, work
vehemently to oppose all bonds being passed until a proper San Francisco budget can pay for
the improvements through the General Fund. Thislegidlation is an unfair tax/cost on property
owners that seeks to remove accountability from Tenants/V oters on policies they choose.
Accountability isimportant for awell functioning society and | hope the Board of Supervisors
does not vote Yes on this legislation as it would be very short-sighted.

On aside note, if GO Bond Passthroughs are removed from eligible rent increases, this will
reduce the price in which an apartment building is traded for. Thiswill then directly impact
the assessed value for Property Tax collections for the San Francisco Budget. | am currently in
the market for a $5M+ apartment building and if thislegidlation is passed, it will lower the
purchase price that | pay for that property. Thiswill then lower the property tax which will
LOWER the San Francisco budget in the near future and for years to come.

Salman Shariat
Mobile: (650) 346-2224



From: Zane Blaney

To: Stefani. Catherine (BOS)
Subject: NO vote on File Number 240174, General Obligation Bond Passthroughs
Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 6:24:38 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

As mom and pop landlords in SF for more than 5 decades, providing below market rents that
teachers, policemen and firemen can afford, we are deeply concerned by the most recent effort
by Supervisors to squeeze our business out of business. The proposed ban on pass-throughs on
aportion of general obligation bonds is unfairly pushing bond debt on us. Thiswill reduce our
ability to provide below market rents and we will never vote for bond issues again. VOTE NO.

Zane Blaney
San Francisco

Zaneblaney @gmail.com



From: Tai Lee

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Chan, Connie (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Dorsey. Matt (BOS); Mandelman
Rafael (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Peskin. Aaron (BOS); Safai. Ahsha (BOS); Melgar. Myrna (BOS); Preston
Dean (BOS)

Subject: Please Vote No on Unfairly Putting the Burden of Bond Costs on Property Owners

Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 4:25:15 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors:

A harsh and unfair proposal to eliminate the bond passthrough for tenants is being
considered. I live in San Francisco and am a small rental property owner with very
high operating expenses that keep growing and growing in this city. The bond
passthrough helps to mitigate some growing expenses where voters, including renters,
are responsible for increasing the cost to operate rental properties they live in.

All city residents should share in the cost of funding the public services and critical
infrastructure improvements that General Obligation bonds pay for. This legislation
unfairly pushes all the burden of those costs onto property owners.

The City is looking at approving over $1 Billion in General Obligation bonds over the
next few years, including for critical items like waterfront safety, earthquake safety,
and emergency response. Now is not the right time to approve this legislation and put
future bonds at risk.

If this legislation passes as currently written, you will be voting NO on all future bond
measures and contributing to campaigns to defeat future bond measures.

A "YES" vote on this legislation is a vote to put the City’s capital plan and future bond
measures in jeopardy.

The existing General Obligation Bond passthrough amount for tenants is minimal,
and there are currently financial hardship provisions for low-income tenants. Even so,
it's important that both tenants and property owners contribute to civic
improvements.

Thank you,
Tai Kwan



From: Marina Franco

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please VOTE NO on File #240174 regarding General Obligation Bond Passthroughs.
Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 3:53:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisor:

| respectfully request that you VOTE NO on File #240174 regarding General Obligation Bond
Passthroughs. For the last 20 years, the costs of bonds have been shared by both tenants and
property owners. Both have a shared interest in improving the quality of lifein our city.

All city residents should share in the cost of funding the public services and critical infrastructure
improvements that General Obligation bonds pay for. This legislation unfairly pushes 90% of the
burden of those costs onto property owners. The existing General Obligation Bond passthrough
amount for tenantsis minimal, and there are currently financial hardship provisions for low-income
tenants. Even so, it’simportant that tenants and property owners each contribute to civic
improvements.

The City islooking at approving over $1 Billion in General Obligation bonds over the next few
years, including for critical items like waterfront safety, earthquake safety, and emergency response.
Now is not the right time to approve this legislation and put future bonds at risk. Please note that if
this legislation passes as currently written, | will be voting NO on all future bond measures and will
be contributing to campaigns to defeat future bond measures.

If the Board of Supervisors approves thislegisation, you are putting the City’ s capital plan and
future bond measures at risk.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Marina Franco
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Crayton, Monique (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS);
De Asis, Edward (BOS); BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: FW: Public Safety 220961

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 10:02:00 AM

Dear Supervisors,

Please see below regarding:

File No 220961 - Hearing - Traffic Enforcement and Street Safety

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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: Tina Martin <tina_martin@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2024 9:47 AM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Malena Mackey Cabada <malena@walksf.org>

Subject: Public Safety 220961

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.



Dear Supervisors Engardio, Dorsey, Mandelman, and Stefani,
(I believe you are the ones who will be at the meeting this morning. | apologize if I've
omitted anyone.)

| had hoped to be at City Hall in person, but due to a recent injury, | can't be.

My name is Tina Martin, and | live in Parkside, near West Portal, the site of
the tragic crash that killed a family of four--the parents and their toddler and
baby.

I’m a member of WalkSF, Transit Justice and Voices for Public Transportation and
several organizations for retirees.

| feel sure you're aware of how speeding affects lives, and you're probably also aware
of the shocking statistic the SF Chronicle recently reported, that citations for traffic
violations had decreased by 97% in eight years.

You're probably too young to remember the Simon and Garfunkle hit (popular in my
college days) beginning with the words "Slow down. You move too fast." They were
referring to the quality of life, not survival itself, but | think both safety and quality of
life could be enhanced if drivers slowed down, and they're likelier to do that if they
can't speed with impunity.

We need the SFPD to enforce dangerous speeds with enough frequency and visibility
that drivers know there will be consequences if they speed.

We need the speed cameras on 33 streets.
We need the SFPD to be clear on how it's enforcing speeding.

Please do everything you can to see to it that the SFPD and the SFMTA work
together for safer streets.

I'd appreciate it if you, Malena Mackey Cabada, or someone else could read my letter
aloud.

Thank you,
Tina Martin



13

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);
Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera. Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: No Children Sleeping on the Street

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 12:59:05 PM

Hello,

Please see below communication regarding housing.

Regards,

John Bullock

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisor

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: Schuessler, Gretchen <schuesslerg@sfusd.edu>

Sent: Friday, April 19, 2024 12:59 PM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: No Children Sleeping on the Street

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

As an SFUSD teacher, | am seeing students who are unable to focus or even fall asleep in
class because they do not have a secure place to sleep. Please prioritize immediate



solutions to shelter all families and move them quickly into adequate, stable housing.
Gretchen Schuessler
Teacher, LR Flynn Elementary School, SFUSD



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
Young. Victor (BOS); BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: File No. 240239 - 27 Letters

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 1:30:57 PM

Attachments: File No 240239 prioritize families to receive shelter - 27 Letters.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the attached 27 letters regarding:

File No. 240239 - Resolution urging the Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing to prioritize families with children to receive shelter or hotel vouchers the
same day that they arrive at an access point, to develop a comprehensive plan that
focuses on children and families to prevent children from living on the streets and
develop a multilingual, accessible public dashboard where families can monitor the
waitlist and the progress of moving families into permanent housing.

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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: Malin Alegria

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: No child sleeping on the street
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:55:49 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please support Faith in Action motion for no nifios dormir di en lacalle. | am akindergarten teacher with 6 yearsin
the district. We need to really be a sanctuary city and support al of sfusd’s students.

Thank you,

Malin Ramirez
Hillcrest elementary
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Melissa Grasso Luna

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Cc: fiaba@faithinactionba.org; galmanza@uesf.org

Subject: Re: Urgent: No more children living on the streets!
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:30:44 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Mayor Breed,

| am a 3rd grade teacher that serves newcomer students at SFUSD's Mission Education
Center. Every day my students come in tired from sleepless nights from sleeping on the
streets or having to wake up early due to shelters shuffling families out. The trauma of our
students' and families journeys are compounded with the trauma of being forced onto the
streets with no place to go after their vouchers have expired.

According to the National Child Traumatic Stress Network (NCTSN); chronic stress
associated with homelessness can lead to alterations in brain structure and function,
affecting areas responsible for memory, learning, and emotional regulation. Early
intervention and stable housing are crucial to mitigate these effects and promote healthy
brain development in children experiencing homelessness.

How urgently will the City address the critical issue of children exposed to houselessness,
considering the profound and lasting impact on their brain development, and what
immediate actions will be taken to provide them with stable housing and supportive
services to mitigate these detrimental effects?

Although our students are resilient, there is no need for them to have to be constantly
exposed to the trauma of houselessness on a daily basis in a sanctuary city like San
Francisco. They deserve the right to a warm home, a good night's rest and the ability to
come to school safely.

Regards,

Melissa Grasso Luna

3rd Grade, bilingual Educator
Mission Education Center, SFUSD
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From: Kathleen Purcell

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: SF families without shelter

Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:03:03 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

SF is a city with a character, a personality, an identity and a responsibility. The Board of Supervisors
and the Mayor have tremendous power over what SF is and will be. Your decisions in many ways
determine the character and identity of San Francisco. That is your power, and that is your
responsibility.

We cannot be a city where children sleep on the streets. Of course, | ask for more than that.
Homelessness and the need to address it effectively goes far beyond just children. But care for our
children is the bare minimum. Anything else is shameful. We look to you to keep San Francisco
from that shame. We look to you to take up the responsibility to assure that SF does the right thing.
Families, including immigrant families, need to be given priority in shelter and supportive housing.
We call upon you to act now.

Kathleen Purcell, Lifelong resident of San Francisco



mailto:kpurcell315@gmail.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org



From: Alexa Frankenberg

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:00:38 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi--1 write as amember of Calvary Presbyterian Church's Living Sanctuary group. We have
supported a number of families seeking asylum who live/lived in San Francisco and have seen
firsthand the barriers that they face.

Related to the hearing this morning on the resolution to address families forced to wait for
housing, | request that Supervisors address the following:

o why must families wait two weeks and face homelessness, with all of the challenges this
poses particularly for minor children, when then city could find alternatives?

o gpecifically, why can't the hotel voucher program be expanded or permanent housing be
made available to move other families out of sheltersto free up space?

« why isthere not transparency on thiswaiting list so that families can have more
certainty and make plans?

| am incredibly concerned about the impact of homel essness particularly on children's safety
and well-being and their ability to learn. | believe this currently policy isinconsistent with
values that | and many other San Franciscans hold to support all who live here.

Alexa
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From: Jamie Richardson

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Support of the Resolution urging the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a
Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter.

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 10:35:27 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors and Mayor London Breed,

I am writing to you today in support of the Resolution urging the Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive
Shelter.

The current state of play for migrant arrivals cannot hold. San Francisco is a Sanctuary City, a beacon of
hope for all who come to live and contribute here-- from our queer and trans ancestors, looking for a
place that would accept them, to immigrants of decades past, looking for a home to rebuild their lives--
San Francisco has been that beacon. However, the current policies in place to address the homelessness
crisis we face as a city lack the cultural competency and awareness to better meet the moment we are
facing.

I understand the situation is dire and that our homelessness crisis has been around for a long time. But
refusing to acknowledge new and intentional systems and policies that need to be implemented to meet
the needs of migrant families-- who are incredibly vulnerable sleeping in temporary shelters or on the
streets-- is downright cruel. We must take action as San Franciscans, and we must live up to what it
means to be a City of Welcome.

Child homelessness is a crisis that cannot be understated. The mental, health, and social development
impacts of child homelessness aren't fixed when a family is housed eventually. Every day that a child is
homeless, can compound into lifelong traumas. Child homelessness is the number one indicator of adult
homelessness. And for children from migrant families, the added challenges of navigating a new culture,
country, and environment, is devastating.

Now is the time to take action, to devise a comprehensive plan to support these families in finding
shelter. The City MUST respond and respond quickly.

Thank you,

Jamie Richardson
District 8 resident
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From: Kathy Ciabattoni

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Immigrant Families Resolution/Hearing 4/22/24
Date: Saturday, April 20, 2024 10:16:40 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,
We are writing to ask you to pay attention to the urgent moral crisis facing homeless families
in San Francisco. We cannot have children sleeping on the streets of our great Sanctuary city!

Please support the demands of immigrant families, and all homeless families:
The immigrant families demands are simple and cost-effective, and based on
their lived experience and months of research:

1. We call on the Department of Homelessness to guarantee shelter space
or a hotel voucher the same day that any family with children arrives at
a City Access Point.

2. We call on the Department of Homel essness to expedite the movement
of families from shelters into more permanent housing, with an online
public dashboard where families and the public can monitor the waiting
list and movement of families into permanent housing

And | add arequest as aretired City Department of Human Services employee, please ask the
Mayor to hold the Department of Homelessness staff accountable for the affordable housing
units that sit vacant as so many families are without shelter. It isbureaucracy failing San
Francisco once more. Please help get families into those units!

As members of Calvary Presbyterian Church and long time residents of San Francisco, we ask
you to address this moral crisis. Our city is suffering with too many homeless, it affects the
quality of lifefor al of us. And no children should ever be sleeping on the streets of this, so
called, Sanctuary city.

Thank you for your thoughtful deliberation and support of the requested action for the
Department of Homel essness.

Yours sincerely,
Alger and Kathleen Ciabattoni
Zip 94127
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From: A. Colichidas

To: Ronen. Hillary (BOS); RonensStaff (BOS)

Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Breed,
Mayor London (MYR); SE Gray Panthers Board

Subject: SUPPORT: FILE NO. 240239 RESOLUTION Urging Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to
Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter]

Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 8:30:07 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Regarding FILE NO. 240239, to be considered by the SF Board of Supervisors Rules
Committee on April 22, 2024 for referral to the entire SF Board of Supervisors.

Dear Supervisor Hillary Ronen, fellow members of the SF BOS Rules Committee
(Supervisors, Walton, Safai); and the entire San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

My name is Ann Colichidas, | am on the Board of the SF Gray Panthers; member of the
California Alliance For Retired Americans; and I live in SF's District 9.

I urge you, my member of the SF BOS Supervisor Ronen, the SF BOS Rules committee
members Ronen, Walton and Safai; and the entire SF Board of Supervisors to vote in favor
of File # 240239: A RESOLUTION Urging Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to
Receive Shelter.

I join my fellow Gray Panther Board Member Art Persyko and Faith in Action Bay Area to
ask you the following questions:

1) There are over 400 homeless families on the waiting list for shelter. Why has the City not
expanded the cost-effective hotel voucher program to meet the need?

2) Many other families have been languishing in congregate shelters for months on end.
Why has the City not expedited the movement of families out of shelters and into available
permanent housing?

3) Why is the Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with homeless
families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will take until they access
dignified housing?

4) There is a subsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with 165 spaces
funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why is the City not getting these
resources out to families more quickly?

5). Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are serious and
long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it’s having a serious kids’ ability to
learn. Why is the City government not taking this problem more seriously?
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6). The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713 million. How is
it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in our City?

7). How is this reality consistent with our San Francisco values? When it comes to asylum
seeking families fleeing from violence and trauma, why are we not welcoming them in a
manner that’s consistent with our status as a Sanctuary City?

Thank you for reading my letter of support and for voting your conscience to validate San
Francisco values to enact this resolution in FILE NO. 240239 Urging Department of
Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes
Families with Children to Receive Shelter.

Thank you!
Ann Colichidas

3222 18th Street B
SF 94110





From: mason waller

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote to support...
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:59:29 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors,

| urge you to vote to support Supervisor Ahsha Safai and Faith in Action's demands for "no
mas nifios viviendo en la calle/no more kids sleeping in the streets.”

We urgently need housing and transparency about how resources at city access points are
determined, allocated, and managed.

We deserve your full support for thisin order to commit to SF truly being a sanctuary city.

Thanks,
Mason Waller

E Virus-free.www.avast.com
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From: Elliot Helman

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Safai"s resolution prioritizing families with children for shelter housing (#240239)
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:47:51 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Greetings,

| urge you to support Supervisor Safai's resolution. While homelessness is a
heartbreaking (and increasing) reality in the US, it is especially tragic that families
with children are sleeping in our streets. The potential for psychological and physical
harm that can befall young children on the streets is well documented. Our City must
find creative ways, among the many that are being suggested, such as prioritizing
families with children for emergency housing, providing hotel vouchers and providing
access to in-language, accessible, real-time updates on where families are in the
process of attaining assistance.

We like to think that San Francisco is a world-class, international city. Families
sleeping on the streets is not the San Francisco we want to show the world and
should be a shame to us all.

Thank you.

Elliot Helman
94158
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From: Phyllis Shulman, Ph. D., MFT

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Resolution# 249239
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:35:25 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

As a psychotherapist who lives and works in our beloved sanctuary city, | strongly
urge you to immediately ensure housing for all our children. It is unconscionable that
despite adequate legislation and the allocation of funds, we continue to force children
to sleep on our sidewalks which we know is traumatic for them and their families.

Yours truly,
Phyllis Shulman, Ph.D., MFT
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From: Elsa Cabezas

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Hearing Comment- No More Children Sleeping in the Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:34:34 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

April 21, 2024
Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cries across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homel essness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had a designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
stations roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai's resolution, and ask that San francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter

2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone calview the Department of
Homelessness shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own progress toward
receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco's proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian's community--a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy - we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable familiesto live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City's broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

"Peopletold us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and
that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here," said Karla Margarita Solito, who
arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs threatened multiple
times to kill her husband. "But the reality has been different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, "1 thought we were going
to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that they are full,
the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby, thereis no
response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have-supporting families,
welcoming al particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely el sewhere-by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.
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We will also like to see the response regarding this whole situation and how is the city going
to resolverthis:

e Why is the Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with
homeless families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will
take until they access dignified housing?

e There is a subsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with
165 spaces funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why
is the City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

e Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are
serious and long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it's
having a serious kids’ ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking
this problem more seriously?

e The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713
million. How is it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in
our City?

Sincerely,
Elsa Cabezas
SF CA, 94124

Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA)

2301 Mission Street, Suite 301
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 282-3334

Follow us: |nstagram, Twitter, LinkedIn, Facebook and YouTube.

Please Note: MEDA observes Wellness Fridays by providing staff with a modified schedule ending at 12:30pm.

Tenga en cuenta: MEDA practica Viernes de bienestar al proporcionar a su equipo de trabajo un horario modificado
que finaliza a las 12:30 p.m.
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From: Elsa Cabezas

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); ayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
Subject: Hearing Comment- No More Children Sleeping in the Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:31:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

April 21, 2024
Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cries across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homel essness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had a designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
stations roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai's resolution, and ask that San francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter

2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create amultilingual public dashboard where anyone calview the Department of
Homelessness' shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own progress toward
receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco's proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian's community--a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy - we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable familiesto live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City's broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

"Peopletold us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and
that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here," said Karla Margarita Solito, who
arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs threatened multiple
timesto kill her husband. "But the reality has been different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, "1 thought we were going
to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that they are full,
the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby, thereis no
response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have-supporting families,
welcoming al particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere-by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.



mailto:elsa.cabezas@medasf.org

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:ayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org



We will also like to see the response regarding this whole situation and how is the city going
to resolvethis:

e Why is the Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with
homeless families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will
take until they access dignified housing?

e There is a subsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with 165
spaces funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why is the
City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

e Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are
serious and long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it's having
a serious kids’ ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking this
problem more seriously?

e The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713
million. How is it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in our
City?

Sincerely,
Elsa Cabezas
SF CA, 94124

Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA)

2301 Mission Street, Suite 301
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 282-3334

Follow us: |nstagram, Twitter, LinkedIn, Facebook and YouTube.

Please Note: MEDA observes Wellness Fridays by providing staff with a modified schedule ending at 12:30pm.

Tenga en cuenta: MEDA practica Viernes de bienestar al proporcionar a su equipo de trabajo un horario modificado
que finaliza a las 12:30 p.m.
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From: Jane Hurlburt

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Families Sleepig in SF Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:26:54 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

SF Board of Supervisors,
How can we as San Franciscans continue to ignore the homeless tragedy in our beloved city?
Why not expand the hotel voucher program to meet the growing need for shelter?
How can we make available more permanent and affordable housing?
With over 2,000 homeless children in our city who will turn into adults - there could be
a situation where drugs and crime are their only future.
Please show and act with compassion when you meet tomorrow on the Faith in Action
Bay Area' s community ministries' resolution of the ever growing homeless issue.
Please make our city a shining example of caring for our homeless brethren,
especialy the children.

Thank you for your consideration of our request for an answer, an action, a solution.

Yourstruly,

Jane Hurlburt

Sanctuary Team

Calvary Presbyterian Church - San Francisco
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From: Lynn Murphy

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Re No More Children Sleeping in the Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:07:42 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Today you will be asked to consider the fate of real people who have come to San Francisco
for abetter life. Parents who have risked everything to provide a better life for their children.
Please support the resolution written by Supervisor Ahsha Safai and co-sponsored by
Supervisors Dean Preston, Hillary Ronen, Shamann Walton, Connie Chan, and Aaron Peskin.

As amother, entrepreneur, and longtime voting citizen of San Francisco, | ask you to lead
with love and kindness and vote to take responsibility and ensure the health, safety, and
dignity of humanity. San Francisco is one of the most beautiful and wealthiest citiesin the
world and it is unconscionable to condemn children and their families out on the streets.

| have learned that there are over 400 families on the waiting list for shelter -- and many
hundreds more have been languishing in congregate emergency shelters since last summer.

o Why is the Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with
homeless families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will
take until they access dignified housing?

e There is a subsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with 165
spaces funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why is the
City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

o Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are
serious and long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it's having
a serious kids’ ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking this
problem more seriously?

e The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713
million. How is it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in our
City?

e How is this reality consistent with our San Francisco values? When it comes to
asylum seeking families fleeing from violence and trauma, why are we not
welcoming them in a manner that’s consistent with our status as a Sanctuary
City?

Thank you for your service,
Lynn Lee Murphy
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From: Art Persyko

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Stefani. Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen
Hillary (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); SE Gray Panthers Board

Subject: Letter of support to SF BOS: FILE NO. 240239 RESOLUTION Urging Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter]

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:04:36 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

April 21, 2024

Regarding FILE NO. 240239, to be considered by the SF Board of Supervisors Rules Committee on April 22, 2024
for referral to the entire SF Board of Supervisors.

Dear Supervisor Catherine Sefani; members of the SF BOS Rules Committee (Supervisors Ronen, Walton, Safai);
and the entire San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

My nameis Art Persyko, | am on the Board of the SF Gray Panthers; a co-convener of the California Alliance For
Retired Americans; and | livein SF's District 2.

| urge you, my member of the SF BOS Supervisor Stefani; the SF BOS Rules committee members Ronen, Walton
and Safai; and the entire SF Board of Supervisorsto vote in favor of File# 240239: A RESOLUTION Urging
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families
with Children to Receive Shelter.

| join Faith in Action Bay Areato ask you the following questions:

1) There are over 400 homeless families on the waiting list for shelter. Why has the City not expanded the cost-
effective hotel voucher program to meet the need?

2) Many other families have been languishing in congregate shelters for months on end. Why has the City not
expedited the movement of families out of shelters and into available permanent housing?

3) Why isthe Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with homel ess families about where they are
on the waiting list, or how long it will take until they access dignified housing?

4) Thereisasubsidy program for homeless families called “ Family Flex” with 165 spaces funded by SF taxpayers,
but only about 50 are being used. Why is the City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

5). Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are serious and long-lasting. Teachers and
social workers are saying that it's having a serious kids' ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking this
problem more seriously?

6). The annual budget of the Department of Homel essness this year is $713 million. How isit possible that we still
have over 2000 homeless children in our City?

7). How isthisreality consistent with our San Francisco values? When it comes to asylum seeking families fleeing
from violence and trauma, why are we not welcoming them in a manner that’ s consistent with our status as a
Sanctuary City?

Thank you for reading my letter of support and for voting your conscience to validate San Francisco values to enact
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thisresolution in FILE NO. 240239 Urging Department of Homel essness and Supportive Housing to Develop a
Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter.

Thank you!
-Sincerely, Art Persyko, 2190 Washington Street, Apt 608, San Francisco, California, 94109; and board member of

the SF Gray Panthers as well as the co-convener of the San Francisco Community Action Team of the California
Alliance for Retired Americans.





From: Suzanne Martin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Homelessness
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 4:16:15 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please move homeless people off the streets and into shelters and permanent housing. Use annual budget of $713
million to treat homeless. Please clean filthy streets. Thereis no excuse for streets being so dirty and full of trash.

Suzanne Martin
San Francisco CA 94109

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Georgina K.

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Resolution urging Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that
Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 3:56:33 PM

Attachments: Letter for SF Board of Supervisors.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

April 21st, 2024

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director M cSpadden,

Cities across America are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as families fleeing violence and persecution come
to the United States to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local
government has been absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in cars, on MUNI, and under gas station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately do the following:

1. Prioritize families for shelter

2. Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3. Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone can view the Department of Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and
where immigrants can monitor their own progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’ s proclamation as a Sanctuary City and make our city a better
place for families, children, and San Francisco residents. As part of Calvary Presbyterian’s community — a church that has been a
sanctuary congregation supporting immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy — we have seen firsthand the need for
more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable familiesto live safely and securely. We cannot continue to makeup for the City’s
broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:
“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we
wanted to come here,” said Karla Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs

threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the redlity has been different.”

“1 thought we were going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell usthat they are full, the shelters are
full, thereis no space. Even with my one month old baby, there is no response.” — Jenifer Carcamo, asylum seeker from Honduras.

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have — supporting families, welcoming al particularly those fleeing violence
or unable to live safely elsewhere — by addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely,

Georgina Khodayari

Georgina Khodayari
1282 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109
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April 21st, 2024

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across America are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the United States to seek asylum. In San
Francisco, a city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local
government has been absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in cars, on MUNI,
and under gas station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco
immediately do the following:

1. Prioritize families for shelter

2. Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3. Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone can view the Department
of Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families, children, and San Francisco
residents. As part of Calvary Presbyterian’s community — a church that has been a sanctuary
congregation supporting immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy — we
have seen firsthand the need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families
to live safely and securely. We cannot continue to makeup for the City’s broken systems and
shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and
that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla Margarita Solito, who
arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs threatened multiple
times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been different.”

“l thought we were going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just
tell us that they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one month old
baby, there is no response.” — Jenifer Carcamo, asylum seeker from Honduras.

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have — supporting families,

welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere — by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

) af%&da?m

Georgina Khodayari
1282 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109

Sincerely,
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,
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Georgina Khodayari
1282 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“people told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, Z)A/(,{[L[\j n Carr\' o

LTE cose Manager
150 Executive Park Blvd - SF CP 44134





From: Patricia Ahlbrandt

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Homeless/Immigrant children
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 3:26:14 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please take the actions necessary to humanely house immigrant and homeless children. The current situationis

inhumane.
Patricia Ahlbrandt

Sent from my iPad
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From: Lora Lempert

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Unhoused children
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:36:47 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear supervisors,

It is shameful that is city with the resources of San Francisco and the reputation for liberal
ideas would allow families with children to sleep on the street! Please Support first choice
housing for families with children.

Lora Bex Lempert, Ph.D.
Professor Emerita
University of Michigan - Dearborn

“Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about the things that matter.”
— Martin Luther King, Jr.
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From: Jackelyne Carrillo

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Resolution urging the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to prioritize families with children
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:19:17 PM

Attachments: April 19th, 2024.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello,

I'm an SF Resident in support of Safai's resolution to urge the Department of Homel essness
and Supportive Housing to prioritize Immigrant families for same day shelters. Refer to
attached document for letter.

Jackelyne (Jackie) Carrillo
She/Her/Hers

Case Manager, Latino Task Force (LTF)
Excelsior & Bayview Hubs

Bay Area Community Resources

=

M 415-942-2495 E jcarrillo@bacr.org W www.bacr.org

IMPORTANT: The contents of this email and any attachments are
confidential. They are intended for the named recipient(s) only. If you
have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
immediately and do not disclose the contents to anyone or make
copies thereof.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“people told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, Z)A/(,{[L[\j n Carr\' o

LTE cose Manager
150 Executive Park Blvd - SF CP 44134









From: Carolina Martinez

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: Supporting homeless immigrants families

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:11:27 PM

Attachments: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai. and Director McSpadden..pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

. different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

= o oo O









From: Nathalia Bedoya

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: Supporting homeless immigrant families

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:11:05 PM

Attachments: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai. and Director McSpadden..pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been

absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Createa multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been
different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,
there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,

welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, A% 5@\ MISSiOVk B%
Nolalo el 5 G0 QYJQ\JVO'
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gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been
different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,
there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,

welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, A% 5@\ MISSiOVk B%
Nolalo el 5 G0 QYJQ\JVO'





From: MARIO FLORES

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: Resolution supporting homeless immigrant tamiles

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:10:38 PM

Attachments: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden..pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“people told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely,
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,
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immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely,






From: Bolick, Erin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Re: No More Children Sleeping on The Streets
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:42:41 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Please support housing for our families!

Best,
Erin

On Fri, Apr 19, 2024 at 3:30 PM Bolick, Erin <bolicke@sfusd.edu> wrote:
| am apublic school social worker. | have many families coming to me daily looking for
work, shelter, food, and other basic necessities. We have alot of studentsin unstable
housing situations. No child should be sleeping on the street. It isinhuman!

Best Regards,

Erin Mausisa-Bolick

she/her

School Social Worker

Thurgood Marshall Academic High School

SFUSD Family Resource Link Line: 415-340-1716, Monday thru Friday, 9am - 1pm
For Families experiencing homelessness contact one of the city’s Access Points:

Central City Access Point- 415-644-0504

Bayview Access Point- 415-430-6320

Mission Access Point - 415-972-1281

San Francisco Comprehensive Child Crisis: (415) 970-3800
The 24/7 Safe & Sound TALK Line: 415-441-KIDS (415-441-5437)

Crisis Hotline / SF Suicide Prevention Hotline: (415) 781-0500
CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT INFORMATION:

Best Regards,
Erin Mausisa-Bolick
she/her



mailto:bolicke@sfusd.edu

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:bolicke@sfusd.edu



School Social Worker
Thurgood Marshall Academic High School

SFUSD Family Resource Link Line: 415-340-1716, Monday thru Friday, 9am - 1pm
For Families experiencing homelessness contact one of the city’s Access Points:

Central City Access Point- 415-644-0504

Bayview Access Point- 415-430-6320

Mission Access Point - 415-972-1281

San Francisco Comprehensive Child Crisis: (415) 970-3800
The 24/7 Safe & Sound TALK Line: 415-441-KIDS (415-441-5437)

Crisis Hotline / SF Suicide Prevention Hotline: (415) 781-0500
CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT INFORMATION:





From: Bolick, Erin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: No More Children Sleeping on The Streets
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:30:57 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

| am a public school social worker. | have many families coming to me daily looking for work,
shelter, food, and other basic necessities. We have alot of students in unstable housing
situations. No child should be sleeping on the street. It isinhuman!

Best Regards,

Erin Mausisa-Bolick

she/her

School Social Worker

Thurgood Marshall Academic High School

SFUSD Family Resource Link Line: 415-340-1716, Monday thru Friday, 9am - 1pm

For Families experiencing homelessness contact one of the city’s Access Points:
[ )

Central City Access Point- 415-644-0504

Bayview Access Point- 415-430-6320

Mission Access Point - 415-972-1281

San Francisco Comprehensive Child Crisis: (415) 970-3800
The 24/7 Safe & Sound TALK Line: 415-441-KIDS (415-441-5437)

Crisis Hotline / SF Suicide Prevention Hotline: (415) 781-0500
CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT INFORMATION:
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From: Geri Almanza

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: 4/22/24 Safai Housing Legislation

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:07:04 PM
Attachments: uesfscans@amail.com_20240419_154526.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi

| would like to submit this letter for the official record on behalf of UESF President Cassondra
Curiel.
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United Educators of San Francisco
AFT/CFT, AFL-CI0 » NEA/CTA

Mayor London Breed

City Hall, Room 200

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

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

City Hall, Room 244

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

Director McSpadden

Director, Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
City Hall, Room 358

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

On behalf of the United Educators of San Francisco, | am writing to express our full support for
Supervisor Safai's resolution advocating for immediate prioritization of families for shelter, the
establishment of additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and the creation of
a multilingual public dashboard for the Department of Homelessness shelter waitlist where
immigrants can monitor their own progress toward receiving shelter.

As educators deeply embedded in the fabric of San Francisco's communities, we witness
firsthand the profound impact of homelessness on our students and their families. Every day, we
see children coming to schoo! hungry, exhausted, and anxious because they lack stable
housing. Every child in San Francisco should have a safe and stable place to call home, where
they can thrive academically, socially, and emotionally.

Prioritizing families for shelter is not only the compassionate thing to do, but it is also essential
for breaking the cycle of intergenerational poverty and homelessness. By providing families with
immediate access to shelter, we can prevent further trauma and instability, allowing parents to
focus on securing employment and accessing resources to rebuild their lives.

Furthermore, we recognize the unique challenges faced by immigrant families in accessing
housing and support services. Many immigrant families fear seeking assistance due to concerns
about their immigration status, leaving them particularly vulnerable to homelessness. It is crucial







that our city takes proactive steps to ensure that all families, regardless of immigration status,
have equitable access to shelter and support services.

Additionally, the establishment of a multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist is a vital
step towards transparency and accountability in addressing homelessness in our city. This
dashboard will empower residents to track the progress of shelter placements and advocate for
improvements in our homelessness response system. By providing information in multiple
languages, we can ensure that all members of our diverse community can actively engage in
efforts to address homelessness.

In conclusion, we urge you to swiftly pass and implement the resolution to prioritize families for
shelter, establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and create a
multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist. Qur children and families cannot wait any
longer for the support and resources they urgently need. As we fight for the schools our
students deserve, we expect the city of San Francisco to make sure our students have the
resources necessary to fully participate in their schooling which includes dignified housing.

Thank you for your attention to this critical issue, and we look forward to working together to
create a more just and compassionate San Francisco.

Cassondra Curiel
President, United Educators of San Francisco









United Educators of San Francisco
AFT/CFT, AFL-CI0 » NEA/CTA

Mayor London Breed

City Hall, Room 200

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

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

City Hall, Room 244

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

Director McSpadden

Director, Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
City Hall, Room 358

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

On behalf of the United Educators of San Francisco, | am writing to express our full support for
Supervisor Safai's resolution advocating for immediate prioritization of families for shelter, the
establishment of additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and the creation of
a multilingual public dashboard for the Department of Homelessness shelter waitlist where
immigrants can monitor their own progress toward receiving shelter.

As educators deeply embedded in the fabric of San Francisco's communities, we witness
firsthand the profound impact of homelessness on our students and their families. Every day, we
see children coming to schoo! hungry, exhausted, and anxious because they lack stable
housing. Every child in San Francisco should have a safe and stable place to call home, where
they can thrive academically, socially, and emotionally.

Prioritizing families for shelter is not only the compassionate thing to do, but it is also essential
for breaking the cycle of intergenerational poverty and homelessness. By providing families with
immediate access to shelter, we can prevent further trauma and instability, allowing parents to
focus on securing employment and accessing resources to rebuild their lives.

Furthermore, we recognize the unique challenges faced by immigrant families in accessing
housing and support services. Many immigrant families fear seeking assistance due to concerns
about their immigration status, leaving them particularly vulnerable to homelessness. It is crucial





that our city takes proactive steps to ensure that all families, regardless of immigration status,
have equitable access to shelter and support services.

Additionally, the establishment of a multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist is a vital
step towards transparency and accountability in addressing homelessness in our city. This
dashboard will empower residents to track the progress of shelter placements and advocate for
improvements in our homelessness response system. By providing information in multiple
languages, we can ensure that all members of our diverse community can actively engage in
efforts to address homelessness.

In conclusion, we urge you to swiftly pass and implement the resolution to prioritize families for
shelter, establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and create a
multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist. Qur children and families cannot wait any
longer for the support and resources they urgently need. As we fight for the schools our
students deserve, we expect the city of San Francisco to make sure our students have the
resources necessary to fully participate in their schooling which includes dignified housing.

Thank you for your attention to this critical issue, and we look forward to working together to
create a more just and compassionate San Francisco.

Cassondra Curiel
President, United Educators of San Francisco
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From: Malin Alegria

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: No child sleeping on the street
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:55:49 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please support Faith in Action motion for no nifios dormir di en lacalle. | am akindergarten teacher with 6 yearsin
the district. We need to really be a sanctuary city and support al of sfusd’s students.

Thank you,

Malin Ramirez
Hillcrest elementary
Sent from my iPhone



From: Melissa Grasso Luna

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Cc: fiaba@faithinactionba.org; galmanza@uesf.org

Subject: Re: Urgent: No more children living on the streets!
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:30:44 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Mayor Breed,

| am a 3rd grade teacher that serves newcomer students at SFUSD's Mission Education
Center. Every day my students come in tired from sleepless nights from sleeping on the
streets or having to wake up early due to shelters shuffling families out. The trauma of our
students' and families journeys are compounded with the trauma of being forced onto the
streets with no place to go after their vouchers have expired.

According to the National Child Traumatic Stress Network (NCTSN); chronic stress
associated with homelessness can lead to alterations in brain structure and function,
affecting areas responsible for memory, learning, and emotional regulation. Early
intervention and stable housing are crucial to mitigate these effects and promote healthy
brain development in children experiencing homelessness.

How urgently will the City address the critical issue of children exposed to houselessness,
considering the profound and lasting impact on their brain development, and what
immediate actions will be taken to provide them with stable housing and supportive
services to mitigate these detrimental effects?

Although our students are resilient, there is no need for them to have to be constantly
exposed to the trauma of houselessness on a daily basis in a sanctuary city like San
Francisco. They deserve the right to a warm home, a good night's rest and the ability to
come to school safely.

Regards,

Melissa Grasso Luna

3rd Grade, bilingual Educator
Mission Education Center, SFUSD



From: Kathleen Purcell

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: SF families without shelter

Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:03:03 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

SF is a city with a character, a personality, an identity and a responsibility. The Board of Supervisors
and the Mayor have tremendous power over what SF is and will be. Your decisions in many ways
determine the character and identity of San Francisco. That is your power, and that is your
responsibility.

We cannot be a city where children sleep on the streets. Of course, | ask for more than that.
Homelessness and the need to address it effectively goes far beyond just children. But care for our
children is the bare minimum. Anything else is shameful. We look to you to keep San Francisco
from that shame. We look to you to take up the responsibility to assure that SF does the right thing.
Families, including immigrant families, need to be given priority in shelter and supportive housing.
We call upon you to act now.

Kathleen Purcell, Lifelong resident of San Francisco



From: Alexa Frankenberg

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:00:38 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi--1 write as amember of Calvary Presbyterian Church's Living Sanctuary group. We have
supported a number of families seeking asylum who live/lived in San Francisco and have seen
firsthand the barriers that they face.

Related to the hearing this morning on the resolution to address families forced to wait for
housing, | request that Supervisors address the following:

o why must families wait two weeks and face homelessness, with all of the challenges this
poses particularly for minor children, when then city could find alternatives?

o gpecifically, why can't the hotel voucher program be expanded or permanent housing be
made available to move other families out of sheltersto free up space?

« why isthere not transparency on thiswaiting list so that families can have more
certainty and make plans?

| am incredibly concerned about the impact of homel essness particularly on children's safety
and well-being and their ability to learn. | believe this currently policy isinconsistent with
values that | and many other San Franciscans hold to support all who live here.

Alexa



From: Jamie Richardson

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Support of the Resolution urging the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a
Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter.

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 10:35:27 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors and Mayor London Breed,

I am writing to you today in support of the Resolution urging the Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive
Shelter.

The current state of play for migrant arrivals cannot hold. San Francisco is a Sanctuary City, a beacon of
hope for all who come to live and contribute here-- from our queer and trans ancestors, looking for a
place that would accept them, to immigrants of decades past, looking for a home to rebuild their lives--
San Francisco has been that beacon. However, the current policies in place to address the homelessness
crisis we face as a city lack the cultural competency and awareness to better meet the moment we are
facing.

I understand the situation is dire and that our homelessness crisis has been around for a long time. But
refusing to acknowledge new and intentional systems and policies that need to be implemented to meet
the needs of migrant families-- who are incredibly vulnerable sleeping in temporary shelters or on the
streets-- is downright cruel. We must take action as San Franciscans, and we must live up to what it
means to be a City of Welcome.

Child homelessness is a crisis that cannot be understated. The mental, health, and social development
impacts of child homelessness aren't fixed when a family is housed eventually. Every day that a child is
homeless, can compound into lifelong traumas. Child homelessness is the number one indicator of adult
homelessness. And for children from migrant families, the added challenges of navigating a new culture,
country, and environment, is devastating.

Now is the time to take action, to devise a comprehensive plan to support these families in finding
shelter. The City MUST respond and respond quickly.

Thank you,

Jamie Richardson
District 8 resident



From: Kathy Ciabattoni

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Immigrant Families Resolution/Hearing 4/22/24
Date: Saturday, April 20, 2024 10:16:40 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,
We are writing to ask you to pay attention to the urgent moral crisis facing homeless families
in San Francisco. We cannot have children sleeping on the streets of our great Sanctuary city!

Please support the demands of immigrant families, and all homeless families:
The immigrant families demands are simple and cost-effective, and based on
their lived experience and months of research:

1. We call on the Department of Homelessness to guarantee shelter space
or a hotel voucher the same day that any family with children arrives at
a City Access Point.

2. We call on the Department of Homel essness to expedite the movement
of families from shelters into more permanent housing, with an online
public dashboard where families and the public can monitor the waiting
list and movement of families into permanent housing

And | add arequest as aretired City Department of Human Services employee, please ask the
Mayor to hold the Department of Homelessness staff accountable for the affordable housing
units that sit vacant as so many families are without shelter. It isbureaucracy failing San
Francisco once more. Please help get families into those units!

As members of Calvary Presbyterian Church and long time residents of San Francisco, we ask
you to address this moral crisis. Our city is suffering with too many homeless, it affects the
quality of lifefor al of us. And no children should ever be sleeping on the streets of this, so
called, Sanctuary city.

Thank you for your thoughtful deliberation and support of the requested action for the
Department of Homel essness.

Yours sincerely,
Alger and Kathleen Ciabattoni
Zip 94127



From: A. Colichidas

To: Ronen. Hillary (BOS); RonensStaff (BOS)

Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Breed,
Mayor London (MYR); SE Gray Panthers Board

Subject: SUPPORT: FILE NO. 240239 RESOLUTION Urging Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to
Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter]

Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 8:30:07 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Regarding FILE NO. 240239, to be considered by the SF Board of Supervisors Rules
Committee on April 22, 2024 for referral to the entire SF Board of Supervisors.

Dear Supervisor Hillary Ronen, fellow members of the SF BOS Rules Committee
(Supervisors, Walton, Safai); and the entire San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

My nameis Ann Colichidas, | am on the Board of the SF Gray Panthers; member of the
Cdifornia Alliance For Retired Americans; and | livein SF's District 9.

| urge you, my member of the SF BOS Supervisor Ronen, the SF BOS Rules committee
members Ronen, Walton and Safai; and the entire SF Board of Supervisorsto vote in favor
of File#240239: A RESOLUTION Urging Department of Homel essness and Supportive
Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to
Receive Shelter.

| join my fellow Gray Panther Board Member Art Persyko and Faith in Action Bay Areato
ask you the following questions:

1) There are over 400 homeless families on the waiting list for shelter. Why has the City not
expanded the cost-effective hotel voucher program to meet the need?

2) Many other families have been languishing in congregate shelters for months on end.
Why has the City not expedited the movement of families out of shelters and into available
permanent housing?

3) Why isthe Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with homeless
families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will take until they access
dignified housing?

4) Thereisasubsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with 165 spaces
funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why isthe City not getting these
resources out to families more quickly?

5). Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are serious and
long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it’'s having a serious kids' ability to
learn. Why isthe City government not taking this problem more seriously?



6). The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713 million. How is
it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in our City?

7). How isthisreality consistent with our San Francisco values? When it comes to asylum
seeking families fleeing from violence and trauma, why are we not welcoming them in a
manner that’s consistent with our status as a Sanctuary City?

Thank you for reading my letter of support and for voting your conscience to validate San
Francisco values to enact thisresolution in FILE NO. 240239 Urging Department of
Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes
Families with Children to Receive Shelter.

Thank you!
Ann Colichidas

3222 18th Street B
SF 94110



From: mason waller

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Vote to support...
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:59:29 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors,

| urge you to vote to support Supervisor Ahsha Safai and Faith in Action's demands for "no
mas nifios viviendo en la calle/no more kids sleeping in the streets.”

We urgently need housing and transparency about how resources at city access points are
determined, allocated, and managed.

We deserve your full support for thisin order to commit to SF truly being a sanctuary city.

Thanks,
Mason Waller

E Virus-free.www.avast.com



From: Elliot Helman

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Safai"s resolution prioritizing families with children for shelter housing (#240239)
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:47:51 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Greetings,

| urge you to support Supervisor Safai's resolution. While homelessness is a
heartbreaking (and increasing) reality in the US, it is especially tragic that families
with children are sleeping in our streets. The potential for psychological and physical
harm that can befall young children on the streets is well documented. Our City must
find creative ways, among the many that are being suggested, such as prioritizing
families with children for emergency housing, providing hotel vouchers and providing
access to in-language, accessible, real-time updates on where families are in the
process of attaining assistance.

We like to think that San Francisco is a world-class, international city. Families
sleeping on the streets is not the San Francisco we want to show the world and
should be a shame to us all.

Thank you.

Elliot Helman
94158



From: Phyllis Shulman, Ph. D., MFT

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Resolution# 249239
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:35:25 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

As a psychotherapist who lives and works in our beloved sanctuary city, | strongly
urge you to immediately ensure housing for all our children. It is unconscionable that
despite adequate legislation and the allocation of funds, we continue to force children
to sleep on our sidewalks which we know is traumatic for them and their families.

Yours truly,
Phyllis Shulman, Ph.D., MFT



From: Elsa Cabezas

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Hearing Comment- No More Children Sleeping in the Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:34:34 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

April 21, 2024
Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cries across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homel essness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had a designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
stations roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai's resolution, and ask that San francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter

2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone calview the Department of
Homelessness shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own progress toward
receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco's proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian's community--a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy - we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable familiesto live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City's broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

"Peopletold us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and
that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here," said Karla Margarita Solito, who
arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs threatened multiple
times to kill her husband. "But the reality has been different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, "1 thought we were going
to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that they are full,
the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby, thereis no
response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have-supporting families,
welcoming al particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely el sewhere-by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.



We will also like to see the response regarding this whole situation and how is the city going
to resolverthis:

e Why is the Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with
homeless families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will
take until they access dignified housing?

e There is a subsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with
165 spaces funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why
is the City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

e Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are
serious and long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it's
having a serious kids’ ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking
this problem more seriously?

e The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713
million. How is it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in
our City?

Sincerely,
Elsa Cabezas
SF CA, 94124

Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA)

2301 Mission Street, Suite 301
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 282-3334

Follow us: |nstagram, Twitter, LinkedIn, Facebook and YouTube.

Please Note: MEDA observes Wellness Fridays by providing staff with a modified schedule ending at 12:30pm.

Tenga en cuenta: MEDA practica Viernes de bienestar al proporcionar a su equipo de trabajo un horario modificado
que finaliza a las 12:30 p.m.



From: Elsa Cabezas

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); ayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
Subject: Hearing Comment- No More Children Sleeping in the Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:31:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

April 21, 2024
Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cries across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homel essness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had a designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
stations roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai's resolution, and ask that San francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter

2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create amultilingual public dashboard where anyone calview the Department of
Homelessness' shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own progress toward
receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco's proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian's community--a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy - we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable familiesto live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City's broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

"Peopletold us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and
that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here," said Karla Margarita Solito, who
arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs threatened multiple
timesto kill her husband. "But the reality has been different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, "1 thought we were going
to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that they are full,
the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby, thereis no
response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have-supporting families,
welcoming al particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere-by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.



We will also like to see the response regarding this whole situation and how is the city going
to resolvethis:

e Why is the Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with
homeless families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will
take until they access dignified housing?

e There is a subsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with 165
spaces funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why is the
City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

e Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are
serious and long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it's having
a serious kids’ ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking this
problem more seriously?

e The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713
million. How is it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in our
City?

Sincerely,
Elsa Cabezas
SF CA, 94124

Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA)

2301 Mission Street, Suite 301
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 282-3334

Follow us: |nstagram, Twitter, LinkedIn, Facebook and YouTube.

Please Note: MEDA observes Wellness Fridays by providing staff with a modified schedule ending at 12:30pm.

Tenga en cuenta: MEDA practica Viernes de bienestar al proporcionar a su equipo de trabajo un horario modificado
que finaliza a las 12:30 p.m.



From: Jane Hurlburt

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Families Sleepig in SF Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:26:54 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

SF Board of Supervisors,
How can we as San Franciscans continue to ignore the homeless tragedy in our beloved city?
Why not expand the hotel voucher program to meet the growing need for shelter?
How can we make available more permanent and affordable housing?
With over 2,000 homeless children in our city who will turn into adults - there could be
a situation where drugs and crime are their only future.
Please show and act with compassion when you meet tomorrow on the Faith in Action
Bay Area' s community ministries' resolution of the ever growing homeless issue.
Please make our city a shining example of caring for our homeless brethren,
especialy the children.

Thank you for your consideration of our request for an answer, an action, a solution.

Yourstruly,

Jane Hurlburt

Sanctuary Team

Calvary Presbyterian Church - San Francisco



From: Lynn Murphy

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Re No More Children Sleeping in the Streets
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:07:42 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Today you will be asked to consider the fate of real people who have come to San Francisco
for abetter life. Parents who have risked everything to provide a better life for their children.
Please support the resolution written by Supervisor Ahsha Safai and co-sponsored by
Supervisors Dean Preston, Hillary Ronen, Shamann Walton, Connie Chan, and Aaron Peskin.

As amother, entrepreneur, and longtime voting citizen of San Francisco, | ask you to lead
with love and kindness and vote to take responsibility and ensure the health, safety, and
dignity of humanity. San Francisco is one of the most beautiful and wealthiest citiesin the
world and it is unconscionable to condemn children and their families out on the streets.

| have learned that there are over 400 families on the waiting list for shelter -- and many
hundreds more have been languishing in congregate emergency shelters since last summer.

e Why is the Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with
homeless families about where they are on the waiting list, or how long it will
take until they access dignified housing?

e There is a subsidy program for homeless families called “Family Flex” with 165
spaces funded by SF taxpayers, but only about 50 are being used. Why is the
City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

e Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are
serious and long-lasting. Teachers and social workers are saying that it's having
a serious kids’ ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking this
problem more seriously?

o The annual budget of the Department of Homelessness this year is $713
million. How is it possible that we still have over 2000 homeless children in our
City?

« How is this reality consistent with our San Francisco values? When it comes to
asylum seeking families fleeing from violence and trauma, why are we not
welcoming them in a manner that’s consistent with our status as a Sanctuary
City?

Thank you for your service,
Lynn Lee Murphy



From: Art Persyko

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Stefani. Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen
Hillary (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); SE Gray Panthers Board

Subject: Letter of support to SF BOS: FILE NO. 240239 RESOLUTION Urging Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter]

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:04:36 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

April 21, 2024

Regarding FILE NO. 240239, to be considered by the SF Board of Supervisors Rules Committee on April 22, 2024
for referral to the entire SF Board of Supervisors.

Dear Supervisor Catherine Sefani; members of the SF BOS Rules Committee (Supervisors Ronen, Walton, Safai);
and the entire San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

My nameis Art Persyko, | am on the Board of the SF Gray Panthers; a co-convener of the California Alliance For
Retired Americans; and | livein SF's District 2.

| urge you, my member of the SF BOS Supervisor Stefani; the SF BOS Rules committee members Ronen, Walton
and Safai; and the entire SF Board of Supervisorsto vote in favor of File# 240239: A RESOLUTION Urging
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families
with Children to Receive Shelter.

| join Faith in Action Bay Areato ask you the following questions:

1) There are over 400 homeless families on the waiting list for shelter. Why has the City not expanded the cost-
effective hotel voucher program to meet the need?

2) Many other families have been languishing in congregate shelters for months on end. Why has the City not
expedited the movement of families out of shelters and into available permanent housing?

3) Why isthe Department of Homelessness unwilling to be transparent with homel ess families about where they are
on the waiting list, or how long it will take until they access dignified housing?

4) Thereisasubsidy program for homeless families called “ Family Flex” with 165 spaces funded by SF taxpayers,
but only about 50 are being used. Why is the City not getting these resources out to families more quickly?

5). Doctors are saying that the health impacts of homelessness on children are serious and long-lasting. Teachers and
social workers are saying that it's having a serious kids' ability to learn. Why is the City government not taking this
problem more seriously?

6). The annual budget of the Department of Homel essness this year is $713 million. How isit possible that we still
have over 2000 homeless children in our City?

7). How isthisreality consistent with our San Francisco values? When it comes to asylum seeking families fleeing
from violence and trauma, why are we not welcoming them in a manner that’ s consistent with our status as a
Sanctuary City?

Thank you for reading my letter of support and for voting your conscience to validate San Francisco values to enact



thisresolution in FILE NO. 240239 Urging Department of Homel essness and Supportive Housing to Develop a
Comprehensive Plan that Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter.

Thank you!
-Sincerely, Art Persyko, 2190 Washington Street, Apt 608, San Francisco, California, 94109; and board member of

the SF Gray Panthers as well as the co-convener of the San Francisco Community Action Team of the California
Alliance for Retired Americans.



From: Suzanne Martin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Homelessness
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 4:16:15 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please move homeless people off the streets and into shelters and permanent housing. Use annual budget of $713
million to treat homeless. Please clean filthy streets. Thereis no excuse for streets being so dirty and full of trash.

Suzanne Martin
San Francisco CA 94109

Sent from my iPhone



From: Georgina K.

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Resolution urging Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to Develop a Comprehensive Plan that
Prioritizes Families with Children to Receive Shelter

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 3:56:33 PM

Attachments: Letter for SF Board of Supervisors.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

April 21st, 2024

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director M cSpadden,

Cities across America are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as families fleeing violence and persecution come
to the United States to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local
government has been absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in cars, on MUNI, and under gas station roofs.

Wewritein support of Supervisor Safai’sresolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately do the following:

1 Prioritizefamiliesfor shelter

2. Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3. Createa multilingual public dashboard wher e anyone can view the Department of Homelessness' shelter waitlist and
whereimmigrants can monitor their own progresstoward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’ s proclamation as a Sanctuary City and make our city a better
place for families, children, and San Francisco residents. As part of Calvary Presbyterian’s community — a church that has been a
sanctuary congregation supporting immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy — we have seen firsthand the need for
more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable familiesto live safely and securely. We cannot continue to makeup for the City’s
broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:
“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we
wanted to come here,” said Karla Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs

threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the redlity has been different.”

“1 thought we were going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell usthat they are full, the shelters are
full, thereis no space. Even with my one month old baby, there is no response.” — Jenifer Carcamo, asylum seeker from Honduras.

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have — supporting families, welcoming al particularly those fleeing violence
or unable to live safely elsewhere — by addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely,

Georgina Khodayari

Georgina Khodayari
1282 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109



April 21st, 2024

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across America are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the United States to seek asylum. In San
Francisco, a city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local
government has been absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in cars, on MUNI,
and under gas station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco
immediately do the following:

1. Prioritize families for shelter

2. Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3. Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone can view the Department
of Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families, children, and San Francisco
residents. As part of Calvary Presbyterian’s community — a church that has been a sanctuary
congregation supporting immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy — we
have seen firsthand the need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families
to live safely and securely. We cannot continue to makeup for the City’s broken systems and
shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and
that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla Margarita Solito, who
arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs threatened multiple
times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been different.”

“l thought we were going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just
tell us that they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one month old
baby, there is no response.” — Jenifer Carcamo, asylum seeker from Honduras.

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have — supporting families,

welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere — by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

) af%&da?m

Georgina Khodayari
1282 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109

Sincerely,






April 21st, 2024

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across America are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the United States to seek asylum. In San
Francisco, a city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local
government has been absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in cars, on MUNI,
and under gas station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco
immediately do the following:

1. Prioritize families for shelter

2. Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3. Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone can view the Department
of Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families, children, and San Francisco
residents. As part of Calvary Presbyterian’s community — a church that has been a sanctuary
congregation supporting immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy — we
have seen firsthand the need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families
to live safely and securely. We cannot continue to makeup for the City’s broken systems and
shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected immigrants, and
that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla Margarita Solito, who
arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after gangs threatened multiple
times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been different.”

“l thought we were going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just
tell us that they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one month old
baby, there is no response.” — Jenifer Carcamo, asylum seeker from Honduras.

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have — supporting families,

welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere — by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

) af%&da?m

Georgina Khodayari
1282 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109

Sincerely,
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“people told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, Z)A/(,{[L[\j n Carr\' o

LTE cose Manager
150 Executive Park Blvd - SF CP 44134



From: Patricia Ahlbrandt

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Homeless/Immigrant children
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 3:26:14 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please take the actions necessary to humanely house immigrant and homeless children. The current situationis

inhumane.
Patricia Ahlbrandt

Sent from my iPad



From: Lora Lempert

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Unhoused children
Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 9:36:47 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear supervisors,

It is shameful that is city with the resources of San Francisco and the reputation for liberal
ideas would allow families with children to sleep on the street! Please Support first choice
housing for families with children.

Lora Bex Lempert, Ph.D.
Professor Emerita
University of Michigan - Dearborn

“Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about the things that matter.”
— Martin Luther King, Jr.



From: Jackelyne Carrillo

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Resolution urging the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing to prioritize families with children
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:19:17 PM

Attachments: April 19th, 2024.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello,

I'm an SF Resident in support of Safai's resolution to urge the Department of Homel essness
and Supportive Housing to prioritize Immigrant families for same day shelters. Refer to
attached document for letter.

Jackelyne (Jackie) Carrillo
She/Her/Hers

Case Manager, Latino Task Force (LTF)
Excelsior & Bayview Hubs

Bay Area Community Resources

=

M 415-942-2495 E jcarrillo@bacr.org W www.bacr.org

IMPORTANT: The contents of this email and any attachments are
confidential. They are intended for the named recipient(s) only. If you
have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
immediately and do not disclose the contents to anyone or make
copies thereof.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“people told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, Z)A/(,{[L[\j n Carr\' o

LTE cose Manager
150 Executive Park Blvd - SF CP 44134






From: Carolina Martinez

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: Supporting homeless immigrants families

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:11:27 PM

Attachments: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai. and Director McSpadden..pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

. different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.
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From: Nathalia Bedoya

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: Supporting homeless immigrant families

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:11:05 PM

Attachments: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai. and Director McSpadden..pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been

absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Createa multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been
different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,
there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,

welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, A% 5@\ MISSiOVk B%
Nolalo el 5 G0 QYJQ\JVO'






04/19/ 2024

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been

absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Createa multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“People told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been
different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,
there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,

welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely, A% 5@\ MISSiOVk B%
Nolalo el 5 G0 QYJQ\JVO'



From: MARIO FLORES

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: Resolution supporting homeless immigrant tamiles

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:10:38 PM

Attachments: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden..pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“people told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely,
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

Cities across the country are experiencing a surge in both immigration and homelessness as
families fleeing violence and persecution come to the U.S. to seek asylum. In San Francisco, a
city that has had designated Sanctuary City status since 1989, the local government has been
absent in its response, leaving small children to sleep in vehicles, on MUNI, and under gas
station roofs.

We write in support of Supervisor Safai’s resolution, and ask that San Francisco immediately
do the following:

1) Prioritize families for shelter
2) Establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families

3) Create a multilingual public dashboard where anyone caflview the Department of
Homelessness’ shelter waitlist and where immigrants can monitor their own
progress toward receiving shelter.

These are common sense solutions that more fully meet San Francisco’s proclamation as a
Sanctuary City and make our city a better place for families and children. As part of Calvary
Presbyterian’s community—a church that has been a sanctuary congregation supporting
immigrants through accompaniment, education, and advocacy—we have seen firsthand the
need for more supportive, family-friendly policies that enable families to live safely and
securely. We cannot continue to make up for the City’s broken systems and shortcomings.

We share below testimonies from immigrants about why these policies are necessary:

“people told us that San Francisco was a Sanctuary City where they protected
immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
gangs threatened multiple times to kill her husband. “But the reality has been

different.”

Jenifer Carcamo, another asylum seeker from Honduras, explained, “I thought we were
going to have stable, safe housing, but at the City Access Points, they just tell us that
they are full, the shelters are full, there is no space. Even with my one-month-old baby,

there is no response.”

We call on San Francisco to live the values we believe it to have—supporting families,
welcoming all particularly those fleeing violence or unable to live safely elsewhere—by
addressing the needs we raise above and in solidarity with Faith in Action Bay Area.

Sincerely,




From: Bolick, Erin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Re: No More Children Sleeping on The Streets
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:42:41 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Please support housing for our families!

Best,
Erin

On Fri, Apr 19, 2024 at 3:30 PM Bolick, Erin <bolicke@sfusd.edu> wrote:

| am apublic school social worker. | have many families coming to me daily looking for
work, shelter, food, and other basic necessities. We have alot of studentsin unstable
housing situations. No child should be sleeping on the street. It isinhuman!

Best Regards,

Erin Mausisa-Bolick

she/her

School Social Worker

Thurgood Marshall Academic High School

SFUSD Family Resource Link Line: 415-340-1716, Monday thru Friday, 9am - 1pm
For Families experiencing homelessness contact one of the city’s Access Points:

Central City Access Point- 415-644-0504

Bayview Access Point- 415-430-6320

Mission Access Point - 415-972-1281

San Francisco Comprehensive Child Crisis: (415) 970-3800
The 24/7 Safe & Sound TALK Line: 415-441-KIDS (415-441-5437)

Crisis Hotline / SF Suicide Prevention Hotline: (415) 781-0500
CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT INFORMATION:

Best Regards,
Erin Mausisa-Bolick
she/her



School Social Worker
Thurgood Marshall Academic High School

SFUSD Family Resource Link Line: 415-340-1716, Monday thru Friday, 9am - 1pm
For Families experiencing homelessness contact one of the city’s Access Points:

Central City Access Point- 415-644-0504

Bayview Access Point- 415-430-6320

Mission Access Point - 415-972-1281

San Francisco Comprehensive Child Crisis: (415) 970-3800
The 24/7 Safe & Sound TALK Line: 415-441-KIDS (415-441-5437)

Crisis Hotline / SF Suicide Prevention Hotline: (415) 781-0500
CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT INFORMATION:



From: Bolick, Erin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: No More Children Sleeping on The Streets
Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:30:57 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

| am a public school social worker. | have many families coming to me daily looking for work,
shelter, food, and other basic necessities. We have alot of students in unstable housing
situations. No child should be sleeping on the street. It isinhuman!

Best Regards,

Erin Mausisa-Bolick

she/her

School Social Worker

Thurgood Marshall Academic High School

SFUSD Family Resource Link Line: 415-340-1716, Monday thru Friday, 9am - 1pm

For Families experiencing homelessness contact one of the city’s Access Points:
[ )

Central City Access Point- 415-644-0504

Bayview Access Point- 415-430-6320

Mission Access Point - 415-972-1281

San Francisco Comprehensive Child Crisis: (415) 970-3800
The 24/7 Safe & Sound TALK Line: 415-441-KIDS (415-441-5437)

Crisis Hotline / SF Suicide Prevention Hotline: (415) 781-0500
CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT INFORMATION:



From: Geri Almanza

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: 4/22/24 Safai Housing Legislation

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 3:07:04 PM
Attachments: uesfscans@amail.com_20240419_154526.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi

| would like to submit this letter for the official record on behalf of UESF President Cassondra
Curiel.



United Educators of San Francisco
AFT/CFT, AFL-CI0 » NEA/CTA

Mayor London Breed

City Hall, Room 200

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

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

City Hall, Room 244

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

Director McSpadden

Director, Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
City Hall, Room 358

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

On behalf of the United Educators of San Francisco, | am writing to express our full support for
Supervisor Safai's resolution advocating for immediate prioritization of families for shelter, the
establishment of additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and the creation of
a multilingual public dashboard for the Department of Homelessness shelter waitlist where
immigrants can monitor their own progress toward receiving shelter.

As educators deeply embedded in the fabric of San Francisco's communities, we witness
firsthand the profound impact of homelessness on our students and their families. Every day, we
see children coming to schoo! hungry, exhausted, and anxious because they lack stable
housing. Every child in San Francisco should have a safe and stable place to call home, where
they can thrive academically, socially, and emotionally.

Prioritizing families for shelter is not only the compassionate thing to do, but it is also essential
for breaking the cycle of intergenerational poverty and homelessness. By providing families with
immediate access to shelter, we can prevent further trauma and instability, allowing parents to
focus on securing employment and accessing resources to rebuild their lives.

Furthermore, we recognize the unique challenges faced by immigrant families in accessing
housing and support services. Many immigrant families fear seeking assistance due to concerns
about their immigration status, leaving them particularly vulnerable to homelessness. It is crucial





that our city takes proactive steps to ensure that all families, regardless of immigration status,
have equitable access to shelter and support services.

Additionally, the establishment of a multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist is a vital
step towards transparency and accountability in addressing homelessness in our city. This
dashboard will empower residents to track the progress of shelter placements and advocate for
improvements in our homelessness response system. By providing information in multiple
languages, we can ensure that all members of our diverse community can actively engage in
efforts to address homelessness.

In conclusion, we urge you to swiftly pass and implement the resolution to prioritize families for
shelter, establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and create a
multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist. Qur children and families cannot wait any
longer for the support and resources they urgently need. As we fight for the schools our
students deserve, we expect the city of San Francisco to make sure our students have the
resources necessary to fully participate in their schooling which includes dignified housing.

Thank you for your attention to this critical issue, and we look forward to working together to
create a more just and compassionate San Francisco.

Cassondra Curiel
President, United Educators of San Francisco






United Educators of San Francisco
AFT/CFT, AFL-CI0 » NEA/CTA

Mayor London Breed

City Hall, Room 200

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

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

City Hall, Room 244

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

Director McSpadden

Director, Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
City Hall, Room 358

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safai, and Director McSpadden,

On behalf of the United Educators of San Francisco, | am writing to express our full support for
Supervisor Safai's resolution advocating for immediate prioritization of families for shelter, the
establishment of additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and the creation of
a multilingual public dashboard for the Department of Homelessness shelter waitlist where
immigrants can monitor their own progress toward receiving shelter.

As educators deeply embedded in the fabric of San Francisco's communities, we witness
firsthand the profound impact of homelessness on our students and their families. Every day, we
see children coming to schoo! hungry, exhausted, and anxious because they lack stable
housing. Every child in San Francisco should have a safe and stable place to call home, where
they can thrive academically, socially, and emotionally.

Prioritizing families for shelter is not only the compassionate thing to do, but it is also essential
for breaking the cycle of intergenerational poverty and homelessness. By providing families with
immediate access to shelter, we can prevent further trauma and instability, allowing parents to
focus on securing employment and accessing resources to rebuild their lives.

Furthermore, we recognize the unique challenges faced by immigrant families in accessing
housing and support services. Many immigrant families fear seeking assistance due to concerns
about their immigration status, leaving them particularly vulnerable to homelessness. It is crucial



that our city takes proactive steps to ensure that all families, regardless of immigration status,
have equitable access to shelter and support services.

Additionally, the establishment of a multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist is a vital
step towards transparency and accountability in addressing homelessness in our city. This
dashboard will empower residents to track the progress of shelter placements and advocate for
improvements in our homelessness response system. By providing information in multiple
languages, we can ensure that all members of our diverse community can actively engage in
efforts to address homelessness.

In conclusion, we urge you to swiftly pass and implement the resolution to prioritize families for
shelter, establish additional shelter for families, including immigrant families, and create a
multilingual public dashboard for the shelter waitlist. Qur children and families cannot wait any
longer for the support and resources they urgently need. As we fight for the schools our
students deserve, we expect the city of San Francisco to make sure our students have the
resources necessary to fully participate in their schooling which includes dignified housing.

Thank you for your attention to this critical issue, and we look forward to working together to
create a more just and compassionate San Francisco.

Cassondra Curiel
President, United Educators of San Francisco
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Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisor Safaf, and Director McSpadden,
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immigrants, and that was one of the main reasons we wanted to come here,” said Karla
Margarita Solito, who arrived from El Salvador last summer with her four children after
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Nag. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: FW: No further changes to Lake Street

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 1:49:14 PM

Dear Supervisors,
Please see below regarding Lake Street Slow Street Program.

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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: Michael G <lake@openslowstreets.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2024 10:58 AM

To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed @sfgov.org>; Sweet, Alexandra C. (MYR)
<alexandra.c.sweet@sfgov.org>; Chan, Connie (BOS) <connie.chan@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: No further changes to Lake Street

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.



My nameis Michael G
My email addressis elcabritos@gmail.com

In light of recent proposals to alter Lake Street's "Slow Street" designation, our
community is united in its call to maintain the status quo. Since the SFMTA
Board enacted the designation on December 16, 2022, we have moved past
initial resistance to embrace the changes, finding a delicate balance in our daily
lives. The push for modifications threatens to undo this balance, bringing
unwel come disruption and uncertainty back to our neighborhood.

The community's acceptance of the "Slow Street" setup has been ajourney of
adaptation, not an outright achievement. It represents a compromise that has
brought unexpected stability and safety. The prospect of revisiting these
measures stirs concern, suggesting a return to the conflicts and challenges
we've worked hard to overcome. Any change at this juncture would unsettie
this hard-earned equilibrium and compromise the community's well-being.

We request that the city officials consider the substantial efforts our community
has made to adapt to the "Slow Street" designation and refrain from
implementing any further changes. Preserving the current setup is essential for
maintaining the peace and stability that, while not initially sought, has become
valued by our residents.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for respecting the wishes of our
community. Y our support in keeping Lake Street's designation unchanged is
crucial for our continued harmony and safety.

Sincerely,
Michael G
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
Jalipa, Brent (BOS); BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: FW: please provide to all supervisors, re upcoming BUDGET

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 1:41:19 PM

Dear Supervisors,
Please see below regarding to the City Budget.

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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: Sandy <sweil46117@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 10:57 PM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: please provide to all supervisors, re upcoming BUDGET

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors:
"Emergency Rental Assistance Program™ could experience budget cuts up



to 50%. That would impact building code enforcement, housing subsidies
and childcare programs.”

This would be NUTS and cost taxpayers more money because once individuals
and families become homeless it cost more to get them back into housing than
the emergency rental assistance provided. Not to mention the TRAUMA to the
people ending up homeless! NO CUTS to rental assistance program. That
would be BACKWARDS, STUPID, and economically short-sighted and more

How about cutting anyone on SF Payroll making over $300K gets a 10% cut,
over $400K a 12.5% cut, over $500K a 15% cut. And why should our SF Mayor
dealing with a population of under 1 million people make $357K? The Gov of
CA makes $234K and deals with a population of 39 Million!

Get real. Absolutely need to cut the fat!!!

Sincerely,
Sandy Weil
2083 28th ave. SF, CA 94116

Email tagline:
Reminder..."We must concentrate not merely on the negative expulsion of war, but the positive
affirmation of peace.” MLK Jr.
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Na. Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);
BOS-Operations; Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Subject: Merchant corridors affected by SFMTA policies 28 Letters

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2024 1:57:47 PM

Attachments: SEMTA affects to merchant corridors 28 Letters.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the attached 28 letters regarding affects to merchant corridors by polices of the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA).

Regards,

Richard Lagunte

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Voice (415) 554-5184 | Fax (415) 554-5163

richard.lagunte@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

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
ororal 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: Tom Weyer

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 7:57:27 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Tom Weyer
Email weyer@me.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



mailto:weyer@me.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org

mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org

mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org

mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org

mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Mark Grey

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 5:18:29 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Mark Grey
Email consep_mg@yahoo.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



mailto:consep_mg@yahoo.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org

mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org

mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org

mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org

mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Kathleen Gee

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 10:53:36 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Kathleen Gee
Email kathygee606@att.net
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



mailto:kathygee606@att.net

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org

mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org

mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org

mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org

mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Peter Newell

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 10:45:53 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Peter Newell
Email bluedracing@gmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



mailto:blue4racing@gmail.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org

mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org

mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org

mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org

mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Peter Lee

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 2:52:18 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Peter Lee
Email peterboothlee @hotmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



mailto:peterboothlee@hotmail.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org

mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org

mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org

mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org

mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Tamara Little

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:57:29 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Tamara Little
Email tamaralittle@live.com
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



mailto:tamaralittle@live.com

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org

mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org

mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org

mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Andrew B Gottlieb

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 8:35:40 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Andrew B Gottlieb
Email agottlieb54@gmail.com

| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Dino Lettieri

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Monday, April 22, 2024 1:23:13 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Dino Lettieri
Email dino@lettieri.com
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: David Eisenberg

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 10:11:57 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent David Eisenberg
Email david@microtracers.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: JONATHAN LINDER

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 8:25:59 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent JONATHAN LINDER
Email BigDaddy69 77@yahoo.com

| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: karen Breslin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 5:34:05 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent karen Breslin
Email kbsmail@sbcglobal.net
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: marion gourlay

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 4:24:24 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent marion gourlay
Email mariongourlay@hotmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Scott Cox

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 3:42:24 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Scott Cox
Email tapbirds@gmail.com
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Richard Bodisco

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 8:51:43 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Richard Bodisco
Email bodisco@sbcglobal.net

| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Lou Barberini

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Sunday, April 21, 2024 6:45:23 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Lou Barberini
Email Ib24sf@gmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Ann Degiovanni

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Saturday, April 20, 2024 8:14:18 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Ann Degiovanni
Email anndegiovanni@gmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Wendy Liu

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Saturday, April 20, 2024 6:31:05 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Wendy Liu
Email wendythecutter@gmail.com

| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Gabrielle Lavelle

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Saturday, April 20, 2024 4:42:42 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Gabrielle Lavelle
Email gcatlavelle@gmail.com
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Diana Dubash

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Saturday, April 20, 2024 5:38:30 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Diana Dubash
Email dirus@pacbell.net
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: lgnacio Orellana-Garcia

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 8:35:52 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Ignacio Orellana-Garcia
Email Volare232@hotmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Carol Sheehy

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 7:50:39 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Carol Sheehy
Email shehi903@aol.com

| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Grant Ingram

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 5:14:03 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Grant Ingram
Email grant.ingram@yahoo.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Jim Irving

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 2:49:44 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Jim Irving
Email jpirving@hotmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Laurel Rose

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Friday, April 19, 2024 2:03:41 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Laurel Rose
Email miss415@ymail.com
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Rose Sullivan

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 11:09:37 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Rose Sullivan
Email rosesull@yahoo.com
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Anthony Verreos

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 11:03:12 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Anthony Verreos
Email tony@verreos.com

| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA'’s destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.
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From: Karen Breslin

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 9:44:56 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Karen Breslin
Email kbsmail@sbcglobal.net
[ live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





From: Mitchell Smith

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Thursday, April 18, 2024 12:50:14 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Mitchell Smith
Email htimsml@gmail.com

| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...
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This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA's job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don't be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI". No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA's destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.





		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

		Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin




From: Tom Weyer

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 7:57:27 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Tom Weyer
Email weyer@me.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA'’s job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don’t be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI”. No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA'’s destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.



From: Mark Grey

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 5:18:29 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Mark Grey
Email consep_mg@yahoo.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA'’s job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. If you are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don’t be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI”. No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue this year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA'’s destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.



From: Kathleen Gee

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 10:53:36 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Kathleen Gee
Email kathygee606@att.net
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turning a deaf
ear to the concerns voiced in public forums about
their plans in these corridors:

Valenica Street

Van Ness Avenue

Market Street

Geary Boulevard

Taraval Street

Ocean Avenue

Polk Avenue

Hayes Street

and the list goes on and on...



This is a crisis: SF is losing too many beloved
neighborhood institutions in once-vibrant business
corridors, the unique areas that define SF. You must
act NOW to stop this.

SFMTA'’s job is to make movement of people and
goods as friction-free and safe as possible. ALL
modes of transportation, including driving (what the
vast majority of San Franciscans do). Tumlin has
made it clear that he wants to end car use. If you
support him | expect that you will only take public
transit and bike from now on, to all of your work-
related, personal and public engagements. You are
currently chauffeured, in a CAR. Don’t be a hypocrite
- either stop that or stand up for the rest of us.

Pre-pandemic ridership on Muni averaged over
700,000 per day, since the pandemic ridership
averages less than 400,000 per day. But instead of
making MUNI safer, more reliable and more
attractive to riders, SFMTA is focused on forcing its
anti-car ideology while prepping yet another bond
measure to “save MUNI”. No thanks.

City Hall elevates itself above citizens. It is beyond
selfish for public servants to have parking spaces
and drive where they need to go, yet dictate to the
taxpaying citizens that our goals and needs should
be met in a different way.

We, the silent majority of over 490,000 registered
vehicles in SF, want ALL transportation to be
facilitated and are coming together to fight the
counterproductive, biased SFMTA and Bike Coalition
agenda. Tumlin and the unchecked SFMTA will be
an election issue next year. The monopoly on power
is ending.

We insist that you replace Tumlin with an SFMTA
director who is willing to listen and serve the needs
of ALL San Franciscans

Enough is ENOUGH: SFMTA'’s destruction of small
businesses and the overall quality of life in SF will
not be tolerated any longer.



From: Peter Newell

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed. Mayor London (MYR); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)

Subject: Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 10:45:53 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Message to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor and SFMTA

From your constituent Peter Newell
Email blue4racing@gmail.com
| live in District

Enough is enough: Fire Jeff Tumlin

Message: Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors and SFMTA,

Valencia Street is the last straw. This is an
emergency that you need to get under control.
SFMTA runs rampant and unchecked damaging San
Francisco neighborhoods and business corridors,
and it is destroying our beloved City. Jeff Tumlin is
an unelected bureaucrat accountable to no one, and
he is imposing HIS dysfunctional and biased vision
on the streets of San Francisco to the detriment of
the vast majority of residents, commuting workers
and businesses. It is time: Tumlin must be fired or
forced to resign.

Here is just a small sample of merchant corridors,
already struggling from the pandemic, where
closures are happening or have happened along
streets that SFMTA destroyed all while turn