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Petitions and Communications received from February 3, 2014, through 
February 14, 2014, for reference by the President to Committee considering related 
matters, or to be ordered filed by the Clerk on February 25, 2014. 

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 Controller, regarding general obligation bonds partially financing the San 
Francisco General Hospital project. (1) 

From concerned citizens, submitting letters regarding bikes for low-income families. 
File No. 131206. Copy: Each Supervisor. 198 letters. (2) 

From concerned citizens regarding proposed ordinance on prohibiting e-cigarette use. 
File No. 131208. Copy: Each Supervisor. 7 letters. (3) 

From Controller, submitting economic impact report. File No. 130788. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (4) 

From concerned citizens, submitting letters regarding the official status of English in the 
United States. Copy: Each Supervisor. 70 letters. (5) · 

From Controller, regarding a report issued on the Airport Commission. (6) 

From Controller, regarding six-month Budget Status report. (7) 

From Budget & Legislative Analyst, regarding the impact of the 34th America's Cup to 
the City. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8) 

From State Fish and Game, providing notice of proposed emergency action with 
regards to low flow closures to fishing due to drought conditions. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (9) ,, 

From Controller, regarding FY2012-2013 Annual Overtime report. (1 O) 

From Controller, regarding a report issued on the Port Commission. (11) 

From John Barry, regarding the underpass of Geary. (12) 

From California Fish and Wildlife, providing notice of a status review of the Townsend's 
big-eared bat. Copy: Each Supervisor. (13) 



From Board President Chiu, submitting a letter of appointment to the Building Inspection 
Commission: (14) 

Debra Walker, a residential tenant 
Warren Mar, a residential landlord 
Myrna Melgar, a member of the general public 

From Sandra Mangold, regarding intolerance. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15) 

From James Robinson, regarding crack pipes. Copy: Each Supervisor. (16) 

From Vanessa Hales, regarding formal complaints. Copy: Each Supervisor. (17) 

From David Khan, regarding issues with the taxi industry. Copy Each Supervisor. 2 
letters. (18) 

From Carl Macmurdo, regarding the taxi industry. Copy: Each Supervisor. (19) 

From Elections, regarding the certification for the voter approval for Waterfront 
development height increases. (20) 

From Abdalla Megahed, regarding various projects in the City. Copy: Each Supervisor. 
(21) 

From Sophie Jasson-Holt, regarding CleanPowerSF. (22) 

From Mayor, submitting a letter designating Supervisor Malia Cohen as acting Mayor 
from February 15th to February 19, 2014. Copy: Each Supervisor. (23) 

From Mayor, submitting a letter designating Supervisor Jane Kim as acting Mayor from 
February 20th to February 22, 2014. Copy: Each Supervisor. (24) · 

From Kermit Kubitz, regarding Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response ordinance. 
File No. 131190. Copy: Each Supervisor. (25) 

From concerned citizens, regarding Woodhouse on Marina Green. File No. 120987. 
Copy Each Supervisor. 4 letters. (26) 

From Clerk of the Board, submitting a memo regarding an appointment by the Mayor to 
the Rent Stabilization & Arbitration Board: (27) · 

Richard S.J. Hung 

From Entertainment Commission, submitting One-Time Event and Extended Hours 
Premises permit quarterly reports. Copy: Each Supervisor. (28) 

From Terrry Chong, regarding soda tax. File No. 140098. Copy Each Supervisor. (29) 



From Youth Commission, regarding Transgender and Gender Non-conforming Youth 
and Restorative Justice Resolution. File No. 140070. Copy: Each Supervisor. (30) 

From Small Business Commission, regarding the ordinance considering criminal history 
information. File No. 131192. Copy: Each Supervisor. (31) 

From Deputy City Attorney, regarding a letter of inquiry submitted by Supervisor Avalos. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (32) 

From Small Business Commission, regarding private parking garages and lots. File No. 
131062. Copy: Each Supervisor. (33) 

From concerned citizens, submitting a petition regarding Sharp Park. 976 signatures. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (34) . 

From District Attorney, regarding expanding eligibility for electronic monitoring. File No. 
130650. Copy: Each Supervisor. (35) 

From concerned citizens, submitting a petition regarding fiber broadband for San 
Francisco. 1300 signatures. Copy: Each Supervisor. (36) 

From Howard Chabner, regarding SFMT A. (37) 

From Ron Lee, regarding a proposed Broadway Alcohol Use District. File No. 131120. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (38) 

From Elections, submitting a memo regarding Notice of Ballot Simplification Committee 
meeting on June 3, 2014. (39) 

From Controller, regarding a memo issued on the Airport Commission. (40) 

From John Rizzo, regarding solar and renewable energy. (41) 

From Recreation and Park, submitting a report on lead poisoning prevention for the 2nd 
quarter of FY2013-2014. Copy: Each Supervisor. (42) 

From Controller, regarding a report issued on the Government Barometer for the 2nd 
quarter of FY 2014. (43) 

From Alice Gleghorn, regarding demand on substance abuse treatment report. Copy: 
Each Supervisor. (44) 

From Historic Preservation, regarding Mutual Savings Bank building. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (45) 

From Mayor, regarding water conservation. Copy: Each Supervisor. (46) 



From Public Utilities Commission, regarding water conservation. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (47) 

From Public Utilities Commission, submitting presentation on water conservation. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (48) 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Re: SF General Hospital GO Bonds 
Attachments: Board Memo Ser 2014A (Proposition A 2008).pdf 

From: Ababon, Anthony 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 3:30 PM 
To: Calvillo, Angela; Board of Supervisors 
Cc: Blake, Mark; Rosenfield, Ben; Elliott, Jason; Rose, Harvey; Howard, Kate; Trivedi, Vishal; Whittaker, Angela; Sesay, 
Nadia; Wagner, Greg; Wagner, Greg 
Subject: Re: SF General Hospital GO Bonds 

In accordance with Government Code section 54509.5, the Controller's Office of Public Finance is providing the Board of 
Supervisors with the results of its most recent sale of general obligation bonds partially financing the San Francisco 

General Hospital project. Thank you. ----------~--

Anthony Ababon 
Controller's Office of Public Finance 
City & County of San Francisco 
(P) 415.554.6902 
(F) 415.554.4864 
(E) Anthony.Ababon@sfgov.org 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 

Nadia Sesay, Director of Public Finance ~ FROM: 

Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 

Monique Zmuda 
Deputy Controller 

Nadia Sesay 
Director 

Office of Public Finance 

SUBJECT: City and County of San Francisco General Obligation Bonds, Series 2014A 
(San Francisco General Hospital Improvement Bonds, 2008) 

DATE: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 

In accordance with Government Code section 54509.5, the Controller's Office ofPublic Finance 
is providing the Board with the results of its most recent sale of general obligation bonds. 

On Thursday, January 16, 2014, the City competitively sold $209.955 million in principal 
amount of City and County of San Francisco General Obligation Bonds (the "Bonds"). A two
thirds majority of voters of the City approved PropositionA in November 2008 ("Proposition 
A"), which authorized the issuance of not to exceed $887.400 million in general obligation bonds 
to build and/or rebuild and improve the earthquake safety of San Francisco General Hospital and 
Trauma Center (the "General Hospital Project"). 

The Bonds are the final series of bonds under Proposition A (i.e. the City has now issued 
$887.400 million of Prop A bonds). Proceeds of the Bonds will finance the continued 
construction of the new General Hospital Project, service building modifications associated with 
the new emergency generators, and modifications to the existing hospital building 5 related to 
the General Hospital Project. Construction of the General Hospital Project commenced May 
2009 and completion is expected 2015. 

The Bonds are rated "AA+"/"Aal "/"AA" by S&P, Moody's and Fitch Ratings, 
respectively. S&P, Moody's and Fitch Ratings maintain a rating outlook of "Stable" on the City's 
long term debt obligations. 

The City received 7 bids for the Bonds, and Citigroup Global Markets Inc. was the successful 
bidder at a true interest cost (TIC) of 3 .35%. The cover bid was from Barclays Capital Inc. at 
3.36%. The Bonds are amortized over 20 years. The final maturity on the Bonds is June 15, 
2033. 

415-554- 7500 City Hall• 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 316 •San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466 



This transaction closed on January 28, 2014. 

For convenience, a copy of the final official statement has been lodged with the Clerk of the 
Board. Page 7 contains a table reflecting the estimated sources and uses of Bond proceeds 
(attached hereto as Exhibit A). 

CC: Ben Rosenfield, Controller 
Jason Elliott, Mayor's Office 
Harvey Rose, Budget Analyst 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Mark Blake, Deputy City Attorney 
Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health 
Kate Howard, Mayor's Budget Office 
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NEW ISSUE - BOOK-ENTRY ONLY RATINGS: Moody's: Aal 
S&P:AA+ 
Fitch: AA 

(See "Ratings" herein) 

Subject to compliance by the City and County of San Francisco with certain covenants, in the separate opinions of Schiff 
Hardin LLP and Amira Jackman, Attorney at Law, Co-Bond Counsel, under present law, interest on the Bonds is excludable from 
the gross income of their owners for federal income tax purposes and thus will be exempt from present federal income taxes based 
upon gross income. Such interest is not included as an item of tax preference in computing the federal alternative minimum tax on 
individuals and corporations, but will be taken into account in computing an adjustment used in determining the federal alternative 
minimum tax for certain corporations. Co-Bond Counsel are further of the opinion that interest on the Bonds is exempt from present 
California personal income taxes under present California law. See "Tax Matters" in this Official Statement for a more complete 
discussion of these matters. 

Dated: Date of Delivery 

$209,955,000 
CITY AND COUNTYOF SAN FRANCISCO 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
SERIES 2014A 

(PROPOSITION A, 2008) 

Due: June 15, as shown in the inside cover 

This cover page contains certain information for general reference only. It is not intended to be a summary of the security for 
or the terms of the Bonds. Investors are advised to read the entire Official Statement to obtain information essential to the making 
of an informed investment decision. 

The City and County of San Francisco General Obligation Bonds, Series 2014A (the "Bonds") will be issued under the 
Government Code of the State of California and the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco (the "City"). The issuance of 
the Bonds has been authorized by Resolution No. 528-08 and Resolution No. 417-13, adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the 
City {the "Board of Supervisors") on December 16, 2008 and November 26, 2013, respectively, and duly approved by the Mayor of 
the City on December 19, 2008 and November 27, 2013, respectively. See "THE BONDS-Authority for Issuance; Purposes." The 
proceeds of the Bonds will be used to finance the building or rebuilding and improving the earthquake safety of the San Francisco 
General Hospital and Trauma Center as described herein, and to pay certain costs related to the issuance of the Bonds. See 
"SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS." 

The Bonds will be issued only in fully registered form without coupons, and when issued will be registered in the name of Cede & 
Co., as nominee of The Depository Trust Company, New York, New York ("DTC"). Individual purchases of the Bonds will be made 
in book-entry form only, in denominations of $5,000 or any integral multiple thereof. Payments of principal of and interest on the 
Bonds will be made by the City Treasurer, as paying agent, to DTC, which in tum is required to remit such principal and interest 
to the DTC Participants for subsequent disbursement to the beneficial owners of the Bonds. See "THE BONDS - Form and 
Registration." The Bonds will be dated and bear interest from their date of delivery until paid in full at the rates shown in the maturity 
schedule on the inside cover hereof. Interest on the Bonds will be payable on June 15 and December 15 of each year, commencing 
June 15, 2014. Principal will be paid at maturity as shown on the inside cover. See "THE BONDS-Payment oflnterest and Principal." 

The Bonds will be subject to redemption prior to maturity, as described herein. See "THE BONDS - Redemption." 

The Board of Supervisors has the power and is obligated to levy ad valorem taxes without limitation as to rate or amount upon 
all property subject to taxation by the City (except certain property which is taxable at limited rates) for the payment of the Bonds 
and the interest thereon when due. See "SECURITY FOR THE BONDS." 

MATURITY SCHEDULES 
(See Inside Cover) 

The Bonds are offered when, as and if issued by the City and accepted by the initial purchaser, subject to the approval oflegality 
by Schiff Hardin LLP, San Francisco, California, and Amira Jackman, Attorney at Law, Berkeley, California, Co-Bond Counsel, 
and certain other conditions. Certain legal matters will be passed upon for the City by its City Attorney and by Hawkins Delafield & 
Wood LLP, San Francisco, California, Disclosure Counsel. It is expected that the Bonds in book-entry form will be available for 
delivery through the facilities ofDTC in New York, New York, on or about January 28, 2014. 

Dated: January 16, 2014. 



Maturity Date 
(June 15) 

2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 

MATURITY SCHEDULE 
(Base CUSIP Number: 7976461) 

$209,955,000 
SERIES 2014A BONDS 

Principal Interest 
Amount Rate 

$11,275,000 1.00% 
16,000,000 4.00 
6,645,000 5.00 
6,980,000 5.00 
7,325,000 5.00 
7,695,000 5.00 
8,075,000 5.00 
8,480,000 5.00 
8,905,000 5.00 
9,350,000 5.00 
9,820,000 5.00 

10,310,000 5.00 
10,825,000 3.25 
11,175,000 4.00 
11,625,000 4.00 
12,090,000 4.00 
12,570,000 4.00 
13,075,000 4.00 

Price/ 
Yield2 

0.12% 
0.16 
0.33 
0.55 
0.91 
1.26 
1.69 
2.02 
2.31 
2.55(C) 
2.74(c) 
2.85(C) 
3.45 
3.45(c) 
3.60(c) 
3.72(C) 
3.82(C) 
3.91(c) 

13,595,000 4.00 100.00 
14,140,000 4.00 4.07 

CUSIP 
Sufftx1 

XG6 
XH4 
XJO 
XK7 
XLS 
XM3 
XNl 
XP6 
XQ4 
XR2 
xso 
XT8 
XU5 
XV3 
XWl 
XX9 
XY7 
XZ4 
YA8 
YB6 

1 CUSIP is a registered trademark of the American Bankers Association. CUSIP Global Services (CGS) is managed on behalfofthe American Bankers Association by 
S&P Capital IQ. CUSIP numbers are provided for convenience ofreference only. Neither the City nor the initial purchaser take any responsibility for the accuracy of 
such numbers. 

2 Reoffering prices/yields furnished by the initial purchaser. The City takes no responsibility for the accuracy thereof. 
(c) Yield to the first optional call date of June 15, 2022. 



No dealer, broker, salesperson or other person has been authorized by the City to give any information or to make 
any representation other than those contained herein and, if given or made, such other information or representation must 
not be relied upon as having been authorized by the City. This Official Statement does not constitute an offer to sell or the 
solicitation of an offer to buy, nor shall there be any sale of the Bonds, by any person in any jurisdiction in which it is 
unlawful for such person to make such an offer, solicitation or sale. 

The information set forth herein other than that provided by the City, although obtained from sources which are 
believed to be reliable, is not guaranteed as to accuracy or completeness. The information and expressions of opinion 
herein are subject to change without notice and neither delivery of this Official Statement nor any sale made hereunder 
shall, under any circumstances, create any implication that there has been no change in the affairs of the City since the date 
hereof. 

The City maintains a website. The information presented on such website is not incorporated by reference as part 
of this Official Statement and should not be relied upon in making investment decisions with respect to the Bonds. 
Various other websites referred to in this Official Statement also are not incorporated herein by such references. 

This Official Statement is not to be construed as a contract with the initial purchaser of the Bonds. Statements 
contained in this Official Statement which involve estimates, forecasts or matters of opinion, whether or not expressly so 
described herein, are intended solely as such and are not to be construed as representations of facts. 

The issuance and sale of the Bonds have not been registered under the Securities Act of 1933 in reliance upon the 
exemption provided thereunder by Section 3(a)(2) for the issuance and sale of municipal securities. 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE OFFERING OF THE BONDS, THE INlTIAL PURCHASER MAY 
OVERALLOT OR EFFECT TRANSACTIONS WHICH STABILIZE OR MAINTAIN THE MARKET PRICE OF THE 
BONDS AT LEVELS ABOVE THAT WHICH MIGHT OTHERWISE PREVAIL IN THE OPEN MARKET. SUCH 
STABILIZING, IF COMMENCED, MAY BE DISCONTINUED AT ANY TIME. 
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OFFICIAL STATEMENT 

$209,955,000 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
SERIES 2014A 

(PROPOSITION A, 2008) 

INTRODUCTION 

This Official Statement, including the cover page and the appendices hereto, is provided to furnish 
information in connection with the public offering by the City and County of San Francisco (the "City") of its 
City and County of San Francisco General Obligation Bonds, Series 2014A (the "Bonds"). The Board of 
Supervisors of the City has the power and is obligated to levy ad valorem taxes without limitation as to rate or 
amount upon all property subject to taxation by the City (except certain property which is taxable at limited 
rates) for the payment of the principal of and interest on the Bonds when due. See "SECURITY FOR THE 
BONDS" herein. 

This Official Statement speaks only as of its date, and the information contained herein is subject to 
change. Except as required by the Continuing Disclosure Certificate to be executed by the City with respect to 
the Bonds, the City has no obligation to update the information in this Official Statement. See 
"CONTINUING DISCLOSURE" and APPENDIX D - "FORM OF CONTINUING DISCLOSURE 
CERTIFICATE" herein. 

Quotations from and summaries and explanations of the Bonds, the resolutions providing for the 
issuance and payment of the Bonds, and provisions of the constitution and statutes of the State of California 
(the "State"), the charter of the City (the "Charter") and City ordinances, and other documents described 
herein, do not purport to be complete, and reference is made to said laws and documents for the complete 
provisions thereof. Copies of those documents and information concerning the Bonds are available from the 
City through the Office of Public Finance, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room. 336, San Francisco, 
California 94102-4682. Reference is made herein to various other documents, reports, websites, etc., which 
were either prepared by parties other than the City, or were not prepared, reviewed and approved by the City 
with a view towards making an offering of public securities, and such materials are therefore not incorporated 
herein by such references nor deemed a part of this Official Statement. 

THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

The City is the economic and cultural center of the San Francisco Bay Area and northern California. 
The limits of the City encompass over 93 square miles, of which 49 square miles are land, with the balance 
consisting of tidelands and a portion of the San Francisco Bay (the "Bay"). The City is located at the northern 
tip of the San Francisco Peninsula, bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west, the Bay and the San Francisco
Oakland Bay Bridge to the east, the entrance to the Bay and the Golden Gate Bridge to the north, and San 
Mateo County to the south. Silicon Valley is about a 40-minute drive to the south, and the wine country is 
about an hour's drive to the north. The City's 2013 population is approximately 839,100. 

The San Francisco Bay Area consists of the nine counties contiguous to the Bay: Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano and Sonoma Counties (collectively, the 
"Bay Area"). The economy of the Bay Area includes a wide range of industries, supplying local needs as well 
as the needs of national and international markets. Major business sectors in the Bay Area include retail, 
entertainment and the arts, conventions and tourism, service businesses, banking, professional and financial 



services, corporate headquarters, international and wholesale trade, multimedia and advertising, biotechnology 
and higher education. 

The City is a major convention and tourist destination. According to the San Francisco Travel 
Association, a nonprofit membership organization, during the calendar year 2012, approximately 16.5 million 
people visited the City and spent an estimated $8.93 billion during their stay. The City is also a leading center 
for financial activity in the State and is the headquarters of the Twelfth Federal Reserve District, the Eleventh 
District Federal Home Loan Bank, and the San Francisco regional Office of Thrift Supervision. 

The City benefits from a highly skilled, educated and professional labor force. The CAFR estimates 
that per-capita personal income of the City for fiscal year 2012-13 was $73, 197. The San Francisco Unified 
School District operates 72 elementary and K-8 school sites, 13 middle schools, 18 senior high schools 
(including two continuation schools and an independent study school), and 34 state-funded preschool sites, and 
sponsors 13 independent charter schools. Higher education institutions located in the City include the 
University of San Francisco, California State University - San Francisco, University of California - San 
Francisco (a medical school and health science campus), the University of California Hastings College of the 
Law, the University of the Pacific's School of Dentistry, Golden Gate University, City College of San 
Francisco (a public community college), the Art Institute of California - San Francisco, the San Francisco 
Conservatory of Music, the California Culinary Academy, and the Academy of Art University. 

San Francisco International Airport ("SFO"), located 14 miles south of downtown San Francisco in an 
unincorporated area of San Mateo County and owned and operated by the City, is the principal commercial 
service airport for the Bay Area and one of the nation's principal gateways for Pacific traffic. In fiscal year 
2012-13, SFO serviced approximately 44.7 million passengers and handled 370,195 metric tons of cargo. The 
City is also served by the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (electric rail commuter service linking the City with 
the East Bay and the San Francisco Peninsula, including SFO), Caltrain (a conventional commuter rail line 
linking the City with the San Francisco Peninsula), and bus and ferry services between the City and residential 
areas to the north, east and south of the City. San Francisco Municipal Railway, operated by the City, provides 
bus and streetcar service within the City. The Port of San Francisco (the "Port"), which administers 7.5 miles 
of Bay waterfront held in "public trust" by the Port on behalf of the people of the State, promotes a balance of 
maritime-related commerce, fishing, recreational, industrial and commercial activities and natural resource 
protection. 

The City is governed by a Board of Supervisors elected from eleven districts to serve four-year terms, 
and a Mayor who serves as chief executive officer, elected citywide to a four-year term. Edwin M. Lee is the 
43rd and current Mayor of the City, having been elected by the voters of the City in November 2011. The City's 
Original Budget for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 totals $7.91 billion and $7.93 billion respectively. The 
General Fund portion of each year's budget is $3.95 billion in fiscal year 2013-14 and $4.05 billion in fiscal 
year 2014-15, with the balance being allocated to all other funds, including enterprise fund departments, such 
as SFO, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, the Port Commission and the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission. The City employed 28,387 full-time-equivalent employees at the end of fiscal 
year 2012-13. According to the Controller of the City (the "Controller"), fiscal year 2013-14 total net assessed 
valuation of taxable property in the City is approximately $172.5 billion. 

More detailed information about the City's governance, organization and finances may be found in 
APPENDIX A - "CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES" and 
in APPENDIX B - "COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT OF THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2013." 
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THE BONDS 

Authority for Issuance; Purposes 

The Bonds will be issued under the Government Code of the State and the Charter. The City 
authorized the issuance of the Bonds by its Resolution No. 528-08, adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the 
City on December 16, 2008, and duly approved by the Mayor of the City on December 19, 2008, and by its 
Resolution No. 417-13, adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November 26, 2013, and duly approved by the 
Mayor on November27, 2013 (together, the "Resolution"). 

The Bonds will constitute the fourth and final series of bonds to be issued from an aggregate 
authorized amount of $887,400,000 of City and County of San Francisco General Obligation Bonds (San 
Francisco General Hospital Improvement Bonds, 2008), duly approved by at least two-thirds of the voters 
voting on Proposition A at an election held on November 4, 2008 ("Proposition A"), to provide funds to 
finance the building and/or rebuilding and improving the earthquake safety of the San Francisco General 
Hospital and Trauma Center (the "Hospital") and to pay related costs necessary or convenient for these 
purposes. The City previously issued $131,650,000, $294,695,000 and $251,100,000 of the bonds authorized 
by Proposition A on March 18, 2009, March 24, 2010 and August 29, 2012, respectively. 

The Administrative Code of the City (the "Administrative Code") and Proposition A provide that, to 
the extent permitted by law, 0.1% of the gross proceeds of all proposed bonds, including the Bonds, be 
deposited by the Controller and used to fund the costs of the City's independent citizens' general obligation 
bond oversight committee. The committee was created by the Administrative Code and is appointed by the 
Board of Supervisors of the City to inform the public concerning the expenditure of general obligation bond 
proceeds in accordance with the voter authorization. 

Form and Registration 

The Bonds will be issued in the principal amounts set forth on the inside cover hereof, in the 
denomination of $5,000 each or any integral multiple thereof, and will be dated their date of delivery. The 
Bonds will be issued in fully registered form, without coupons. The Bonds will be initially registered in the 
name of Cede & Co. as registered owner and nominee for The Depository Trust Company ("DTC"), New 
York, New York, which is required to remit payments of principal and interest to the DTC Participants for 
subsequent disbursement to the beneficial owners of the Bonds. See APPENDIX E - "DTC AND THE 
BOOK-ENTRY ONLY SYSTEM." 

Payment of Interest and Principal 

The City Treasurer will act as paying agent and registrar with respect to the Bonds. Interest on the 
Bonds will be payable on each June 15 and December 15 to maturity or prior redemption, commencing June 
15, 2014, at the interest rates shown on the inside cover hereof. Interest will be calculated on the basis of a 
360-day year comprised of twelve 30-day months. The interest on the Bonds will be payable in lawful money 
of the United States to the person whose name appears on the Bond registration books of the City Treasurer as 
the owner thereof as of the close of business on the last day of the month immediately preceding an interest 
payment date (the "Record Date"), whether or not such day is a business day. Each Bond authenticated on or 
before May 31, 2014 will bear interest from the date of delivery. Every other Bond will bear interest from the 
interest payment date next preceding its date of authentication unless it is authenticated as of a day during the 
period from the Record Date next preceding any interest payment date to the interest payment date, inclusive, 
in which event it will bear interest from such interest payment date; provided, that if, at the time of 
authentication of any Bond, interest is then in default on the Bonds, such Bond will bear interest from the 
interest payment date to which interest has previously been paid or made available for payment on the Bonds. 
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The Bonds will mature on the dates shown on the inside cover page hereof. The Bonds will be subject 
to redemption prior to maturity, as described below. See"- Redemption" below. The principal of the Bonds 
will be payable in lawful money of the United States to the owner thereof upon the surrender thereof at 
maturity or earlier redemption at the office of the City Treasurer. 

The registered owner of an aggregate principal amount of at least $1,000,000 of the Bonds may 
submit a written request to the City Treasurer on or before a Record Date for payment of interest on the 
succeeding interest payment date and thereafter by wire transfer to a commercial bank located within the 
United States of America. For so long as the Bonds are held in book-entry form by a securities depository 
selected by the City, payment may be made to the registered owner of the Bonds designated by such securities 
depository by wire transfer of immediately available funds. 

Redemption 

Optional Redemption of the Bonds 

The Bonds maturing on or before June 15, 2022 will not be subject to optional redemption prior to 
their respective stated maturity dates. The Bonds maturing on or after June 15, 2023 will be subject to optional 
redemption prior to their respective stated maturity dates, at the option of the City, from any source of 
available funds, as a whole or in part on any date (with the maturities to be redeemed to be determined by the 
City and by lot within a maturity), Cin or after June 15, 2022, at the redemption price equal to the principal 
amount of the Bonds redeemed, together with accrued interest to the date fixed for redemption (the 
"Redemption Date"), without premium. 

Selection of Bonds for Redemption 

Whenever less than all of the outstanding Bonds are called for redemption on any one date, the City 
Treasurer will select the maturities of Bonds to be redeemed in the sole discretion of the City Treasurer, and 
whenever less than all the outstanding Bonds maturing on any one date are called for redemption on any date, 
the City Treasurer will select the Bonds or portions thereof by lot, in any manner which the City Treasurer 
deems fair. The Bonds may be redeemed in denominations of $5,000 or any integral multiple thereof. 

Notice of Redemption 

The City Treasurer will mail, or cause to be mailed, notice of any redemption of the Bonds, postage 
prepaid, to the respective registered owners thereof at the addresses appearing on the Bond registration books 
not less than 20 days and not more than 60 days prior to the Redemption Date. 

Notice ofredemption also will be given, or caused to be given, by the City Treasurer, by (i) registered 
or certified mail, postage prepaid, (ii) confirmed facsimile transmission, (iii) overnight delivery service, or (iv) 
to the extent applicable to the intended recipient, email or similar electronic means, to (a) all organizations 
registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission as securities depositories and (b) such other services 
or organizations as may be required in accordance with the Continuing Disclosure Certificate. See 
"CONTINUING DISCLOSURE" and APPENDIX D - "FORM OF CONTINUING DISCLOSURE 
CERTIFICATE" herein. 

Each notice ofredemption will (a) state the Redemption Date; (b) state the redemption price; (c) state 
the maturity dates of the Bonds called for redemption, and, if less than all of any such maturity is called for 
redemption, the distinctive numbers of the Bonds of such maturity to be redeemed, and in the case of a Bond 
redeemed in part only, the respective portions of the principal amount thereof to be redeemed; (d) state the 
CUSIP number, if any, of each Bond to be redeemed; ( e) require that such Bonds be surrendered by the owners 
at the office of the City Treasurer or his or her agent; and(£) give notice that interest on such Bonds or portions 
of such Bonds to be redeemed will cease to accrue after the designated Redemption Date. Any notice of 
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redemption may be conditioned on the receipt of funds or any other event specified in the notice. See "
Conditional Notice; Right to Rescind Notice of Optional Redemption" below. 

The actual receipt by the owner of any Bond of such notice of redemption will not be a condition 
precedent to redemption of such Bond, and failure to receive such notice, or any defect in such notice, will not 
affect the validity of the proceedings for the redemption of such Bond or the cessation of the accrual of interest 
on such Bond on the Redemption Date. 

Effect of Notice of Redemption 

When notice of optional redemption has been given as described above, and when the amount 
necessary for the redemption of the Bonds called for redemption (principal, premium, if any and accrued 
interest to the Redemption Date) is set aside for that purpose in the redemption account for the Bonds (the 
"Redemption Account") established under the Resolution, the Bonds designated for redemption will become 
due and payable on the Redemption Date, and upon presentation and surrender of said Bonds at the place 
specified in the notice of redemption, those Bonds will be redeemed and paid at said redemption price out of 
the applicable Redemption Account. No interest will accrue on such Bonds called for redemption after the 
Redemption Date and the registered owners of such Bonds will look for payment of such Bonds only to the 
Redemption Account. Moneys held in the Redemption Account will be invested by the City Treasurer 
pursuant to the City's policies and guidelines for investment of moneys in the General Fund of the City. See 
APPENDIX C - "CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, OFFICE OF THE TREASURER & TAX 
COLLECTOR - INVESTMENT POLICY." 

Conditional Notice; Right to Rescind Notice of Optional Redemption 

Any notice of optional redemption may provide that such redemption is conditioned upon: (i) deposit 
of sufficient moneys to redeem the applicable Bonds called for redemption on the anticipated Redemption 
Date, or (ii) the occurrence of any other event specified in the notice of redemption. In the event that such 
conditional notice of optional redemption has been given and on the scheduled Redemption Date (i) sufficient 
moneys to redeem the applicable Bonds have not been deposited or (ii) any other event specified in the notice 
of redemption did not occur, such Bonds for which notice of conditional optional redemption was given will 
not be redeemed and will remain. Outstanding for all purposes and the redemption not occurring will not 
constitute a default under the Resolution. 

In addition, the City may rescind any optional redemption and notice thereof for any reason on any 
date prior to any Redemption Date by causing written notice of the rescission to be given to the. Registered 
Owner of all Bonds so called for redemption. Notice of such rescission of redemption will be given in the 
same manner notice of redemption was originally given. The actual receipt by the Registered Owner of any 
Bond of notice of such rescission will not be a condition precedent to rescission, and failure to receive such 
notice or any defect in such notice so mailed will not affect the validity of the rescission. 

Defeasance 

Payment of all or any portion of the Bonds may be provided for prior to such Bonds' respective stated 
maturities by irrevocably depositing with the City Treasurer (or any commercial bank or trust company 
designated by the City Treasurer to act as escrow agent with respect thereto): (a) an amount of cash equal to 
the principal amount of all of such Bonds or a portion thereof, and all unpaid interest thereon to maturity, 
except that in the case of Bonds which are to be redeemed prior to such Bonds' respective stated maturities and 
in respect of which notice of such redemption will have been given as described above or an irrevocable 
election to give such notice will have been made by the City, the amount to be deposited will be the principal 
amount thereof, all unpaid interest thereon to the Redemption Date, and premium, if any, due on such 
Redemption Date; or (b) Defeasance Securities (as defined below) not subject to call, except as described in 
the defmition below, maturing and paying interest at such times and in such amounts, together with interest 
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earnings and cash, if required, as will, without reinvestment, as certified by an independent certified public 
accountant, be fully sufficient to pay the principal and all unpaid interest to maturity, or to the Redemption 
Date, as the case may be, and any premium due on the Bonds to be paid or redeemed, as such principal and 
interest come due; provided, that, in the case of the Bonds whichare to be redeemed prior to maturity, notice 
of such redemption will be given as described above or an irrevocable election to give such notice will have 
been made by the City; then, all obligations of the City with respect to said outstanding Bonds will cease and 
terminate, except only the obligation of the City to pay or cause to be paid from the funds deposited as 
described in this paragraph, to the owners of said Bonds all sums due with respect thereto, and the tax covenant 
obligations of the City with respect to such Bonds; provided, that the City will have received an opinion of 
nationally recognized bond counsel that provision for the payment of said Bonds has been made as required by 
the Resolution. 

As used in this section, the following terms have the meanings given below: 

"Defeasance Securities" means any of the following which at the time are legal investments under the 
laws of the State of California for the moneys proposed to be invested therein: (1) United States Obligations 
(as defined below); and (2) Pre-refunded fixed interest rate municipal obligations meeting the following 
conditions: (a) the municipal obligations are not subject to redemption prior to maturity, or the trustee or 
paying agent has been given irrevocable instructions concerning their calling and redemption and the issuer has 
covenanted not to redeem such obligations other than as set forth in such instructions; (b) the municipal 
obligations are secured by cash or United States Obligations (as defined below); (c) the principal of and 
interest on the United States Obligations (plus any cash in the escrow fund or the Redemption Account) are 
sufficient to meet the liabilities of the municipal obligations; (d) the United States Obligations serving as 
security for the municipal obligations are held by an escrow agent or trustee; ( e) the United States Obligations 
are not available to satisfy any other claims, including those against the trustee or escrow agent; and (t) the 
municipal obligations are rated (without regard to any numerical modifier, plus or minus sign or other 
modifier), at the time of original deposit to the escrow fund, by any two Rating Agencies (as defined below) 
not lower than the rating then maintained by the respective Rating Agency on such United States Obligations. 

"United States Obligations" means (i) direct and general obligations of the United States of America, 
or obligations that are unconditionally guaranteed as to principal and interest by the United States of America, 
including without limitation, the interest component of Resolution Funding Corporation (REFCORP) bonds 
that have been stripped by request to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York in book-entry form, or (ii) any 
security issued by an agency or instrumentality of the United States of America that is selected by the Director 
of Public Finance that results in the escrow fund being rated by any two Rating Agencies (as defined below) at 
the time of the initial deposit to the escrow fund and upon any substitution or subsequent deposit to the escrow 
fund, no lower than the rating then maintained by the respective Rating Agency on United States Obligations 
described in (i) herein. 

"Rating Agencies" means Moody's Investors Service, Inc., Fitch Ratings, and Standard and Poor's 
Rating Services, a division of The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc., or any other nationally-recognized bond 
rating agency that is the successor to any of the foregoing rating agencies or that is otherwise established.after 
the date of adoption of the Resolution. 
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SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS 

The following are the sources and estimated uses of funds in connection with the Bonds: 

Sources 

Principal Amount of Bonds 
Net Original Issue Premium 

Total Sources of Funds 

Uses 

Deposit to 2014A Project Subaccount 
Deposit to 2014A Bond Subaccount 
Underwriter's Discount 
Oversight Committee 
Costs oflssuance· 

Total Uses of Funds 

$209,955,000 
16,508,472 

$226,463 ,4 72 

$208,552,165 
16,508,472 

606,770 
209,955 
586 110 

$226,463 ,4 72 

Includes fees for services ofrating agencies, Co-Financial Advisors, Co-Bond Counsel, Disclosure Counsel, 
costs of the City, printing, and other miscellaneous costs associated with the issuance of the Bonds. 

Deposit and Investment of Bond Proceeds 

Any bid premium received upon the delivery of the Bonds, and all taxes collected for payment of the 
· Bonds, will be deposited into a special subaccount established for the payment of the Bonds. The subaccount 

was created by the Resolution specifically for payment of the Bonds (the "2014A Bond Subaccount"). 

All remaining proceeds of the sale of the Bonds are required to be deposited by the City Treasurer into 
a special subaccount within the project account created by the City to hold proceeds of sale of all of the bonds 
approved on November 4, 2008 for the Hospital improvement project, which proceeds are required to be 
applied exclusively to the acquisition, construction or reconstruction of the Hospital improvement project, and 
to pay costs of issuance of such bonds. The subaccount was created by the Resolution specifically to hold the 
proceeds of the Bonds (the "2014A Project Subaccount"). 

Under the Resolution, the 2014A Bond Subaccount and the 2014A Project Subaccount may each be 
invested in any investment of the City in which moneys in the General Fund of the City are invested. The City 
Treasurer may commingle any of the moneys held in any such account with other City moneys, or deposit 
amounts credited to such accounts into a separate fund or funds for investment purposes only. All interest 
earned on any such account will be retained in that account. See APPENDIX C - "CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO, OFFICE OF THE TREASURER & TAX COLLECTOR- INVESTMENT POLICY." 

A portion of the proceeds of the Bonds will be used to pay certain costs related to the issuance of the 
Bonds. Up to 0.1 % of the proceeds of the Bonds are required to be appropriated to fund the Citizens' General 
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee, created to oversee various general obligation bond programs of the 
City. See "THE BONDS -Authority for Issuance; Purposes" herein. 
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DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE 

Scheduled debt service payable with respect to the Bonds is as follows: 

Total Principal 
Pai:ment Date Princi~al Interest and Interest Fiscal Year Total 

June 15,2014 $11,275,000 $3,354,450 $14,629,450 $14,629,450 
December 15, 2014 4,350,931 4,350,931 
June 15, 2015 16,000,000 4,350,931 20,350,931 24,701,863 
December 15, 2015 4,030,931 4,030,931 
June 15, 2016 6,645,000 4,030,931 10,675,931 14,706,863 
December 15, 2016 3,864,806 3,864,806 
June 15, 2017 6,980,000 3,864,806 10,844,806 14,709,613 
December 15, 2017 3,690,306 3,690,306 
June 15,2018 7,325,000 3,690,306 11,015,306 14,705,613 
December 15, 2018 3,507,181 3,507,181 
June 15, 2019 7,695,000 3,507,181 11,202,181 14,709,363 
December 15, 2019 3,314,806 3,314,806 
June 15, 2020 8,075,000 3,314,806 11,389,806 14,704,613 
December 15, 2020 3,112,931 3,112,931 
June 15, 2021 8,480,000 3,112,931 11,592,931 14,705,863 
December 15, 2021 2,900,931 2,900,931 
June 15, 2022 8,905,000 2,900,931 11,805,931 14,706,863 
December 15, 2022 2,678,306 2,678,306 
June 15, 2023 9,350,000 2,678,306 12,028,306 14,706,613 
December 15, 2023 2,444,556 2,444,556 
June 15, 2024 9,820,000 2,444,556 12,264,556 14,709,113 
December 15, 2024 2,199,056 2,199,056 
June 15, 2025 10,310,000 2,199,056 12,509,056 14,708,113 
December 15, 2025 1,941,306 1,941,306 
June 15, 2026 10,825,000 1,941,306 12,766,306 14,707,613 
December 15, 2026 1,765,400 1,765,400 
June 15, 2027 11,175,000 1,765,400 12,940,400 14,705,800 
December 15, 2027 1,541,900 1,541,900 
June 15, 2028 11,625,000 1,541,900 13,166,900 14,708,800 
December 15, 2028 1,309,400 1,309,400 
June 15, 2029 12,090,000 1,309,400 13,399,400 14,708,800 
December 15, 2029 1,067,600 1,067,600 
June 15, 2030 12,570,000 1,067,600 13,637,600 14,705,200 
December 15, 2030 816,200 816,200 
June 15, 2031 13,075,000 816,200 13,891,200 14,707,400 
December 15, 2031 554,700 554,700 
June 15, 2032 13,595,000 554,700 14,149,700 14,704,400 
December 15, 2032 282,800 282,800 
June 15, 2033 14,140,000 282,800 14,422,800 14,705,600 

Tota1<1> $209,955,000 $94,102,550 $304,057,550 $304,057,550 

(I) Totals may appear inconsistent due to rounding of components. 
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SECURITY FOR THE BONDS 

General 

The Board of Supervisors of the City has the power and is obligated, and under the Resolution has 
covenanted, to levy ad valorem taxes without limitation as to rate or amount upon all property subject to 
taxation by the City (except certain property which is taxable at limited rates) for the payment of the principal 
of and interest on the Bonds when due. 

At the option of the Board of Supervisors, other available funds of the City that are not restricted by 
law to specific uses may be used to pay debt service on the Bonds. 

Factors Affecting Property Tax Security for the Bonds 

The annual property tax rate for repayment of the Bonds will be based on the total assessed value of 
taxable property in the City and the scheduled debt service on the Bonds in each year, less any other lawfully 
available funds applied by the City for repayment of the Bonds. Fluctuations in the annual debt service on the 
Bonds, the assessed value of taxable property in the City, and the availability of such other funds in any year, 
may cause the annual property tax rate applicable to the Bonds to fluctuate. Issuance by the City of additional 
authorized bonds payable from ad valorem property taxes may cause the City's overall property tax rate to 
increase. 

The principal factors that may affect the City's ability to levy and collect sufficient taxes to pay 
scheduled debt service on the Bonds each year are discussed in detail in APPENDIX A, as referred to below. 

Total Assessed Value of Taxable Property in the City. The greater the assessed value of taxable 
property in the City, the lower the tax rate necessary to generate taxes sufficient to pay scheduled debt service 
on bonds. Total net assessed valuation of taxable property in the City in fiscal year 2013-14 is approximately 
$172.5 billion. During economic downturns, declining real estate values, increased foreclosures, and increases 
in requests submitted to the Assessor and the Assessment Appeals Board for reductions in assessed value have 
generally caused a reduction in the assessed value of some properties ·in the City. See APPENDIX A- "CITY 
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES-PROPERTY TAXATION -
Assessed Valuations, Tax Rates and Tax Delinquencies." 

Natural and economic forces can affect the assessed value of taxable property in the City. The City is 
located in a seismically active region, and damage from an earthquake in or near the City could cause moderate 
to extensive or total damage to taxable property. See "Seismic Risks" below. Other natural or manmade 
disasters, such as flood, fire, toxic dumping or acts of terrorism, could also cause a reduction in the assessed 
value of taxable property within the City. Economic and market forces, such as a downturn in the Bay Area's 
economy generally, can also affect assessed values, particularly as these forces might reverberate in the 
residential housing and commercial property markets. In addition, the total assessed value can be reduced 
through the reclassification of taxable property to a class exempt from taxation, whether by ownership or use 
(such as exemptions for property owned by State and local agencies and property used for qualified 
educational, hospital, charitable or religious purposes). 

Concentration of Taxable Property Ownership. The more property (by assessed value) owned by 
any single assessee, the more exposure of tax collections to weakness in that taxpayer's financial situation and 
ability or willingness to pay property taxes. For fiscal year 2013-14, no single assessee owned more than 
0.57% of the total taxable property in the City. See APPENDIX A - "CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES - PROPERTY TAXATION - Tax Levy and Collection." 
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Property Tax Rates. One factor in the ability of taxpayers to pay additional taxes for general 
obligation bonds is the cumulative rate of tax. The total tax rate per $100 of assessed value (including the 
basic countywide 1 % rate required by statute) is discussed further in APPENDIX A - "CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES - PROPERTY TAXATION - Assessed 
Valuations, Tax Rates and Tax Delinquencies." 

Debt Burden on Owners of Taxable Property in the City. Another measure of the debt burden on 
local taxpayers is total debt as a percentage of taxable property value. Issuance of general obligation bonds by 
the City is limited under Section 9.106 ofthe Charter to 3.00% of the assessed value of all taxable real and 
personal property located within the City's boundaries. For purposes of this provision of the Charter, the City 
calculates its debt limit on the basis of total assessed valuation net of non-reimbursable and homeowner 
exemptions. On this basis, the City's gross general obligation debt limit for fiscal year 2013-14 is 
approximately $5 .17 billion, based on a net assessed valuation of approximately $172.5 billion. As of 
December 1, 2013, the City had outstanding approximately $1.89 billion in aggregate principal amount of 
general obligation bonds, which equals approximately 1.10% of the net assessed valuation for fiscal year 2013-
14. See APPENDIX A - "CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ORGANIZATION AND 
FINANCES - CAPITAL FINANCING AND BONDS." 

Additional Debt; Authorized but Unissued Bonds. Issuance of additional authorized bonds can cause 
the overall property tax rate to increase. As of December 1, 2013, the City had voter approval to issue up to 
$750.67 million in additional aggregate principal amount of new bonds payable from ad valorem property 
taxes. See APPENDIX A - "CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO - CAPITAL FINANCING AND 
BONDS - General Obligation Bonds." In addition, the City expects that it will propose further bond measures 
to the voters from time to time to help meet its capital needs, quantified in the City's most recent ten-year 
Capital Plan at $25.1 billion. See APPENDIX A - "CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES - CAPITAL FINANCING AND BONDS - Capital Plan." 

City Long-Term Challenges 

The following discussion highlights certain long-term challenges facing the City and is not meant to 
be an exhaustive discussion of challenges facing the City. Notwithstanding the City's strong economic and 
financial performance during the recent recovery and despite significant City initiatives to improve public 
transportation systems, expand access to healthcare and modernize parks and libraries, the City faces several 
long-term financial challenges and risks described below. 

Significant capital investments are proposed in the City's adopted ten-year capital plan. However 
identified funding resources are below those necessary to maintain and enhance the City's physical 
infrastructure. As a result, over $14 billion in capital needs are deferred from the capital plan's ten-year 
horizon. Over two-thirds of these unfunded needs relate to the City's transportation and waterfront 
infrastructure, where maintenance investment has lagged for decades. Mayor Edwin Lee has convened a 
taskforce to recommend funding mechanisms and strategies to bridge a portion of the gaps in the City's 
transportation needs, but it is likely that significant funding gaps will remain even assuming the identification 
of significant new funding resources. 

In addition, the City faces long term challenges with respect to the management of pension and post
employment retirement obligations. The City has taken significant steps to address long-term unfunded 
liabilities for employee pension and other post employment benefits, including retiree health obligations, yet 
significant liabilities remain. The most recent actuarial analyses estimate unfunded actuarial liabilities of 
almost $8 billion for these benefits, comprised of $4.4 billion for retiree health obligations and $3.4 billion for 
employee pension benefits. In recent years, the City and voters have adopted significant changes that should 
mitigate these unfunded liabilities over time, including adoption of lower-cost benefit tiers, increases to 
employee and employer contribution requirements, and establishment of a trust fund to set-aside funding for 
future retiree health costs. The financial benefit from these changes will phase in over time, however, leaving 
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ongoing financial challenges for the City in the shorter term. Further, the size of these liabilities is based on a 
number of assumptions, including but not limited to assumed investment returns and actuarial assumptions. It 
is possible that actual results will differ materially from current assumptions, and such changes in investment 
returns or other actuarial assumptions could increase budgetary pressures on the City. 

Lastly, while the City has adopted a number of measures to better position the City's operating budget 
for future economic downturns, these measures may not be sufficient. Economic stabilization reserves have 
grown significantly during the last three fiscal years and now exceed pre-recession peaks, but remain below 
adopted target levels of 10% of discretionary General Fund revenues. 

There is no assurance that other challenges not discussed here may become material to investors in the 
future. For more information, see APPENDIX A - "CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES" and in APPENDIX B - "COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL 
REPORT OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED 
JUNE 30, 2013." 

Seismic Risks 

The City is located in a seismically active region. Active earthquake faults underlie both the City and 
the surrounding Bay Area, including the San Andreas Fault, which passes about three miles to the southeast of 
the City's border, and the Hayward Fault, which runs under Oakland, Berkeley and other cities on the east side 
of San Francisco Bay, about 10 miles away. Significant recent seismic events include the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake, centered about 60 miles south of the City, which registered 6.9 on the Richter scale of earthquake 
intensity. That earthquake caused fires, building collapses, and structural damage to buildings and highways in 
the City and environs. The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, the only east-west vehicle access into the City, 
was closed for a month for repairs, and several highways in the City were permanently closed and eventually 
removed. 

In April 2008, the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (a collaborative effort of the 
U.S. Geological Survey (U.S.G.S.), the California Geological Society, and the Southern California Earthquake 
Center) reported that there is a 63% chance that one or more quakes of about magnitude 6.7 or larger will 
occur in the San Francisco Bay Area before the year 2038. Such earthquakes may be very destructive. For 
example, the U.S.G.S. predicts a magnitude 7 earthquake occurring today on the Hayward Fault would likely 
cause hundreds of deaths and almost $100 billion of damage. In addition to the potential damage to City
owned buildings and facilities (on which the City does not generally carry earthquake insurance), due to the 
importance of San Francisco as a tourist destination and regional hub of commercial, retail and entertainment 
activity, a major earthquake anywhere in the Bay Area may cause significant temporary and possibly longer
term harm to the City's economy, tax receipts, and residential and business real property values. 

Risk of Sea Level Changes and Flooding 

In May 2009, the California Climate Change Center released a final paper, for informational purposes 
only, which was funded by the California Energy Commission, the California Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the California Department of Transportation and the 
California Ocean Protection Council. The title of the paper is "The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the 
California Coast." The paper posits that increases in sea level will be a significant consequence of climate 
change over the next century. The paper evaluated the population, infrastructure, and property at risk from 
projected sea-level rise if no actions are taken to protect the coast. The paper concluded that significant 
property is at risk of flooding from 100-year flood events as a result of a 1.4 meter sea level rise. The paper 
further estimates that the replacement value of this property totals nearly $100 billion (in 2000 dollars). Two
thirds of this at-risk property is concentrated in San Francisco Bay, indicating that this region is particularly 
vulnerable to impacts associated with sea-level rise due to extensive development on the margins of the Bay. 
A wide range of critical infrastructure, such as roads, hospitals, schools, emergency facilities, wastewater 
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treatment plants, power plants, and wetlands is also vulnerable. Continued development in vulnerable areas 
will put additional assets at risk and raise protection costs. 

The City is unable to predict whether sea-level rise or other impacts of climate change or flooding 
from a major storm will occur, when they may occur, and if any such events occur, whether they will have a 
material adverse effect on the business operations or financial condition of the City and the local economy. 

Natural Gas Transmission and Distribution Pipelines 

In September 2010, a Pacific Gas and Electric Company ("PG&E") high pressure natural gas 
transmission pipeline exploded in San Bruno, California, with catastrophic results. There are numerous gas 
transmission and distribution pipelines owned, operated and maintained by PG&E throughout the City. The 
City cannot provide any assurances as to the condition of PG&E pipelines in the City, or predict the extent of 
damage to surrounding property that would occur if a PG&E pipeline located within the City were to explode. 

Other Natural Events 

Seismic events, wildfires and other calamitous events may damage City infrastructure and adversely 
impact the City's ability to provide municipal services. In August 2013, a massive wildfire in Tuolumne 
County and the Stanislaus National Forest burned over 257,135 acres (the "Rim Fire"), which area included 
portions of the City's Retch Retchy Project. The Retch Retchy Project is comprised of dams (including 
O'Shaughnessy Dam), reservoirs (including Retch Retchy Reservoir which supplies 85% of San Francisco's 
drinking water), hydroelectric generator and transmission facilities and water transmission facilities. Retch 
Retchy facilities affected by the Rim Fire included two power generating stations and the southern edge of the 
Retch Retchy Reservoir. There was no impact to drinking water quality. The City's hydroelectric power 
generation system was interrupted by the fire, forcing the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to spend 
approximately $1.6 million buying power on the open market and using existing banked energy with PG&E. 
The Rim Fire inflicted approximately $40 million in damage to parts of the City's water and power 
infrastructure located in the region. 

TAX MATTERS 

Federal Income Tax 

Federal tax law contains a number of requirements and restrictions which apply to the Bonds, 
including investment restrictions, periodic payments of arbitrage profits to the United States, requirements 
regarding the proper use of bond proceeds and the facilities financed with them, and certain other matters. The 
City has covenanted to comply with all requirements that must be satisfied in order for the interest on the 
Bonds to be excludable from gross income for federal income tax purposes. Failure to comply with certain of 
such covenants could cause. interest on the Bonds to become includable in gross income for federal income tax 
purposes retroactively to the date of issuance of the Bonds. 

Subject to the City's compliance with the above-referenced covenants, under present law, in the 
separate opinions of Co-Bond Counsel, interest on the Bonds is excludable from the gross income of their 
owners for federal income tax purposes, and thus will be exempt from present Federal income taxes based on 
gross income. Interest on the Bonds is not included as an item of tax preference in computing the federal 
alternative minimum tax for individuals and corporations, but is taken into account in computing an adjustment 
used in determining the federal alternative minimum tax for certain corporations. 

The Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the "Code"), includes provisions for an alternative 
minimum tax ("AMT") for corporations in addition to the corporate regular tax in certain cases. The AMT, if 
any, depends upon the corporation's alternative minimum taxable income ("AMTI"), which is the corporation's 
taxable income with certain adjustments. One of the adjustment items used in computing the AMTI of a 
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corporation (excluding S Corporations, Regulated Investment Companies, Real Estate Investment Trusts, 
REMICS and FASITs) is an amount equal to 75% of the excess of such corporation's "adjusted current 
earnings" over an amount equal to its AMTI (before such adjustment item and the alternative tax net operating 
loss deduction). "Adjusted current earnings" would include all tax exempt interest, including interest on the 
Bonds. 

Ownership of the Bonds may result in collateral federal income tax consequences to certain taxpayers, 
including, without limitation, financial institutions, certain insurance companies, certain S corporations, 
individual recipients of Social Security or Railroad Retirement benefits, and taxpayers who may be deemed to 
have incurred (or continued) indebtedness to purchase or carry tax-exempt obligations. Co-Bond Counsel will 
express no opinion with respect to any such collateral consequences with respect to the Bonds. Prospective 
purchasers of the Bonds should consult with their own tax advisors regarding the collateral consequences 
arising with respect to the Bonds described in this paragraph. 

If a Bond is purchased at any time for a price that is less than the Bond's stated redemption price at 
maturity, the purchaser will be treated as having purchased a Bond with market discount subject to the market 
discount rules of the Code (unless a statutory de minimis rule applies). Accrued market discount is treated as 
taxable ordinary income and is recognized when a Bond is disposed of (to the extent such accrued discount 
does not exceed gain realized) or, at the purchaser's election, as it accrues. The applicability of the market 
discount rules may adversely affect the liquidity or secondary market price of such Bond. Purchasers should 
consult their own tax advisors regarding the potential implications of market discount with respect to the 
Bonds. 

An investor may purchase a Bond for a price in excess of its stated principal amount at maturity. 
(Such Bond is referred to as a "Premium Bond"). Such excess is characterized for federal income tax purposes 
as "bond premium" and must be amortized by an investor on a constant yield basis over the remaining term of 
the Premium Bond in a manner that takes into account potential call dates and call prices. An investor cannot 
deduct amortized bond premium relating to a Premium Bond. The amortized bond premium is treated as a 
reduction in the amount of tax-exempt interest received. As bond premium is amortized, it reduces the 
investor's basis in the Bond. Investors who purchase a Premium Bond should consult their own tax advisors 
regarding the amortization of bond premium and its effect on the Premium Bond's basis for purposes of 
computing gain or loss in connection with the sale, exchange, redemption or early retirement of such Premium 
Bond. 

Owners of Bonds who dispose of Bonds prior to their stated maturity (whether by sale, redemption or 
otherwise), purchase Bonds in the initial public offering, but at a price different from their issue price, or 
purchase Bonds subsequent to the initial public offering should consult their own tax advisors as to the federal, 
state or local tax consequences of such dispositions or purchases. 

State and Local Taxes 

In the separate opinions of Co-Bond Counsel, interest on the Bonds is exempt from present California 
personal income taxes under present California law. Ownership of the Bonds may result in other state and 
local tax consequences to certain taxpayers. Co-Bond Counsel will express no opinion with respect to any 
such state and local tax consequences with respect to the Bonds. Prospective purchasers of the Bonds should 
consult with their own tax advisors regarding any state and local tax consequences arising with respect to the 
Bonds. 

Basis of Co-Bond Counsel Opinions 

The separate opinions of Co-Bond Counsel to be delivered concurrently with the delivery of the 
Bonds and the descriptions of the tax law contained in this Official Statement are based on statutes, judicial 
decisions, regulations, rulings and other official interpretations of law in existence on the date the Bonds are 
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issued. There can be no assurance that such law or those interpretations will not be changed or that new 
provisions of law will not be enacted or promulgated at any time while the Bonds are outstanding in a manner 
that would adversely affect the market value or liquidity or the tax treatment of ownership of the Bonds. Co
Bond Counsel have not undertaken to provide advice with respect to any such future changes. 

Each of the opinions of Co-Bond Counsel expresses the professional judgment" of the attorneys 
rendering the opinion on the legal issues explicitly addressed in the opinion. By rendering a legal opinion, the 
opinion giver does not undertake to be an insurer or guarantor of the expression of professional judgment, of 
the transaction opined upon, or of the future performance of the parties to the transaction. Rendering an 
opinion does not guarantee the outcome of any legal dispute that may arise out of the transaction. 

In rendering their opinions on tax exemption, Co-Bond Counsel will receive and rely upon 
certifications and representations of facts, calculations, estimates and expectations furnished by the City and 
others which Co-Bond Counsel will not have verified independently. 

Risk of Audit 

The Internal Revenue Service ("IRS") conducts a program of audits of issues of tax-exempt 
obligations to determine whether, in the view of the ~RS, interest on such obligations is properly excluded 
from the gross income of the owners of such obligations for federal income tax purposes. Whether or not the 
IRS will decide to audit the Bonds cannot be predicted. If the IRS begins an audit of the Bonds, under current 
IRS procedures, the IRS will treat the City as the taxpayer subject to the audit and the holders of the Bonds 
may not have the right to participate in the audit proceedings. The fact that an audit of the Bonds is pending 
could adversely affect the liquidity or market price of the Bonds until the audit is concluded even if the result 
of the audit is favorable. 

Legislation 

From time to time, there are legislative proposals pending in the Congress of the United States that, if 
enacted, could alter or amend the federal tax matters referred to in this section, or adversely affect the market 
price or liquidity of tax-exempt bonds of the character of the Bonds. In some cases, these proposals have 
included provisions that had a retroactive effective date. For example, in connection with federal deficit 
reduction and tax reform efforts, various proposals have been made recently in Congress and by the President 
which, if enacted in the forms proposed, would subject interest on bonds that is otherwise excludable from 
gross income for federal income tax purposes, including interest on the Bonds, to a tax payable by certain 
bondholders that are individuals, estates or trusts with adjusted gross income in excess of certain thresholds. It 
cannot be predicted whether or in what form any such proposal might be introduced in Congress or enacted or 
whether, if enacted, it would apply to bonds issued prior to enactment. Prospective purchasers of the Bonds 
should consult their own tax advisers regarding any pending or proposed federal tax legislation. Co-Bond 
Counsel will express no opinion regarding any pending or proposed federal tax legislation. 

Backup Withholding 

Payments of interest on, and proceeds of the sale, redemption or maturity of, tax-exempt obligations, 
including the Bonds, are in most cases required to be reported to the IRS. Additionally, backup withholding 
may apply to any such payments to any owner of Bonds who fails to provide an accurate Form W-9 Payers 
Request for Taxpayer Identification Number, or a substantially identical form, or to any such owner who is 
notified by the IRS of a failure to report all interest and dividends required to be shown on federal income tax 
returns. The reporting and backup withholding requirements do not affect the excludability of such interest 
from gross income for federal tax purposes. 
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OTHER LEGAL MATTERS 

Certain legal matters incident to the authorization, issuance and sale of the Bonds and with regard to 
the tax status of the interest on the Bonds (see "TAX MATTERS" herein) are subject to the legal opinions of 
Schiff Hardin LLP, San Francisco, California, and Amira Jackmon, Attorney at Law, Berkeley, California, Co
Bond Counsel to the City. The signed legal opinions of Co-Bond Counsel, dated and premised on facts 
existing and law in effect as of the date of original delivery of the Bonds, will be delivered to the initial 
purchaser of the Bonds at the time of original delivery of the Bonds. 

The proposed forms of the legal opinions of Co-Bond Counsel are set forth in APPENDIX F hereto. 
The legal opinions to be delivered may vary that text if necessary to reflect facts and law on the date of 
delivery. The opinions will speak only as of their date, and subsequent distributions of them by recirculation 
of this Official Statement or otherwise will create no implication that Co-Bond Counsel have reviewed or 
express any opinion concerning any of the matters referred to in the respective opinions subsequent to their 
date. In rendering their opinions, Co-Bond Counsel will rely upon certificates and representations of facts to 
be contained in the transcript of proceedings for the Bonds, which Co-Bond Counsel will not have 
independently verified. 

Co-Bond Counsel undertake no responsibility for the accuracy, completeness or fairness of this 
Official Statement. 

Certain legal matters will be passed upon for the City by the City Attorney and by Hawkins Delafield 
& Wood LLP, San Francisco, California, Disclosure Counsel. 

Hawkins Delafield & Wood LLP has served as disclosure counsel to the City and in such capacity has 
advised the City with respect to applicable securities laws and participated with responsible City officials and 
staff in conferences and meetings where information contained in this Official Statement was reviewed for 
accuracy and completeness. Disclosure Counsel is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of the 
statements or information presented in this Official Statement and has not undertaken to independently verify 
any of such statements or information. Rather, the City is solely responsible for the accuracy and 
completeness of the statements and information contained in this Official Statement. Upon the delivery of the 
Bonds, Disclosure Counsel will deliver a letter to the City which advises the City, subject to the assumptions, 
exclusions, qualifications and limitations set forth therein, that no facts came to the attention of the firm which 
caused the firm to believe that this Official Statement as of its date and as of the date of delivery of the Bonds 
contained or contains any untrue statement of a material fact or omitted or omits to state any material fact 
necessary to make the statements therein, in light of the circumstances under which they were made, not 
misleading. No purchaser or holder of the Bonds, or other person or party other than the City, will be entitled 
to or may rely on such letter or Hawkins Delafield & Wood LLP's having acted in the role of disclosure 
counsel to the City. 

PROFESSIONALS INVOLVED IN THE OFFERING 

Backstrom McCarley Berry & Co., San Francisco, California and Montague DeRose and Associates, 
LLC, Walnut Creek, California, have served as Co-Financial Advisors to the City with respect to the sale of 
the Bonds. The Co-Financial Advisors have assisted the City in the City's review and preparation of this 
Official Statement and in other matters relating to the planning, structuring, and sale of the Bonds. The Co
Financial Advisors have not independently verified any of the data contained herein nor conducted a detailed 
investigation of the affairs of the City to determine the accuracy or completeness of this Official Statement and 
assume no responsibility for the accuracy or complet~ness of any of the information contained herein. The Co
Financial Advisors, Co-Bond Counsel and Disclosure Counsel will all receive compensation from the City for 
services rendered in connection with the Bonds contingent upon the sale and delivery of the Bonds. The City 
Treasurer is acting as paying agent and registrar with respect to the Bonds. 
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ABSENCE OF LITIGATION 

No litigation is pending or threatened concerning the validity of the Bonds, the ability of the City to 
levy the ad valorem tax required to pay debt service on the Bonds, the corporate existence of the City, or the 
entitlement to their respective offices of the officers of the City who will execute and deliver the Bonds and 
other documents and certificates in connection therewith. The City will furnish to the initial purchaser of the 
Bonds a certificate of the City as to the foregoing as of the time of the original delivery of the Bonds. 

CONTINUING DISCLOSURE 

The City has covenanted for the benefit of the holders and beneficial owners of the Bonds to provide 
certain financial information and operating data relating to the City (the "Annual Report") not later than 270 
days after the end of the City's fiscal year (which currently ends on June 30), commencing with the report for 
fiscal year 2013-14, which is due not later than March 27, 2015, and to provide notices of the occurrence of 
certain enumerated events. The Annual Report will be filed by the City with the Municipal Securities 
Rulemaking Board ("MSRB"). The notices of enumerated events will be filed by the City with the MSRB. 
The specific nature of the information to be contained in the Annual Report or the notices of enumerated 
events is summarized in APPENDIX D - "FORM OF CONTINUING DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE." 
These covenants have been made in order to assist the purchaser of the Bonds in complying with Securities 
and Exchange Commission Rule 15c2-12(b)(5) (the "Rule"). In the last five years, the City has not failed to 
comply in all material respects with any previous undertakings with regard to the Rule to provide annual 
reports or notices of enumerated events. 

The City may, from time to time, b.ut is not obligated to, post its Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report and other financial information on the City Controller's web site at www.sfgov.org/controller. 

RATINGS 

Moody's Investors Service, Inc. ("Moody's"), Standard & Poor's Ratings Services ("S&P"), and Fitch 
Ratings ("Fitch"), have assigned municipal bond ratings of "Aal," "AA+," and "AA," respectively, to the 
Bonds. Certain information not included in this Official Statement was supplied by the City to the rating 
agencies to be considered in evaluating the Bonds. The ratings reflect only the views of each rating agency, 
and any explanation of the significance of any rating may be obtained only from the respective credit rating 
agencies: Moody's, at www.moodys.com; S&P, at www.sandp.com; and Fitch, at www.fitchratings.com. The 
information presented on the website of each rating agency is not incorporated by reference as part of this 
Official Statement. Investors are advised to read the entire Official Statement to obtain information essential 
to the making of an informed investment decision. No assurance can be given that any rating issued by a 
rating agency will be retained for any given period of time or that the same will not be revised or withdrawn 
entirely by such rating agency, if in its judgment circumstances so warrant. Any such revision or withdrawal 
of the ratings obtained may have an adverse effect on the market price or marketability of the Bonds. The City 
undertakes no responsibility to oppose any such downward revision, suspension or withdrawal. 

SALE OF THE BONDS 

The Bonds were sold at competitive bid on January 16, 2014. The Bonds were awarded to Citigroup 
Global Markets Inc. (the "Purchaser"), which submitted the lo\Vest true interest cost bid, at a purchase price of 
$225,856, 702. Under the terms of its bid, the Purchaser will be obligated to purchase all of the Bonds if any 
are purchased, the obligation to make such purchase being subject to the approval of certain legal matters by 
Co-Bond Counsel, and certain other conditions to be satisfied by the City. 

The Purchaser has certified the reoffering prices or yields for the Bonds set forth on the inside cover 
of this Official Statement, and the City takes no responsibility for the accuracy of those prices or yields. Based 
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on the reoffering prices, the original issue premium on the reoffering of the Bonds is $16,508,471.95, and the 
Purchaser's gross compensation (or "spread") is $606,769.95. The Purchaser may offer and sell Bonds to 
certain dealers and others at yields that differ from those stated on the inside cover. The offering prices or 
yields may be changed from time to time by the Purchaser. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Any statements in this Official Statement involving matters of opinion, whether or not expressly so 
stated, are intended as such and not as representations of fact. This Official Statement is not to be construed as 
a contract or agreement between the City and the initial purchaser or owners and beneficial owners of any of 
the Bonds. 

The preparation and distribution of this Official Statement have been duly authorized by the Board of 
Supervisors of the City. 
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This Appendix contains information that is current as of December 1, 2013. 

This Appendix A to the Official Statement of the City and County of San Francisco (the "City" or "San Francisco") 
covers general information about the City's governance structure, budget processes, property taxation system and 
other tax and revenue sources, City expenditures, labor relations, employment benefits and retirement costs, and 
investments, bonds and other long-term obligations. 

The various reports, documents, websites and other information referred to herein are not incorporated herein by 
such references. The City has referred to certain specified documents in this Appendix A which are hosted on the 
City's website. A wide variety of other information, including financial information, concerning the City is available 
from the City's publications, websites and its departments. Any such information that is inconsistent with the 
information set forth in this Official Statement should be disregarded and is not a part of or incorporated into this 
Appendix A. The information contained in this Official Statement, including this Appendix A, speaks only as of its 
date, and the information herein is subject to change. Prospective investors are advised to read the entire Official 
Statement to obtain information essential to the making of an informed investment decision. 
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CITY GOVERNMENT 

City Charter 

San Francisco is governed as a city and county chartered pursuant to Article XI, Sections 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the 
Constitution of the State of California (the "State"), and is the only consolidated city and county in the State. In 
addition to its powers under its charter in respect of municipal affairs granted under the State Constitution, San 
Francisco generally can exercise the powers of both a city and a county under State law. On April 15, 1850, several 
months before California became a state, the original charter was granted by territorial government to the City. New 
City charters were adopted by the voters on May 26, 1898, effective January 8, 1900, and on March 26, 1931, 
effective January 8, 1932. In November 1995, the voters of the City approved the current charter, which went into 
effect in most respects on July 1, 1996 (the "Charter"). 

The City is governed by a Board of Supervisors consisting of eleven members elected from supervisorial districts 
(the "Board of Supervisors"), and a Mayor elected at large who serves as chief executive officer (the "Mayor"). 
Members of the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor each serve a four-year term. The Mayor and members of the 
Board of Supervisors are subject to term limits as established by the Charter. Members of the Board of Supervisors 
may serve no more than two successive four-year terms and may not serve another term until four years have 
elapsed since the end of the second successive term in office. The Mayor may serve no more than two successive 
four-year terms, with no limit on the number of non-successive terms of office. The City Attorney, Assessor
Recorder, District Attorney, Treasurer and Tax Collector, Sheriff, and Public Defender are also elected directly by 
the citizens and may serve unlimited four-year terms. The Charter provides a civil service system for most City 
employees. School functions are carried out by the San Francisco Unified School District (grades K-12) ("SFUSD") 
and the San Francisco Community College District (post-secondary) ("SFCCD"). Each is a separate legal entity with 
a separately elected governing board. 

Under its original charter, the City committed itself to a policy of municipal ownership of utilities. The Municipal 
Railway, when acquired from a private operator in 1912, was the first such city-owned public transit system in the 
nation. In 1914, the City obtained its municipal water system, including the Retch Hetchy watershed near Yosemite. 
In 1927, the City dedicated Mill's Field Municipal Airport at a site in what is now San Mateo County 14 miles south 
of downtown San Francisco, which would grow to become today's San Francisco International Airport (the 
"Airport"). In 1969, the City acquired the Port of San Francisco (the "Port") in trust from the State. Substantial 
expansions and improvements have been made to these enterprises since their original acquisition. The Airport, the 
Port, the Public Utilities Commission ("Public Utilities Commission") (which now includes the Water Enterprise, 
the Wastewater Enterprise and the Retch Hetchy Water and Power Project), the Municipal Transportation Agency 
("MTA'') (which operates the San Francisco Municipal Railway or "Muni" and the Department of Parking and 
Traffic ("DPT"), including the Parking Authority and its five public parking garages), and the City-owned hospitals 
(San Francisco General and Laguna Honda), are collectively referred to herein as the "enterprise fund departments", 
as they are not integrated into the City's General Fund operating budget. However, certain of the enterprise fund 
departments, including San Francisco General Hospital, Laguna Honda Hospital and the MTA receive significant 
General Fund transfers on an annual basis. 

The Charter distributes governing authority among the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, the various other elected 
officers, the City Controller and other appointed officers, and the boards and commissions that oversee the various 
City departments. Compared to the governance of the City prior to 1995, the Charter concentrates relatively more 
power in the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. The Mayor appoints most commissioners subject to a two-thirds vote 
of the Board of Supervisors, unless otherwise provided in the Charter. The Mayor appoints each department head 
from among persons nominated to the position by the appropriate commission, and may remove department heads. 

Mayor and Board of Supervisors 

Edwin M. Lee is the 43r<l and current Mayor of the City. The Mayor is the chief executive officer of the City, with 
responsibility for general administration and oversight of all departments in the executive branch of the City. Mayor 
Lee was elected to his current four-year term as Mayor on November 8, 2011. Prior to being elected, Mayor Lee 
was appointed by the Board of Supervisors in January 2011 to fill the remaining year of former Mayor Gavin 
Newsom's term when Mayor Newsom was sworn in as the State's Lieutenant Governor. Mayor Lee served as the 
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City Administrator from 2005 up until his appointment to Mayor. He also previously served in each of the following 
positions: the City's Director of Public Works, the City's Director of Purchasing, the Director of the Human Rights 
Commission, the Deputy Director of the Employee Relations Division, and coordinator for the Mayor's Family 
Policy Task Force. 

Table A-1 lists the current members of the Board of Supervisors. The Supervisors are elected for staggered four
year terms and are elected by district. Vacancies are filled by appointment by the Board of Supervisors. 

TABLEA-1 

Eric Mar, District I 

Mark Farrell, District 2 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SANFRANCISCO 
Board of Supervisors 

Name First Elected or Appointed 

2008 

2010 
David Chiu, &Jard President, District 3 

Katy Tang, District 4 
2008 

2013 
London Breed, District 5 2012 
Jane Kim, District 6 2010 
Norman Yee, District 7 2012 
Scott Wiener, District 8 2010 
David Campos, District 9 2008 
Malia Cohm, District I 0 2010 
John Avalos, District 11 2008 

Other Elected and Appointed City Officers 

Current Term Expires 

2017 

2015 

2017 

2014 
2017 

2015 

2017 
2015 

2017 

2015 

2017 

Dennis J. Herrera was re-elected to his third four-year term as City Attorney in November 2009. The City Attorney 
represents the City in legal proceedings in which the City has an interest. Mr. Herrera was first elected City Attorney 
in Deceµiber 2001. Before becoming City Attorney, Mr. Herrera had been a partner in a private law firm and had 
served in the Clinton Administration as Chief of Staff of the U.S. Maritime Administration. He also served as 
president of the San Francisco Police Commission and was a member of the San Francisco Public Transportation 
Commission. 

Carmen Chu was elected Assessor-Recorder of the City in November 2013. The Assessor-Recorder administers the 
property tax assessment system of the City. Before becoming Assessor-Recorder, Ms. Chu was elected in November 
2008 and November 2010 to the Board of Supervisors, representing the Sunset/Parkside District 4 after being 
appointed by then-Mayor Newsom in September 2007. 

Jose Cisneros was re-elected to a four-year term as Treasurer of the City in November 2013. The Treasurer is 
responsible for the deposit and investment of all City moneys, and also acts as Tax Collector for the City. 
Mr. Cisneros has served as Treasurer since September 2004, following his appointment by then-Mayor Newsom. 
Prior to being appointed Treasurer, Mr. Cisneros served as Deputy General Manager, Capital Planning and External 
Affairs for the MTA. 

Benjamin Rosenfield was appointed to a ten-year term as Controller of the City by then-Mayor Newsom in 
March 2008, and was confirmed by the Board of Supervisors in accordance with the Charter. The City Controller is 
responsible for timely accounting, disbursement, and other disposition of City moneys, certifies the accuracy of 
budgets, estimates the cost of ballot measures, provides payroll services for the City's employees, and, as the 
Auditor for the City, directs performance and financial audits of City activities. Before becoming Controller, 
Mr. Rosenfield served as the Deputy City Administrator under former City Administrator Edwin Lee from 2005 to 
2008. He was responsible for the preparation and monitoring of the City's ten-year capital plan, oversight of a 
number of internal service offices under the City Administrator, and implementing the City's 311 non-emergency 
customer service center. From 2001 to 2005, Mr. Rosenfield worked as the Budget Director for then-Mayor 
Willie L. Brown, Jr. and then-Mayor Newsom. As Budget Director, Mr. Rosenfield prepared the City's proposed 
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budget for each fiscal year and worked on behalf of the Mayor to manage City spending during the course of each 
year. From 1997 to 2001, Mr. Rosenfield worked as an analyst in the Mayor's Budget Office and a project manager 
in the Controller's Office. 

Naomi M. Kelly was appointed to a five-year term as City Administrator by Mayor Lee on February 7, 2012. The 
City Administrator has overall responsibility for the management and implementation of policies, rules and 
regulations promulgated by the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors and the voters. In January 2012, Mrs. Kelly became 
Acting City Administrator. From January 2011, she served as Deputy City Administrator where she was responsible 
for the Office of Contract Administration, Purchasing, Fleet Management and Central Shops. Mrs. Kelly led the 
effort to successfully roll out the City's new Local Hire program last year by streamlining rules and regulations, 
eliminating duplication and creating administrative efficiencies. In 2004, Mrs. Kelly served as the City Purchaser 
and Director of the Office of Contract Administration. Mrs. Kelly has also served as Special Assistant in the Mayor's 
Office of Neighborhood Services, in the Mayor's Office of Policy and Legislative Affairs and served as the City's 
Executive Director of the Taxicab Commission. 

CITY BUDGET 

Overview 

This section discusses the City's budget procedures, while following sections of this Appendix A describe the City's 
various sources ofrevenues and expenditure obligations. 

The City manages the operations of its nearly 60 departments, commissions and authorities, including the enterprise 
fund departments, through its annual budget. In July 2013, the City adopted a full two-year budget. The City's fiscal 
year 2013-14 adopted budget appropriates annual revenues, fund balance, transfers, and reserves of approximately 
$7.91 billion, of which the City's General Fund accounts for approximately $3.95 billion. In fiscal year 2014-15 
appropriated revenues, fund balance, transfers and reserves total approximately $7.93 billion and $4.05 billion of 
General Fund budget. For a further discussion of the fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 adopted budgets, see "City 
Budget Adopted for Fiscal Years 2013-14 and 2014-15" herein. 

Each year the Mayor prepares budget legislation for the City departments, which must be approved by the Board of 
Supervisors. Revenues consist largely of local property taxes, business taxes, sales taxes, other local taxes, and 
charges for services. A significant portion of the City's revenues come in the form of intergovernmental transfers 
from the State and Federal governments. Thus, the City's fiscal situation is affected by the health of the local real 
estate market, the local business and tourist economy, and by budgetary decisions made by the State and Federal 
governments which depend, in tum, on the health of the larger State and national economies. All of these factors are 
almost wholly outside the control of the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and other City officials. In addition, the 
State Constitution strictly limits the City's ability to raise taxes and property-based fees without a two-thirds popular 
vote. See "CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY LIMITATIONS ON TAXES AND EXPENDITURES": 
herein. Also, the fact that the City's annual budget must be adopted before the State and federal budgets adds 
uncertainty to the budget process and necessitates flexibility so that spending decisions can be adjusted during the 
course of the Fiscal Year. See "CITY GENERAL FUND PROGRAMS AND EXPENDITURES" herein. 

Budget Process 

The City's fiscal year commences on July 1. The City's budget process for each fiscal year begins in the middle of 
the preceding fiscal year as departments prepare their budgets and seek any required approvals from the applicable 
City board or commission. Departmental budgets are consolidated by the City Controller, and then transmitted to the 
Mayor no later than the first working day of March. By the first working day of May, the Mayor is required to 
submit a proposed budget to the Board of Supervisors for certain specified departments, based on criteria set forth in 
the Administrative Code. On or before the first working day of June, the Mayor is required to submit the complete 
budget, including all departments, to the Board of Supervisors. 

Under the Charter, following the submission of the Mayor's proposed budget, the City Controller must provide an 
opinion to the Board of Supervisors regarding the accuracy of economic assumptions underlying the revenue 
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estimates and the reasonableness of such estimates and revisions in the proposed budget (the City Controller's 
"Revenue Letter"). The City Controller may also recommend reserves that are considered prudent given the 
proposed resources and expenditures contained in the Mayor's proposed budget. The City Controller's current 
Revenue Letter can be viewed online at www.sfcontroller.org. The Revenue Letter and other information from the 
said website are not illcorporated herein by reference. The City's Capital Planning Committee also reviews the 
proposed budget and provides recommendations based on the budget's conformance with the City's adopted ten-year 
capital plan. For a further discussion of the Capital Planning Committee and the City's ten-year capital plan, see 
"CAPITAL FINANCING AND BONDS - Capital Plan" herein. 

The City is required by the Charter to adopt a budget which is balanced in each fund. During its budget approval 
process, the Board of Supervisors has the power to reduce or augment any appropriation in the proposed budget, 
provided the total budgeted appropriation amount in each fund is not greater than the total budgeted appropriation 
amount for such fund submitted by the Mayor. The Board of Supervisors must approve the budget by adoption of 
the Annual Appropriation Ordinance (also referred to herein as the "Original Budget") by no later than August 1 of 
each year. 

The Annual Appropriation Ordinance becomes effective with or without the Mayor's signature after ten days; 
however, the Mayor has line-item veto authority over specific items in the budget. Additionally, in the event the 
Mayor were to disapprove the entire ordinance, the Charter directs the Mayor to promptly return the ordinance to the 
Board of Supervisors, accompanied by a statement indicating the reasons for disapproval and any recommendations 
which the Mayor may have. Any Annual Appropriation Ordinance so disapproved by the Mayor shall become 
effective only if, subsequent to its return, it is passed by a two-thirds vote of the Board of Supervisors. 

Following the adoption and approval of the Annual Appropriation Ordinance, the City makes various revisions 
throughout the fiscal year (the Original Budget plus any changes made to date are collectively referred to herein as 
the "Revised Budget"). A "Final Revised Budget" is prepared at the end of the fiscal year reflecting the year-end 
revenue and expenditure appropriations for that fiscal year. 

November 2009 Charter Amendment Instituting Two-Year Budgetary Cycle 

On November 3, 2009, voters approved Proposition A amending the Charter to make changes to the City's budget 
and financial processes which are intended to stabilize spending by requiring multi-year budgeting and financial 
planning. 

Proposition A requires three significant changes: 

• Specifies a two-year (biennial) budget, replacing the annual budget. Fixed two-year budgets were approved 
in July 2012 by the Board of Supervisors for four departments for fiscal year 2012-13 and 2013-14: the 
Airport, the Port, the Public Utilities Commission, and MTA. All other departments prepared balanced, 
rolling two-year budgets beginning in fiscal year 2012-13. 

• Requires a five-year financial plan, which forecasts revenues and expenses and summarizes expected 
public service levels and funding requirements for that period. The first five-year financial plan, including a 
forecast of expenditures and revenues and proposed actions to balance them in light of strategic goals, was 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 7, 2011, and was updated on March 7, 2012. A new five-year 
financial plan, covering fiscal years 2013-14 through 2017-18 was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on 
April 10, 2013. See "Five Year Financial Plan" below. 

• Standardizes the processes and deadlines for the City to submit labor agreements for all public employee 
unions by May 15. Charges the Controller's Office with proposing to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors 
financial policies addressing reserves, use of volatile revenues, debt, and financial measures in the case of 
disaster recovery and requires the City to adopt budgets consistent with these policies once approved. The 
Controller's Office may recommend additional financial policies or amendments to existing policies no 
later than October 1 of any subsequent year. 
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On April 13, 2010, the Board of Supervisors unanimously adopted policies to 1) codify the City's current practice of 
maintaining an annual General Reserve for current year fiscal pressures not anticipated in the budget and roughly 
double the size of the General Reserve by fiscal year 2015-16, and 2) create a new Budget Stabilization Reserve 
funded by excess receipts from volatile revenue streams to augment the existing Rainy Day Reserve to help the City 
mitigate the impact of multi-year downturns. On November 8 and 22, 2011, the Board of Supervisors unanimously 
adopted additional financial policies limiting the future approval of Certificates of Participation and other long-term 
obligations to 3.25% of discretionary revenue, and specifying that selected nonrecurring revenues may only be spent 
on nonrecurring expenditures. These policies are described in further detail below. The Controller's Office may 
propose additional financial policies by October 1 of any year. 

Role of Controller; Budgetary Analysis and Projections 

As Chief Fiscal Officer and City Services Auditor, the City Controller monitors spending for all officers, 
departments and employees charged with receipt, collection or disbursement of City funds. Under the Charter, no 
obligation to expend City funds can be incurred without a prior certification by the City Controller that sufficient 
revenues are or will be available to meet such obligation as it becomes due in the then-current fiscal year, which 
ends June 30. The City Controller monitors revenues throughout the fiscal year, and if actual revenues are less than 
estimated, the City Controller may freeze department appropriations or place departments on spending "allotments" 
which will constrain department expenditures until estimated revenues are realized. If revenues are in excess of what 
was estimated, or budget surpluses are created, the City Controller can certify these surplus funds as a source for 
supplemental appropriations that may be adopted throughout the year upon approval of the Mayor and the Board of 
Supervisors. The City's annual expenditures are often different from the estimated expenditures in the Annual 
Appropriation Ordinance due to supplemental appropriations, continuing appropriations of prior years, and 
unexpended current-year funds. 

Charter Section 3 .105 directs the City Controller to issue periodic or special financial reports during the fiscal year. 
Each year, the City Controller issues six-month and nine-month budget status reports to apprise the City's 
policymakers of the current budgetary status, including projected year-end revenues, expenditures and fund 
balances. The City Controller issued the most recent of these reports, the fiscal year 2012-13 Nine Month Budget 
Status Report (the "Nine Month Report"), on May 9, 2013. In addition, under Proposition A of November 2009, the 
Mayor must submit a Five-Year Financial Plan every two years to the Board of Supervisors which forecasts 
revenues and expenditures for the next five fiscal years and proposes actions to balance them. On April 10, 2013, the 
Board of Supervisors approved the City's second Five-Year Financial Plan. For details see "Five Year Financial 
Plan" below. Finally, as discussed above, the City Charter directs the Controller to annually report on the accuracy 
of economic assumptions underlying the revenue estimates in the Mayor's proposed budget. On June 11, 2013 the 
Controller released the Discussion of the Mayor's FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15 Proposed Budget (the "Revenue 
Letter"). All of these reports are available from the City Controller's website: www.sfcontroller.org. The information 
from said website is not incorporated herein by reference. 

General Fund Results: Audited Financial Statements 

The General Fund portions of the fiscal year 2013-14 and 2014-15 Original Budgets total $3.95 billion, and $4.05 
billion respectively. This does not include expenditures of other governmental funds and enterprise fund 
departments such as the Airport, the MTA, the Public Utilities Commission, the Port, and the City-owned hospitals 
(San Francisco General and Laguna Honda). Table A-2 shows Final Revised Budget revenues and appropriations for 
the City's General Fund for fiscal years 2009-10 through 2012-13 and the Original Budgets for fiscal years 2013-14 
through 2014-15. See "PROPERTY TAXATION -Tax Levy and Collection," "OTHER CITY TAX REVENUES" 
and "CITY GENERAL FUND PROGRAMS AND EXPENDITURES" herein. 

The City's most recently completed Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (the "CAFR" which includes the City's 
audited financial statements) for fiscal year 2012-13 was issued on November 27, 2013. The fiscal year 2012-13 
CAFR reported that as of June 30, 2013, the General Fund available for appropriation in subsequent years was 
$240.4 million (see Table A-4), of which $122.7 million was assumed in the fiscal year 2013-14 Original Budget 
and $111.6 million was assumed in the fiscal year 2014-15 Original Budget, and $6.1 million remains available for 
future appropriations. This represents a $20.1 million increase in available fund balance over the $220.3 million 
available as of June 30, 2012 and resulted primarily from savings and greater-than-budgeted additional tax revenue, 
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particularly property tax and state realignment revenues, in fiscal year 2012-13. In addition to this available year-end 
General Fund balance, the City's Rainy Day Reserve Economic Stabilization Account totaled $23.3 million. 

TABLEA-2 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Budgeted General Fund Revenues and Appropriations for 

Fiscal Years 2009-10 through 2014-15 
(OOOs) 

FY2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 

Final Revised Final Revised Final Revised Final Revised 

Budget Budget Budget Budget 

Prior-Year Budgetary Fund Balance & Reserves $390,512 $312,040 $427,886 $557,097 

Budgeted Revenues 

Property Taxes $1,021,015 $984,843 $1,028,677 $1,078,083 

Business Taxes 371,848 342,350 389,878 452,806 

Other Local Taxes 456,140 528,470 602,455 733,295 

Licenses, Pennitsand Franchises 25,138 23,242 24,337 25,332 

Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties 11,662 3,794 7,710 7,194 

Interest and Investment Earnings 10,984 9,547 6,050 6,776 

Rents and Concessions I9,884 22,346 22,894 21,424 

Grants and Subventions 686,058 681,090 679,486 721,967 

Charges for Services I46,680 145,443 153,678 168,963 

Other 21,713 30,929 I9,232 24,844 

Total Budg<ied Revenues $2,77I,I22 $2, 772,054 $2,934,397 $3,240,685 

Bond Proceeds & Repay1rent of Loans 1,725 785 589 627 

Elq2!lncliture Am2fQ!2riations 

Public Prote::tion $954,8I6 $95I,5I6 $99I,840 $I,058,324 

Public Works, Transportation & Commerce 44,276 25,763 53,878 68,35I 

Human Welfare & Neighborhood Developirent 657 ,274 650,622 677,953 670,958 

Community Health 481,805 513,625 573,970 635,960 

Culture and Recreation 93,755 100,043 99,762 105,580 

GeneralAdministration & Finance 174,907 178,709 190,0I4 I90,15I 

General City Responsibilities I 96,336 88, 755 99,274 86,527 

Total Expenditure Appropriations $2,503,I69 $2,509,032 $2,686,691 $2,815,852 

Budgetary reserves and designations, net $16,653 $6,213 $11,1I2 $4,191 

Transfers In $94,678 $119,027 $160,187 $I95,388 

Transfers Out (564,945) (504,740) (567,706) (646,0I8) 

Net Transfers In/Out ($4 70,267) ($385, 713) ($407,519) ($450,630) 

Budgeted Excess (Deficiency) of Sources 

Over (Under) Uses $173,270 $I83,92I $257,550 $527, 736 

Variance of Actual vs. Budget 138,770 243,965 299,547 I46,901 

Total Actual Budgetary Flllld Balance' $3I2,040 $427,886 $557,097 $674,637 

1 Over the past five years, the City has consolidated various departments to achieve ope.rational effici mcies. This has resulted in changes in how departments 

v.ere summarized in the service area groupings above fur the time periods shown. 

FY 2013-14 

Original 

Budget" 3 

$156,426 

$1,153,417 

532,988 

846,924 

23,061 

9,097 

10,946 

25,534 

780,936 

I77,048 

14,30I 

$3,574,252 

1,105 

$1, 130,932 

80,797 

700,254 

701,978 

119,579 

244,591 

96,975 

$3,075, 105 

$69,883 

$217,982 

(804, 777) 

($586, 795) 

$0 

$0 

2 FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15 Original Budget Prior-Year Budgetary Fund Balance & ReseIVes will be recrnciled with the previous year's Final Revised Budget. 
3 Total Actual Budgetary Fund Balance fur FY 2013-14 will be available upon release of the FY 2013-14 Final Revised Budget in the CAFR. 

Source: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 
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FY 2014-15 

Original 

Budget 2 

$129,329 

$1,220,417 

564,180 

869,812 

25,533 

9,435 

lI,010 

20,597 

782,440 

I77,805 

21,I75 

$3, 702,404 

760 

$I, I55,085 

111,993 

7I7,018 

702,79I 

115,632 

248,135 

102,802 

$3, I53,456 

$50,121 

$214,792 

(843,708) 

($628,916) 

$0 

$0 



The City prepares its budget on a modified accrual basis. Accruals for incurred liabilities, such as claims and 
judgments, workers' compensation, accrued vacation and sick leave pay are funded only as payments are required to 
be made. The audited General Fund balance as of June 30, 2013 was $540.9 million (as shown in Table A-3 and 
Table A-4) using Generally Accepted Accounting Principles ("GAAP"), derived from audited revenues of 
$3.3 billion. Audited General Fund balances are shown in Table A-3 on both a budget basis and a GAAP basis with 
comparative financial information for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2009 through June 30, 2013. 

TABLEA-3 
CTTY ANDCOUNTYOFSANFRANCISCO 

Summary of Audited General Fund Balances 
Fiscal Year Ended June 30 1 

(OOOs) 

2009 2010 2011 
Restricted for rainy day (Economic S1abilizationaccount) $98,297 $39,582 $33,439 

Restricted for rainy day (One-time Srending account) 
Committed for budget stabilization (citywide) 27,183 

Committed for Recreation & Pa-ks expenditure savings reserve 6,575 4,677 6,248 

Assigned not available for amro12riation 

Assigned for encumbrances 65,902 69,562 57,846 

Assigned for appropriation carryforward 91,075 60,935 73,984 
Assigned for baseline appropriation fundingmandates 

Assigned for budget savings incentive program (citywide) 8,684 
Assigned for salaries and benefits (MOU) 316 4,198 7,151 
Assigned for litigation 

To1al Fund Balance Not Available for Appropriation $262,165 $178,954 $214,535 

Assigned and unassigned, available for appropriation 
Assigned for litigation & contingencies $32,900 $27, 758 $44,900 
Assigned for General reserve 
Assigned for subsequentyear's budget 95,447 105,328 159,390 

Unassigned (available fur future appropriation) 9 061 
To1al Fund Balance Available for Appropriation $128,347 $133,086 $213,351 

Total Fund Balance, Budget Basis $390,512 $312,040 $427,886 

Budget Basis to GAAP Basis Reconciliation 

Total Fund Balance - Budget Basis $390,512 $312,040 $427,886 

Unreali:zed gain or loss on inves1ments - (1,148) 1,851 1,610 

Nonsrendable fund balance 11,307 14,874 20,501 

Cumulative Excess Prorerty Tax Revenues Recognized 
(56,426) (71,967) (43,072) 

on Budget Basis 

Cumulative Excess Health, Human Service, Franchise Tax 
(37,940) (55,938) (63,898) 

and other Revenues on Budget Basis 

Deferred Amounts on Loan Receivables (4,630) (9,082) (13,561) 

Pre-paid lease revenue (1,460) 

Total Fund Balance, GAAP Basis $301,675 $191, 778 $328,006 

1 Swnmary of financial infurmation derived from City CAFRs. GASB Statement 54, issued in Mamh 2009, and implemmted in the 
City's FY 2010-11 CAFR, establishes anew fund balance classification based primarily on the extent to \\hich a government is bound 
to observe constraints imposed on the use of funds. Subsequent footnotes in this table provide the former descriptive titles for 2011 
fund balance amounts. 

2 Priorto2 011, each line item was titled "reserved" for the purpose indicated 
3 Priorto2011, titled "Tctal Reserved Fund Balance" 
4 Prior to2 011, titled "Designated fur Ii ligation and contingencies" 
5 Priorto2011, titled "Unreserved, undesip;nated fund balance available fur appropriation" 
6 Priorto2 011, titled "Tctal Unreserved Fund Balance" 
7 Prior to 2 011, titled "Reserved for Assets Not Available for Appropriation" 

Source: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 
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2012 2013 
$31,009 $23,329 2 

3,010 3,010 
74,330 121,580 

4,946 15,907 2 

62,699 74,815 2 

85,283 112,327 2 

22,410 24,819 2 

7,100 6,338 2 

$290,877 $382,125 3 

$23,637 $30,254 4 

$22,306 $21,818 
104,284 122,689 5 

115 993 117 751 
$266,220 $292,512 6 

$557,097 $674,637 

$557,097 $674,637 

6,838 (1,140) 

19,598 23,854 7 

(46, 140) (38,210) 

(62,241) (93,910) 

(16,551) (20,067) 

(2,876) (4,293) 

$455, 725 $540,871 



Table A-4, entitled "Audited Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in General Fund Balances," is 
extracted from information in the City's CAFR for the five most recent fiscal years. Audited financial statements for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 are included herein as Appendix B - "COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL 
FINANCIAL REPORT OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR THE YEAR ENDED 
JUNE 30, 2013." Prior years' audited financial statements can be obtained from the City Controller's website. 
Information from the City Controller's website is not incorporated herein by reference. Excluded from this Statement 
of General Fund Revenues and Expenditures in Table A-4 are fiduciary funds, internal service funds, special 
revenue funds (which relate to proceeds of specific revenue sources which are legally restricted to expenditures for 
specific purposes) and all of the enterprise fund departments of the City, each of which prepares separate audited 
financial statements. 
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TABLEA-4 
CITY AND C OUN1Y OF SAN FRAN CISCO 

Audited Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in General Fund Balances 

Fiscal Year Ended June 30 1 

(OOOs) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 
Revenues: 
Property Taxes $999,528 $1,044,740 $1,090, 776 $1,056,143 

Business Taxes 2 387,313 353,471 391,057 435,316 

Other Local Taxes 479,194 520,733 608,197 751,301 

Licenses, Permits and Franchises 24,750 24,249 25,252 25,022 

Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties 5,618 17,279 6,868 8,444 

Interest and Investment Income 9,193 7,900 5,910 10,262 

Rents and Concessions 19,096 18,733 21,943 24,932 

Intergovernmental 645,365 651,074 657,238 678,808 

Charges for Services 135,926 138,615 146,631 145,797 
Other 11,199 21,856 10,377 17,090 

Total Revenues $2,717,182 $2,798,650 $2,964,249 $3,153,115 

Expenditures: 
Public Protection $889,594 $948,772 $950,548 $991,275 

Public Works, Transportation & Commerce 61,812 40,225 25,508 52,815 

Human Welfure and Neighborhood Development 630,112 632,713 610,063 626,194 

Community Health 487,638 473,280 493,939 545,962 
Culture and Recreation 97,415 94,895 99,156 100,246 

General Administration & Finance 170,109 169,980 175,381 182,898 
General City Responsibilities 73,904 87,267 85,422 96,132 

Total Expenditures $2,410,584 $2,447,132 $2,440,017 $2,595,522 

Excess of Revenues over Expenditures $306,598 $351,518 $524,232 $557,593 

Other Financing Sources (Uses): 
Transfers In $136,195 $94,115 $108,072 $120,449 

Transfers OU! (550,910) (559,263) (502,378) (553,190) 
Other Financing Sources 4,157 3,733 6,302 3,682 

Other Financing Uses 

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses) ($410,558) ($461,415) ($388,004) ($429,059) 

Extraordinary gain/(loss) from dissolution of the 
Redevelopment Agency 

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues and Other Sources 
Over Expenditures and Other Uses ($103,960) ($109,897) $136,228 

Total Fund Balance at Beginning of Year 405,635 $301,675 $191, 778 

Total Fund Balance at End of Year -- GAAP Basis 4 
$301,675 $191,778 $328,006 

Assigned for Subsequent Year's Appropriations and Unassigned Fund Balance, Year End 
-- GAAP Basis $28,203 ($2,050) $48,070 
-- Budget Basis $95,447 $105,328 $168,451 

1 Summaty of financial information derived from City CAFRs. Fund balan res include amounts reserved for rainy day (Economic 

Stabilization and One-time Spending accmmts}, encumbrances, appropriation carryfonwrds and otlta- purposes (as required 

by the Charter or appropriate accounting practices )as well as unreserved designated and undesignated available fund balances 

( v.hi ch amounts cons! itute unrestricted General Fund balances). 
2 

Does not include business taxes allocated to special revenue fund for the Community Challen!J' Grant program. 
3 Prior to adoption ofGASB Statement 54 in 2011, titled "Unresened &Undesignated Balance, Year End" 

' Total FY 2012-13 amount is comprised of $122.7 million in assigned balance subsequently appropriatedforuse in FY 2013-14 
plus $117.8 million unassigned balance available for future appropriations. 

Sources: Comprehensive Annual Financial Report; Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 
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(815) 

$127,719 

$328,006 

$455,725 

$133,794 
$220,277 

2013 

$1,122,008 

479,627 
756,346 
26,273 

6,226 
2,125 

35,273 

720,625 
164,391 
14,142 

$3,327,036 

$1,057,451 
68,014 

660,657 
634,701 
105,870 
186,342 
81,657 

$2,794,692 

$532,344 

$195,272 
(646,912) 

4,442 

($447,198) 

$85,146 

$455,725 

$540,871 

$135,795 3 

$240,410 ' 



Five-Year Financial Plan 

The Five-Year Financial Plan is required under Proposition A, a Charter amendment approved by voters in 
November 2009. The Charter requires the plan to forecast expenditures and revenues for the next five-fiscal years, 
propose actions to balance revenues and expenditures during each year of the plan, and discuss strategic goals and 
corresponding resources for City departments. The first Five-Year Financial Plan, covering fiscal years 2011-12 
through 2015-16, was prepared by the Mayor's Office and Controller's Office in collaboration with City departments 
and adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 7, 2011 and updated on March 7, 2012. 

The Five-Year Financial Plan for fiscal year 2013-14 through 2017-18 was approved by the Board of Supervisors on 
April 2, 2013. For General Fund Supported Operations for fiscal year 2013-14 through fiscal year 2017-18, the Plan 
projected budgetary shortfalls of $124 million, $256 million, $368 million, $423 million and $487 million over the 
next five fiscal years. The $487 million projected shortfall is a significant improvement from the first Five-Year 
Financial Plan which in 2011 projected a five-year shortfall of $829 million. This Plan projected continued recovery 
in local tax revenues. However, projected increases in employee salary and benefits, citywide operating expenses, 
and departmental costs are rising faster than projected revenue growth. To the extent budgets are balanced with 
ongoing savings or revenues, future shortfalls will decrease. 

The fiscal year 2013-14 and fiscal year 2014-15 budget approved by the Board of Supervisors on July 23, 2013, 
closed budget gaps identified in the Five Year Financial Plan. Strategies used to balance the budget are discussed in 
the budget section below. To the extent that the Mayor's budget is balanced with ongoing savings or revenues, this 
will reduce the projected deficits for subsequent fiscal years. 

The City currently projects revenue growth of $578 million over the five-year period of this Plan, and expenditure 
growth of $1.065 billion. Employee pension costs, wages and other benefit growth are the single largest driver of 
cost growth and the imbalance between revenues and expenditures, growing by $459 million, 43% of the total 
expenditure growth, during the five years of the plan. Other costs projected to increase include: Citywide Operating 
Costs ($298 million, 28% of expenditure growth), Department of Public Health specific cost increases ($133 
million, 13 % ), Charter Mandated Baseline and Reserve Changes ($118 million, 11 % ), and Other Department 
Specific Cost Increases ($57 million, 5%). 

The Plan proposes the following strategies to restore fiscal stability: controlling capital spending and debt 
restructuring; controlling wage and benefit costs; additional tax and fee revenues; adjustments to baselines and 
revenue allocations; limiting growth in contract and materials costs; reduced reliance on non-recurring revenues and 
savings; and ongoing departmental revenues and savings initiatives. 

City Budget Adopted for Fiscal Years 2013-14 and 2014-15 

On July 24, 2013, Mayor Lee signed the Consolidated Budget and Annual Appropriation Ordinance (the "Original 
Budget") for fiscal years ending June 30, 2014' and June 30, 2015. This is the second two-year budget for the entire 
City. The Controller's Office issued its required Controller's Discussion of the Mayor's fiscal year 2013-14 and fiscal 
year 2014-15 Proposed Budget on June 11, 2013. The Mayor's budget closed the $124 million and $256 million 
general fund shortfalls for fiscal year 2013-14 and fiscal year 2014-15 identified in the Five Year Financial Plan 
through a combination of (a) net citywide revenue increases of $91 million and $83 million, respectively; (b) a net 
Citywide expenditure increase of $6 million in fiscal year 2013-14 for capital projects, followed by Citywide 
expenditure savings of $60 million in fiscal year 2014-15, both made possible in part by lower than expected health 
costs and improved pension system returns; ( c) one-time revenues of $28 million and $13 million, respectively; ( d) 
departmental savings totaling $11 million and $47 million respectively, the largest component of which was 
securing alternative sources for furniture, fixtures and equipment for the new San Francisco General Hospital 
building ($17 million and $34 million), and (e) cost savings of $53 million in fiscal year 2014-15 made up of $33 
million in reduced funding for growth in contracts and $20 million of deferred education enrichment fund 
allocations to the San Francisco Unified School District and First Five Commission. 

On June 27, 2013 the Board of Supervisors Budget and Finance Committee unanimously approved the Mayor's 
proposed budget with minor revisions totaling $25 million in fiscal year 2013-14 and $15.4 million in fiscal year 
2014-15. The revisions in fiscal year 2013-14 were funded by $10.1 million in Committee reductions to the Mayor's 
budget and $15 million of additional sources identified by the Mayor, including $7.5 million in additional 
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expenditure savings identified from fiscal year 2012-13 and $3.6 million in additional expenditure savings in fiscal 
year 2013-14, $1.4 million in additional fiscal year 2012-13 property tax revenue above the amount required to be 
deposited in the Budget Stabilization Reserve and to fund baseline transfers, $1.4 million in leftover funds in the 
budget's technical adjustment reserve and $1 million from Consumer Protection funds. 

The Original Budget for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 totals $7.91 billion and $7.93 billion respectively, 
representing increases over prior year of $554 million and $23 million. The General Fund portion of each year's 
budget is $3.95 billion in fiscal year 2013-14 and $4.05 billion in fiscal year 2014-15 representing consecutive 
increases of $463 million and $98 million. There are 27,669 funded full time positions in the fiscal year 2013-14 
Original Budget and 27,850 in the fiscal year 2014-15 Original Budget representing increases of 813 and 181, 
respectively. 

The budget for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 adheres to the City's policy limiting the use of certain nonrecurring 
revenues to nonrecurring expenses proposed by the Controller's Office and approved unanimously by the Board of 
Supervisors on November 22, 2011. The policy was approved by the Mayor on December 1, 2011 and can only be 
suspended for a given fiscal year by a two-thirds vote of the Board. Specifically, this policy limited the Mayor and 
Board's ability to use for operating expenses the following nonrecurring revenues: extraordinary year-end General 
Fund balance (defined as General Fund prior year unassigned fund balance before deposits to the Rainy Day 
Reserve or Budget Stabilization Reserve in excess of the average of the previous five years), the General Fund share 
of revenues from prepayments provided under long-term leases, concessions, or contracts, otherwise unrestricted 
revenues from legal judgments and settlements, and other unrestricted revenues from the sale of land or other fixed 
assets. Under the policy, these nonrecurring revenues may only be used for nonrecurring expenditures that do not 
create liability for or expectation of substantial ongoing costs, including but not limited to: discretionary funding of 
reserves, acquisition of capital equipment, capital projects included in the City's capital plans, development of 
affordable housing, and discretionary payment of pension, debt or other long term obligations. 

Impact of the State of California Budget on Local Finances 

The State continues its slow economic recovery. Revenues from the State represent approximately 21.5% of the 
General Fund revenues appropriated in the fiscal year 2013-14 Original Budget, and thus changes in State revenues 
could have a significant impact on the City's finances. In a typical year, the Governor releases two primary proposed 
budget documents: 1) the Governor's Proposed Budget required to be submitted in January; and 2) the "May Revise" 
to the Governor's Proposed Budget. The Governor's Proposed Budget is then considered and typically revised by the 
State Legislature. Following that process, the State Legislature adopts, and the Governor signs, the State budget. 
City policy makers review and estimate the impact of both the Governor's Proposed and May Revise Budgets prior 
to the City adopting its own budget. 

On June 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed the 2013-14 California State budget into law. In contrast to recent 
budgets, which closed multibillion dollar shortfalls, spending in fiscal year 2013-14 is set to increase by 3 percent 
over fiscal year 2012-13, including a $1.1 billion reserve, due to voter-approved tax increases, economic recovery 
and prior reductions. The City's Original Budget for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 does not include the 
allowance for unallocated State funding reductions deemed necessary in budgets for fiscal years 2009-10 through 
2012-13. The largest source of uncertainty in the City's budget is related to the implementation of national health 
care reform (the Affordable Care Act, or ACA). The State's fiscal year 2013-14 budget includes a $300 million 
reduction in funding for indigent health care to counties to reflect the expected enrollment of over one million 
additional adults in Medi-Cal beginning in January, 2014, of which San Francisco's share is $17 million. The timing 
and extent to which reduced subventions will be made up by increased insurer reimbursements is not certain at this 
time, and budget adjustments may be required should the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors wish to backfill lost 
revenue and increased costs. 

Impact of Federal Budget Tax Increases and Expenditure Reductions on Local Finances 

On December 26, 2013, the President signed a two-year federal budget. The budget partially repeals sequester
related budget cuts for Fiscal Years 2013-14 and 2014-15. The City is currently reviewing the budget and the 
projected financial impact to the City is unknown at this time. 
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Budgetary Reserves and Economic Stabilization 

Under the Charter, the Treasurer, upon recommendation of the City Controller, is authorized to transfer legally 
available moneys to the City's operating cash reserve from any unencumbered funds then held in the City's pooled 
investment fund. The operating cash reserve is available to cover cash flow deficits in various City funds, including 
the City's General Fund. From time to time, the Treasurer has transferred unencumbered moneys in the pooled 
investment fund to the operating cash reserve to cover temporary cash flow deficits in the General Fund and other 
City funds. Any such transfers must be repaid within the same fiscal year in which the transfer was made, together 
with interest at the rate earned on the pooled funds at the time the funds were used. The City has not issued tax and 
revenue anticipation notes to finance short-term cash flow needs since fiscal year 1996-97. See "INVESTMENT OF 
CITY FUNDS - Investment Policy" herein. 

The financial policies passed on April 13, 2010 codified the current practice of maintaining an annual General 
Reserve to be used for current-year fiscal pressures not anticipated during the budget process. The policy set the 
reserve equal to one percent of budgeted regular General Fund revenues in fiscal year 2012-13 and increasing by 
0.25% each year thereafter until reaching 2% of General Fund revenues in fiscal year 2016-17. The required starting 
balance of the General Reserve was $32.2 million in fiscal year 2012-13 and is $44.7 million and $55.5 million in 
fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 respectively. 

In addition to the operating cash and general reserves the City maintains two types of reserves to offset 
unanticipated expenses and which are available for appropriation to City departments by action of the Board of 
Supervisors. These include the Salaries and Benefit Reserve ($13.1 million in fiscal year 2013-14 and $13.5 million 
in fiscal year 2014-15), and the Litigation Reserve ($11.0 million in each year). Balances in both reflect new 
appropriations to the reserves and do not include carry-forward of prior year balances. The Charter also requires set 
asides of a portion of departmental expenditure savings in the form of a citywide Budget Savings Incentive Reserve 
and a Recreation and Parks Budget Savings Incentive Reserve. 

The City also maintains Rainy Day and Budget Stabilization reserves whose balances carry-forward annually and 
whose use is allowed under select circumstances described below. 

Rainy Day Reserve 

In November 2003, City voters approved the creation of the City's Rainy Day Reserve into which the previous 
Charter-mandated cash reserve was incorporated. Charter Section 9.113.5 requires that ifthe City Controller projects 
total General Fund revenues for the upcoming budget year will exceed total General Fund revenues for the current 
year by more than five percent, then the City's budget shall allocate the anticipated General Fund revenues in excess 
of that five percent growth into the following two accounts within the Rainy Day Reserve and for other lawful 
governmental purposes. 

50 percent of the excess revenues to the Rainy Day Economic Stabilization account; 
25 percent of the excess revenues to the Rainy Day One-Time or Capital Expenditures account; and 
25 percent of the excess revenues to any lawful governmental purpose. 

Fiscal year 2011-12 revenue exceeded the deposit threshold, resulting in a $6.0 million deposit to the Rainy Day 
Reserve Economic Stabilization account and a $3.0 million deposit to the One-Time Capital Expenditures account. 
The deposit threshold was not exceeded in fiscal year 2012-13 and the fiscal year 2013-14 and 2014-15 budgets do 
not anticipate deposits to the reserve. 

Deposits to the Rainy Day Reserve's Economic Stabilization account are subject to a cap of 10% of actual total 
General Fund revenues as stated in the City's most recent independent annual audit. Amounts in excess of that cap in 
any year will be allocated to capital and other one-time expenditures. Moneys in the Rainy Day Reserve's Economic 
Stabilization account are available to provide a budgetary cushion in years when General Fund revenues are 
projected to decrease from prior-year levels (or, in the case of a multi-year downturn, the highest of any previous 
year's total General Fund revenues). Moneys in the Rainy Day Reserve's One-Time or Capital Expenditures account 
are available for capital and other one-time spending initiatives. Except for the transfer to SFUSD described below, 
no draw from the Rainy Day Reserve is budgeted in fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15. 
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If the City Controller projects that per-pupil revenues for the SFUSD will be reduced in the upcoming budget year, 
the Board of Supervisors and Mayor may appropriate funds from the Rainy Day Economic Stabilization account to 
the SFUSD. This appropriation may not exceed the dollar value of the total decline in school district revenues, or 
25% of the account balance, whichever is less. The fiscal year 2012-13 ending balance of this account was $23 .3 
million. The fiscal year 2013-14 and 2014-15 budgets include allocations of $5.8 million and $4.4 million, 
respectively, to the SFUSD. Assuming no other withdrawals or deposits, this would leave a balance remaining in the 
Rainy Day Reserve at the end of fiscal year 2014-15 of $13 .1 million. 

On April 13, 2010, the Board of Supervisors unanimously approved the City Controller's proposed financial policies 
on reserves and the use of certain volatile revenues. The policies were approved by the Mayor on April 30, 2010, 
and can only be suspended for a given fiscal year by a two-thirds vote of the Board. With these policies the City 
created two additional types of reserves: General Reserve and the Budget Stabilization Reserve described below. 

Budget Stabilization Reserve 

The Budget Stabilization Reserve augments the existing Rainy Day Reserve and is funded through the dedication of 
75% of certain volatile revenues to the new reserve, including Real Property Transfer Tax receipts in excess of the 
five-year annual average (controlling for the effect of any rate increases approved by voters), funds from the sale of 
assets, and year-end unassigned General Fund balances beyond the amount assumed as a source in the subsequent 
year's budget. 

The fiscal year 20.12-13 ending balance in the reserve was $121.6 million, an increase of $47.3 million from the 
prior year end and $19.1 million greater than the Nine-Month Report projected ending balance of $102.5 million, 
due to fund balance above that appropriated in the subsequent years' budgets. In addition, the Original Budget 
assumes transfer tax revenue will be above the prior five year adjusted average in both fiscal years 2013-14 and 
2014-15, resulting in reserve deposits of$16.0 million and $14.4 million, respectively. 

The maximum combined value of the Rainy Day Reserve and the Budget Stabilization Reserve is 10% of General 
Fund revenues, which would be approximately $357 million for fiscal year 2013-14 based on fiscal year 2013-14 
Original Budget. No further deposits will be made once this cap is reached, and no deposits are required in years 
when the City is eligible to withdraw. The Budget Stabilization Reserve has the same withdrawal requirements as 
the Rainy Day Reserve, however, there is no provision for allocations to the SFUSD. Withdrawals are structured to 
occur over a period of three years: in the first year of a downturn, a maximum of 30% of the combined value of the 
Rainy Day Reserve and Budget Stabilization Reserve could be drawn. In the second year, the maximum withdrawal 
is 50%, and in the third year, the entire remaining balance may be drawn. 

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Dissolution 

On February 1, 2012, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (the "SFRDA") ceased to exist by operation oflaw 
as a result of Assembly Bill No. XI 26 (Chapter 5, Statutes of2011-12, First Extraordinary Session) ("AB 26"), and 
a California Supreme Court decision described below. AB 26 was modified by Assembly Bill No. 1484 (Chapter :26, 
Statute of2011-12) ("AB 1484" and together with AB 26, the "Dissolution Act"). 

The Dissolution Act provides that all rights, powers, duties and obligations of a redevelopment agency under the 
Community Redevelopment Law that have not been repealed, restricted or revised pursuant to AB 26 will be vested 
in the successor agency. The successor agency for each redevelopment agency is generally the county or city that 
authorized the creation of the redevelopment agency. On January 26, 2012 the City adopted a Board of Supervisors 
resolution providing for the City to become the successor agency to the SFRDA (the "Successor SFRDA"). The 
resolution also approved the retention by the City of all the affordable housing assets of the SFRDA (including 
encumbered funds in the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund) and authorized the Mayor's Office of Housing 
to manage the housing assets and exercise the housing functions that the SFRDA formerly performed. The 
resolution places most of the non-housing assets of the SFRDA under the jurisdiction of the Director of the 
Department of Administrative Services. 

Pursuant to AB 1484, the Successor SFRDA is a separate public agency from the City, and the assets and liabilities 
of the former SFRDA will not be transferred to the City. The Successor SFRDA will succeed to the organizational 
status of the former SFRDA, but without any legal authority to participate in redevelopment activities, except in 
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connection with approved enforceable obligations as provided in the Dissolution Act. In general, the debt of the 
former SFRDA will become the debt of the Successor SFRDA as the SFRDA's successor agency. Such debt will be 
payable only from the property tax revenues (former tax increment) or other revenue sources that originally secured 
such debt. The Dissolution Act does not provide for any new sources of revenue, including general fund revenues of 
the City, for any SFRDA bonds. 

There are significant uncertainties regarding the meaning of certain provisions of the Dissolution Act and the impact 
of the Dissolution Act on the City, including, among other matters, the obligation imposed on the City in performing 
its duties as Successor SFRDA, performing the enforceable obligations as Successor SFRDA, paying the debt of the 
former SFRDA as Successor SFRDA and completing certain projects of the former SFRDA. Future legislation and 
court decisions may clarify some of these uncertainties. There is also uncertainty about how the City may pursue 
certain community development goals that the former SFRDA undertook and that are not covered by enforceable 
obligations, and the City's use of alternative funding sources for projects and programs to pursue such goals. 

The total General Fund impact of the dissolution will depend on State decisions regarding the use of tax increment 
in redevelopment project areas. The State may or may not allow the redevelopment successor agency to retain cash 
balances to meet contractual obligations for affordable housing and infrastructure improvements. Property tax 
revenue estimates in the proposed Five Year Financial Plan assume tax increment is used for debt service, to meet 
obligations made to developers, and approximately $3.4 million annually for non-debt service uses, resulting in 
residual tax increment available to be distributed to the taxing entities of approximately $25.6 million in fiscal year 
2013-14, rising to approximately $42.3 million in fiscal year 2017-18, of which just under 57% would be allocated 
to the General Fund. This amount could increase depending on uses allowed by the State. 

Although uncertainty remains, the State Department of Finance (DOF) has completed reviews of two funds held by 
the Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (the Office of Community Infrastructure and 
Investment, or OCII). DOF's December 14, 2012 review of the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund (LMIHF) 
required $106.9 million to be surrendered and distributed to taxing entities, and its April 1, 2013 review of the Other 
Assets Fund (OAF) required $204.2 million to be surrendered. These amounts were substantially reduced upon 
appeal by the OCII, and on May 31, 2013, Successor SFRDA remitted $10.6 million ofLMIHF and $1.0 million of 
OAF balances, resulting in a total increase of property tax revenue to the City of$7.5 million, of which $6.5 million 
accrued to the General Fund. 

On May 29, 2013, the DOF granted a Finding of Completion for the Successor SFRDA. Pursuant to Health and 
Safety Code (HSC) section 34179.7, the DOF verified that the Successor SFRDA does not owe any amounts to the 
taxing entities as determined under HSC section 34179.6, subdivisions (d) or (e) and HSC section 34183.5. In 
addition, the receipt of the Finding of Completion allows the Successor SFRDA to submit a Long Range Property 
Management Plan ("LRPMP") to the Oversight Board and the DOF for approval. The LRPMP addresses the 
disposition and use of real properties held by the Successor Agency and must be submitted within six months of 
receipt of the Finding of Completion. Part 1 of the LRPMP was approved by the DOF on October 4, 2013. The 
Oversight Board approved Part 2 of the LRPMP on November 25, 2013 and has submitted it to DOF. 

AB 26 and Supreme Court Decision 

On December 29, 2011 the California Supreme Court issued its decision in California Redevelopment Association v. 
Matosantos (No. Sl94861) ("Matosantos") regarding the constitutionality of two budget bills involving 
redevelopment, AB 26 and ABXl 27 (Chapter 6, Statutes of2011-12, First Extraordinary Session) ("AB 27"). AB 
26 dissolved all redevelopment agencies, and designated "successor agencies" with certain powers and duties. AB 
27 would have allowed a redevelopment agency to continue to exist, notwithstanding AB 26, if the city or county 
that created the redevelopment agency made certain payments for the benefit of the local schools and other taxing 
entities. In Matosantos the Court upheld AB 26 requiring the dissolution of redevelopment agencies and the transfer 
of assets and obligations to successor agencies, but invalidated AB 27. The Matosantos decision also modified 
various deadlines for the implementation of AB 26. 

As a consequence of the Matosantos decision, all California redevelopment agencies, including the former SFRDA, 
dissolved by operation of law on February 1, 2012. All property tax revenues that would have been allocated to 
redevelopment agencies, including the former SFRDA, will be allocated to the applicable Redevelopment Property 
Tax Trust Fund created by the County Auditor-Controller for the "successor agency." Such funds are to be used for 
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payments on indebtedness and other "enforceable obligations" (as defined in the Dissolution Act), and to pay certain 
administrative costs and any amounts in excess of that amount are to be considered property taxes that will be 
distributed to taxing agencies. 

The Dissolution Act requires successor agencies, such as the Successor SFRDA, to continue to make payments and 
perform other obligations required under enforceable obligations for former redevelopment agencies. AB 26 defines 
"enforceable obligations" to include bonds, loans, legally required payments, judgments or settlements, legally 
binding and enforceable agreements and certain other obligations. The Dissolution Act generally excludes from the 
definition of enforceable obligations any loans or agreements solely between a redevelopment agency and the city or 
county that created the agency. It also excludes any agreements that are void as violating the debt limit or public 
policy. Payment and performance of enforceable obligations is subject to review by oversight boards and by the 
State Controller and State Department of Finance. 

The Dissolution Act expressly limits the liabilities of a successor agency in performing duties under the Dissolution 
Act to the amount of property tax revenues received by such successor agency under the Dissolution Act (generally 
equal to the amount of former tax increment received by the former redevelopment agency) and the assets of the 
former redevelopment agency. The Dissolution Act does not provide for any new sources of revenue, including 
general fund revenues of the City, for any SFRDA bonds (but as discussed below, the City's costs of performing its 
obligations under AB 26 and of pursuing the economic development goals of the former SFRDA are uncertain and 
could be significant). 

The Oversight Board and the Department of Finance has approved the ROPS for July 1, 2013 to December 31, 
2013. 

Impact of Dissolution Act and Information concerning SF RDA 

Although provisions have been made under the Dissolution Act to provide funds (i.e. property tax revenues) to 
continue certain enforceable obligations of the Successor SFRDA, the costs of performing its duties under the 
Dissolution Act, including performing all enforceable obligations of the former SFRDA, and pursing community 
development goals that the former SFRDA undertook and that are not covered by enforceable obligations are 
uncertain, and could impose significant costs on the City's general fund not offset by property tax revenues, 

The provisions of the Dissolution Act are unclear as to numerous aspects of the operations and finances of the 
Successor SFRDA, including but not limited to the administration of enforceable obligations (including bonds), the 
flow and uses of tax increment moneys and the disposition of SFRDA assets. Therefore, there are significant 
uncertainties regarding the finances and operations of the Successor SFRDA entity and administration of its bonds 
once the City became the successor agency to the SFRDA. Interpretations and clarification of AB 26 are likely to 
come from future State legislation or administrative guidance and court decisions. At present, the City cannot 
predict many aspects or the overall outcome of AB 26 on the City's finances and the SFRDA bonds; however it is 
likely that at least certain aspects of the implementation of AB 26 may materially impact the finances of the City and 
may materially impact the SFRDA bonds. Further, future redevelopment and housing activities in the City that 
would have been undertaken by the SFRDA had it continued in existence will no longer occur if they are not 
required under preexisting enforceable obligations. 

In its audited financial statement for the year ended June 30, 2013, the City included financial information pertaining 
to the Successor SFRDA in the City's audited financial statements. The Successor SFRDA also prepares its own 
financial statements. 

PROPERTY TAXATION 

Property Taxation System - General 

The City receives approximately one-third of its total General Fund operating revenues from local property taxes. 
Property tax revtmues result from the application of the appropriate tax rate to the total assessed value of taxable 
property in the City. The City levies property taxes for general operating purposes as well as for the payment of 
voter-approved bonds. As a county under State law, the City also levies property taxes on behalf of all local agencies 
with overlapping jurisdiction within the boundaries of the City. 

A-17 



Local property taxation is the responsibility of various City officers. The Assessor computes the value of locally 
assessed taxable property. After the assessed roll is closed on June 30th, the City Controller issues a Certificate of 
Assessed Valuation in August which certifies the taxable assessed value for that fiscal year. The Controller also 
compiles a schedule of tax rates including the 1.0% tax authorized by Article XIII A of the State Constitution (and 
mandated by statute), tax surcharges needed to repay voter-approved general obligation bonds, and tax surcharges 
imposed by overlapping jurisdictions that have been authorized to levy taxes on property located in the City. The 
Board of Supervisors approves the schedule of tax rates each year by ordinance adopted no later than the last 
working day of September. The Treasurer and Tax Collector prepare and mail tax bills to taxpayers and collect the 
taxes on behalf of the City and other overlapping taxing agencies that levy taxes on taxable property located in the 
City. The Treasurer holds and invests City tax funds, including taxes collected for payment of general obligation 
bonds, and is charged with payment of principal and interest on such bonds when due. The State Board of 
Equalization assesses certain special classes of property, as described below. See "Taxation of State-Ass.essed Utility 
Property" below. 

Assessed Valuations, Tax Rates and Tax Delinquencies 

Table A-5 provides a recent history of assessed valuations of taxable property within the City. The property tax rate 
is composed of two components: 1) the 1.0% countywide portion, and 2) all voter-approved overrides which fund 
debt service for general obligation bond indebtedness. The total tax rate shown in Table A-5 includes taxes assessed 
on behalf of the City as well as SFUSD, SFCCD, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District ("BAAQMD"), 
and the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District ("BART"), all of which are legal entities separate from the 
City. See also, TableA-25: "Direct and Overlapping Debt and Long-Term Obligations" below. In addition to ad 
valorem taxes, voter-approved special assessment taxes or direct charges may also appear on a property tax bill. 

Additionally, although no additional rate is levied, a portion of property taxes collected within the City is allocated 
to the Successor SFRDA (also known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure or OCII). Property 
tax revenues attributable to the growth in assessed value of taxable property (known as "tax increment") within the 
adopted redevelopment project areas may be utilized by OCII to pay for outstanding and enforceable obligations, 
causing a loss of tax revenues from those parcels located within project areas to the City and other local taxing 
agencies, including SFUSD and SFCCD. Taxes collected for payment of debt service on general obligation bonds 
are not affected or diverted. The. Successor SFRDA received $114 million of property tax increment in fiscal year 
2012-13, diverting about $65 million that would have otherwise been apportioned to the City's discretionary general 
fund. 

The percent collected of property tax (current year levies excluding supplementals) has increased slightly from 
98.18% for fiscal year 2011-12 to 98.65% for fiscal year 2012-13. This table has been modified from the 
corresponding table in previous disclosures in order to make the levy and collection figures consistent with 
statistical reports provided to the State of California. Foreclosures, defined as the number of trustee deeds recorded 
by the Assessor-Recorder's Office, numbered 363 for fiscal year 2012-13 compared to 802 for fiscal year 2011-12, 
927 in fiscal year 2010-11, 901 in fiscal year 2009-10, and 633 in fiscal year 2008-09. This represents 0.18%, 
0.32%, 0.45%, 0.46%, and 0.40%, respectively, of total parcels in such fiscal years. 
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TABLEA-5 

Net Assessed 

Fiscal Year Valuation (NAV) 1 

2009-10 150,233,436 

2010-11 157,865,981 

2011-12 158 ,649 ,8 88 

2012-13 165,043,120 

2013-14 172,489,208 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Assessed Valuation of Taxable Property 

Fiscal Years 2008-09 through 2013-14 
($000s) 

% Change from Total TaxRate Total Tax 

Prior Year per $100 2 Levy 3 

6.3% 1.159 1,808,505 

5.1% 1.164 1,888,048 

0.5% 1.172 1,918,680 

4.0% 1.169 1,997,645 

4.5% 1.188 2,049,172 

Total Tax % Collected 
Collected 

3 
June 30 

1,764,100 97.54% 

1,849,460 97.96% 

1,883,666 98.18% 

1,970,662 98.65% 

n/a n/a 

1 
Based on Certificate of Assessed Valuation dated as of August 15, 2013. Net Assessed Valuation (NAV)is Tctal Assessed Value fer Secured and 
Unsecured Rolls, less Non-reimbursable Fxemptions and Hcrneowner Exemptions. 

2 
Annual tax rate fur unsecured property is the same rate as the previ ru s year's secured tax rate. 

3 
The Total Tax Levy and Total Tax Collected through FY 2012-13 is based on :,ear-end current year secured and unsecured 

levies as adjusted through roll corrections, excluding supplemental assessments, as reported on Treasererfl'ax Collector 

Report 100 and reported to the State of Califomia(awilable on the 'MJbsite of the California State Controller's Office). 

Total Tax Levy for FY 2013-14 is based on NAV times the l.1880%tax rate. 

Note: This table has been modified from the corresponding table in previous bond disclosures to make levy and collection 

figures consistent mth statistical reports pro\ided to the State ofCalifurnia. 

Somce: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 

For fiscal year 2013-14, the total net assessed valuation of taxable property within the City is $172.5 billion. Of this 
total, $162.6 billion (94.3%) represents secured valuations and $9.87 billion (5.7%) represents unsecured valuations. 
(See "-Tax Levy and Collection" below, for a further discussion of secured and unsecured property valuations.) 

Proposition 13 limits to 2% per year any increase in the assessed value of property, unless it is sold or the structure 
is improved. The total net assessed valuation of taxable property therefore does not generally reflect the current 
market value of taxable property within the City and is in the aggregate substantially less than current market value. 
For this same reason, the total net assessed valuation of taxable property lags behind changes in market value and 
may continue to increase even without an increase in aggregate market values of property. 

Under Article XIIIA of the State Constitution added by Proposition 13 in 1978, property sold after March 1, 1975 
must be reassessed to full cash value at the time of sale. Every year, some taxpayers appeal the Assessor's 
determination of their properties' assessed value, and some of the appeals may be retroactive and for multiple years. 
The State prescribes the assessment valuation methodologies and the adjudication process that counties must employ 
in connection with counties' property assessments. With respect to the fiscal year 2012-13 levy, property owners 
representing approximately 18.2% of the total assessed valuation in the City filed appeals for a reduction of their 
assessed value. 

The City typically experiences increases in assessment appeals activity during economic downturns and decreases in 
appeals as the economy rebounds. Historically, during severe economic downturns, partial reductions of up to 
approximately 30% of the assessed valuations appealed have been granted. Assessment appeals granted typically 
result in revenue refunds, and the level of refund activity depends on the unique economic circumstances of each 
fiscal year. Other taxing agencies such as SFUSD, SFCCD, BAAQMD, and BART share proportionately in any 
refunds paid as a result of successful appeals. To mitigate the financial risk of potential assessment appeal refunds, 
the City funds appeal reserves for its share of estimated property tax revenues for each fiscal year. In addition, 
appeals activity is reviewed each year and incorporated into the current and subsequent years' budget projections of 
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property tax revenues. Refunds of prior years' property taxes from the discretionary general fund appeal reserve fund 
for fiscal years 2007-08 through 2012-13 are listed in Table A-6 below. 

TABLEA-6 

Year Ended 

June 30, 2009 

June 30, 2010 

June 30, 2011 

June 30, 2012 

June 30, 2013 

CllY AND COUN'IY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Refunds of Prior Years' Property Taxes 

General Fund Assessment Appeals Reserve 
(OOOs) 

Amount Refimded 

$7,288 

14,015 

41,730 

53,288 

36,744 

Sou ice: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisca 

As of July 1, 2013, the Assessor granted 18,409 temporary reductions in property assessed values worth a total of 
$2.02 billion (equating to a reduction of about $11.4 million in discretionary general fund taxes), compared to 
21,228 temporary reductions with a value of $2.82 billion (equating to a reduction of about $16.0 million in 
discretionary general fund taxes) granted in Spring 2012. The fiscal year 2013-14 $2.02 billion temporary reduction 
total represented 1.17% ofthe.fiscal year 2013-14 Net Assessed Valuation of$172.49 billion shown in Table A-5. 
The average temporary reduction in assessed value granted, excluding timeshare properties, decreased from 
$175,980 in 2012 to $151,559 in 2013. All of the temporary reductions granted are subject to review in the 
following year. Property owners who are not satisfied with the valuation shown on a Notice of Assessed Value may 
have a right to file an appeal with the Assessment Appeals Board (AAB) within a certain period of time. For regular, 
annual secured property tax assessments, the time period for property owners to file an appeal typically falls 
between July 2nd and September 151

h. . 

As of June 30, 2013, the total number of open appeals before the Assessment Appeals Board (AAB) was 7,421, 
compared to 7,729 open AAB appeals as of June 30, 2012, including 5,500 filed since July 1, 2012 with the balance 
pending from prior fiscal years. The difference between the current assessed value and the taxpayers' opinion of 
values for the open AAB appeals is $42.3 billion. Assuming the City did not contest any taxpayer appeals and the 
Board upheld all of the taxpayers' requests, this represents a negative potential property tax impact of$488.6 million 
with an impact on the discretionary general fund of about $239.4 million. The volume of appeals is not necessarily 
an indication of how many appeals will be granted, nor of the magnitude of the reduction in assessed valuation that 
the Assessor may ultimately grant. City revenue estimates take into account projected losses from pending and 
future assessment appeals. 

Tax Levy and Collection 

As the local tax-levying agency under State law, the City levies property taxes on all taxable property within the 
City's boundaries for the benefit of all overlapping local agencies, including SFUSD, SFCCD, the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District, and BART. The total tax levy for all taxing entities in fiscal year 2013-14 is estimated 
to produce $2.05 billion, not including supplemental, escape, and special assessments that may be assessed during 
the year. Of this amount, the City has budgeted to receive $1.153 billion into the General Fund and $127.9 million 
into special revenue funds designated for children's programs, libraries and open space. SFUSD and SFCCD are 
estimated to receive $125.0 million and $23.5 million, respectively, and the local ERAF is estimated to receive 
$411.3 million (before adjusting for the State's Triple Flip sales tax and vehicle license fees ("VLF") backfill shifts). 
The Successor SFRDA will receive about $121.9 million. The remaining portion is allocated to various other 
governmental bodies, various special funds, general obligation bond debt service funds, and other taxing entities. 
Taxes levied to pay debt service for general obligation bonds issued by the City, SFUSD, SFCCD, and BART may 
only be applied for that purpose. 
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The City's General Fund is allocated about 57% of total property tax revenue before adjusting for the State's Triple 
Flip (whereby Proposition 57 dedicated 0.25% of local sales taxes, which were subsequently backfilled by a 
decrease to the amount of property taxes shifted to ERAF from local governments, thereby leaving the State to fund 
a like amount from the State's General Fund to meet Proposition 98 funding requirements for schools) and VLF 
backfill shifts. 

Generally, property taxes levied by the City on real property become a lien on that property by operation of law. A 
tax levied on personal property does not automatically become a lien against real property without an affirmative act 
of the City taxing authority. Real property tax liens have priority over all other liens against the same property 
regardless of the time of their creation by virtue of express provision of law. 

Property subject to ad valorem taxes is entered as secured or unsecured on the assessment roll maintained by the 
Assessor-Recorder. The secured roll is that part of the assessment roll containing State-assessed property and 
property (real or personal) on which liens are sufficient, in the opinion of the Assessor-Recorder, to secure payment 
of the taxes owed. Other property is placed on the "unsecured roll." 

The method of collecting delinquent taxes is substantially different for the two classifications of property. The City 
has four ways of collecting unsecured personal property taxes: 1) pursuing civil action against the taxpayer; 2) filing 
a certificate in the Office of the Clerk of the Court specifying certain facts, including the date of mailing a copy 
thereof to the affected taxpayer, in order to obtain a judgment against the taxpayer; 3) filing a certificate of 
delinquency for recording in the Assessor-Recorder's Office in order to obtain a lien on certain property of the 
taxpayer; and 4) seizing and selling personal property, improvements or possessory interests belonging or assessed 
to the taxpayer. The exclusive means of enforcing the payment of delinquent taxes with respect to property on the 
secured roll is the sale of the property securing the taxes. Proceeds of the sale are used to pay the costs of sale and 
the amount of delinquent taxes. 

A 10% penalty is added to delinquent taxes that have been levied on property on the secured roll. In addition, 
property on the secured roll with respect to which taxes are delinquent is declared "tax defaulted" and subject to 
eventual sale by the Treasurer and Tax Collector of the City. Such property may thereafter be redeemed by payment 
of the delinquent taxes and the delinquency penalty, plus a redemption penalty of 1.5% per month, which begins to 
accrue on such taxes beginning July 1 following the date on which the property becomes tax-defaulted. 

In October 1993, the Board of Supervisors passed a resolution that adopted the Alternative Method of Tax 
Apportionment (the "Teeter Plan"). This resolution changed the method by which the City apportions property taxes 
among itself and other taxing agencies. This apportionment method authorizes the City Controller to allocate to the 
City's taxing agencies 100% of the secured property taxes billed but not yet collected. In return, as the delinquent 
property taxes and associated penalties and interest are collected, the City's General Fund retains such amounts. 
Prior to adoption of the Teeter Plan, the City could only allocate secured property taxes actually collected (property 
taxes billed minus delinquent taxes). Delinquent taxes, penalties and interest were allocated to the City and other 
taxing agencies only when they were collected. The City has funded payment of accrued and current delinquencies 
through authorized internal borrowing. The City also maintains a Tax Loss Reserve for the Teeter Plan as shown on 
Table A-7. 
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TABLEA-7 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Teeter Plan 

Year Ended 

J llile 3 0, 2009 

JlUle30, 2010 

JlUle 30, 2011 

JlUle 30, 2012 

JlUle 30, 2013 

Tax Loss Reserve Fund Balance 
(OOOs) 

Anmmt FlUlded 

$16,220 

17,507 

17,302 

17,980 

18,341 

Source: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 

Assessed valuations of the aggregate ten largest assessment parcels in the City for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
2013 are shown in Table A-8. The City cannot determine from its assessment records whether individual persons, 
corporations or other organizations are liable for tax payments with respect to multiple properties held in various 
names that in aggregate may be larger than is suggested by the table. 

TABLEA-8 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Top 10 Parcels Total Assessed Value 
Fiscal Year 2012-13 

(OOOs) 

Total Assessed 

AS!Je~ee Location Paa·cel Number Type 

HWA 555 Owners LLC 555 California St 0259026 Conmercial Office 
P ararrount Group Real Estate Fund I Mark1't St 3713 007 Conmercial Office 

EmporiumMallLLC 845 Market St 3705 056 Comnercial Retail 

SPF China Basin Holdings LLC 185 Berry St. 3803005 Comnercial Office 

SHC EmbarcaderoLLC 4 The Embarcadero 0233 044 Commercial Office 
S. F. Hilton Inc. I Hilton Square 325031 Comnerc1a1Hotel 
P mt-Montgomery Associates 165 Sutter St 0292015 ConmerciaJ Retail 

SHR St. Francis LLC 301-345 Pow ell St ffi0700l ConmercialHotel 

PPF Olf OneMaritimePlazaLP 300 Clay St 0204021 Conmercial Office 

Wells REIT ll-333 Market St. LLC 333 Market St 3710020 Conmercial Office 

1 Rep res en ls tbe Total Assessed Valuation (T AV) as of the Basis af Levy, which t!'{Culdes as scssments processed during the fiscal year. TA V includes land & 

impro\cmenls, persc:nal property, and ffa::tures. 
2 The Basis of Levy is tolal assessed value less exemptions for which tl1e slate does not reimburse counties (e.g. those tl1at apply ID nonprofit organizations). 

Source: CX'fice of the Assessor -Recorder, City and County of San Francisco. 

Taxation of State-Assessed Utility Property 

Value I 

$941,010 

770,892 

430,661 

423,273 

398,608 

389,595 

387,267 

368,994 

367,384 

349,062 

$4,826,746 

% of Bnsi.s of Levy l 

0.57% 

0.47% 

0.26% 

0.26% 

0.24% 

0.24% 

0.23% 

0.22% 

0.22% 

0.21% 

2.910/o 

A portion of the City's total net assessed valuation consists of utility property subject to assessment by the State 
Board of Equalization. State-assessed property, or "unitary property," is property of a utility system with 
components located in many taxing jurisdictions assessed as part of a "going concern" rather than as individual 
parcels of real or personal property. Unitary and certain other State-assessed property values are allocated to the 
counties by the State Board of Equalization, taxed at special county-wide rates, and the tax revenues distributed to 
taxing jurisdictions (including the City itself) according to statutory formulae generally based on the distribution of 
taxes in the prior year. The fiscal year 2013-14 valuation of property assessed by the State Board of Equalization is 
$2.62 billion, as recorded on the fiscal year 2013-14 Certificate of Assessed Valuation. 
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OTHER CITY TAX REVENUES 

In addition to the property tax, the City has several other major tax revenue sources, as described below. For a 
discussion of State constitutional and statutory limitations on taxes that may be imposed by the City, including a 
discussion of Proposition 62 and Proposition 218, see "CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY LIMITATIONS 
ON TAXES AND EXPENDITURES" herein. 

The following section contains a brief description of other major City-imposed taxes as well as taxes that are 
collected by the State and shared with the City. 

Business Taxes 

Businesses in the City may be subject to two types of taxes. The first is a payroll expense tax, assessed at a rate of 
1.5% on gross payroll expense attributable to all work performed or services rendered within the City. The tax is 
authorized by Article 12-A of the San Francisco Business and Tax Regulation Code. Recent changes were made to 
the tax exempted small businesses with annual payroll of less than $250,000 and subjected partnership profit 
distributions to the tax. The net effect of these provisions was estimated to be approximately $10.5 million in new 
revenues beginning in fiscal year 2009-10. The City also levies a registration tax on businesses, which varies from 
$25 to $500 per year per subject business based on the prior year computed payroll tax liability. 

Business tax revenues in fiscal year 2012-13 were $480.1 million representing an increase of $26.3 million (5.8%) 
over fiscal year 2012-13 Original Budget and $42.4 million (9.7%) over fiscal year 2011-12 actual revenue. 
Business tax revenue is budgeted at $534.0 million in fiscal year 2013-14 representing an increase of $53.9 million 
(11.2%) over fiscal year 2012-13 receipts and $565.2 million in fiscal year 2014-15 representing an increase of 
$31.2 million (5.8%) over fiscal year 2013-14 budget. 

TABLEA-9 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SANFRANCISCO 

Business Tax Revenues 
Fiscal Years 2008-09 through 2014-15 

All Funds 
(OOOs) 

Fiscal Year Revmue Change 

2008-09 $388,654 ($7,371) 

2009-10 354,020 (34,634) 

2010-11 391,779 37,759 

2011-12 437,677 45,898 

2012-13 480, 131 42,454 

2013-14 budgeted 533,988 53,857 

2014-15 budgeted 565, 180 31,192 

Includes Payroll Tax, portion of Payroll Tax allocated to special revenue funds 

forthe Conununity Challenge Grant program, Business Registration Tax, and, 

beginning in FY 2014-15, Gross Receipts Tax revenues. Figures for FY 20 08--09 

through FY 2012-13 are audited actuals. Figures for FY 2013-14 and 

FY 2014-15 are Original Budget amounts. 

Source: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 
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In April 2011, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance 68-11 that established a payroll expense tax exclusion 
for certain business located in the Central Market and Tenderloin Area. The Ordinance expires according to its terms 
in 2019. The Controller projects the loss to the City in payroll expense tax revenue due to Ordinance 68-11 to be 
approximately $4.2 million annually. Additionally, fiscal year 2011-12 and fiscal year 2012-13 payroll tax amounts 
include $4.4 and $3.5 million respectively in General Fund loss each year from a requirement pursuant to Business 
and Tax Regulations Code Section 906E, that $500 credits be provided to Payroll Tax payers if prior year Payroll 
Tax revenues grew more than 7.5% from the year before. Fiscal year 2011-12 payroll tax revenues ended the year 
11.4% higher than fiscal year 2010-11 and fiscal year 2012-13 payroll tax revenues ended the year 9.7% higher than 
fiscal year 2011-12. 

The Gross Receipts Tax and Business Registration Fees Ordinance (Proposition E) was approved by San Francisco 
voters on November 6, 2012. The ordinance replaces the existing tax which is 1.5% of a business' payroll with a tax on a 
business' gross receipts at rates that vary by the size and type of business. The new tax structure will be phased-in over a 
five year period and at the end of the period the gross receipts tax rates will remain fixed. The new tax structure will 
generate annual tax revenues equal to what would have been generated under the existing tax structure plus the amount 
of the additional administrative cost of the new system. In addition, the existing business registration fee structure will be 
replaced by a new higher graduated registration fee structure projected to generate a net revenue increase to the City of 
approximately $28.0 million beginning in fiscal year 2013-14. The gross receipts tax will apply to businesses with $1 
million or more in gross receipts, adjusted by the Consumer Price Index going forward. The ordinance increases the 
number and types of businesses in the City that pay business tax and registration fees from approximately 7,500 
currently to 15,000. Current payroll tax exclusions will be converted into a gross receipts tax exclusion of the same size, 
terms and expiration dates. 

Transient Occupancy Tax (Hotel Tax) 

Pursuant to the San Francisco Business and Tax Regulation Code, a 14.0% transient occupancy tax is imposed on 
. occupants of hotel rooms and is remitted by hotel operators monthly. A quarterly tax-filing requirement is also 

imposed. Hotel tax revenue growth is a function of changes in occupancy, average daily room rates (ADR) and 
room supply. Revenue per available room (RevPAR), the combined effect of occupancy and ADR, reached a 
historic high averaging $180 in fiscal year 2012-13. Increases in RevPAR are budgeted to continue albeit at a slower 
pace through fiscal year 2014-15. Total hotel tax revenue for fiscal year 2012-13 was $241.9 million, and budgeted 
to be $277.0 million in fiscal year 2013-14 and $294.2 million in fiscal year 2014-15. 

San Francisco and a number of other jurisdictions in California and the U.S. are currently involved in litigation with 
online travel companies regarding the companies' duty to remit hotel taxes on the difference between the wholesale 
and retail prices paid for hotel rooms. On February 6, 2013, the Los Angeles Superior Court issued a summary 
judgment concluding that there was no obligation on the part of online travel companies to .remit hotel tax to the 
City. San Francisco received a similar judgment as to its hotel tax on February 6, 2013 overturning administrative 
hearings it conducted to require payment from online travel companies. San Francisco has received approximately 
$63 million in disputed hotel taxes paid by the companies. Under State law, the City is required to accrue interest on 
such amounts. The portion of these remittances that will be retained or returned (including legal fees and interest) 
will depend on the ultimate outcome of these lawsuits. While the City plans to appeal the judgment, the City can 
give no as.surance re.garding the outcome of this litigation. 

In fiscal years prior to 2013-14, the allocation of hotel tax revenues was set by the Administrative provisions of the 
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, and all of the gain or loss in revenue from budgeted levels fell to the General 
Fund, contributing to the large variances from prior periods. Table A-10 sets forth a history of transient occupancy 
tax receipts for fiscal years 2008-09 through 2014-15. Beginning in fiscal year 2013-14, hotel tax budgeted in the 
General Fund in fiscal year 2013-14 will increase by $56.4 million because revenue previously budgeted in special 
revenue funds is now deposited to the General Fund. 
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TABLEA-10 

Fiscal Year 
2008-09 

2009-10 
2010-11 

2011-12 

2012-13 
2013-14 budgeted 

2014-15 budgeted 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues 

Fiscal Years 2008-09 through 2014-15 
All Funds 

(OOOs) 

Tax Rate Revenue Change 
14.00% $219,777 ($5,037) 

14.00% 192,082 (27,695) 
14.00% 215,512 23,430 

14.00% 242,843 27,331 

14.00% 241,871 (972) 
14.00% 277,019 35,148 

14.00% 294,175 17,157 

Includes portion allocated to special revenue funds. Figures for FY 2008-09 through FY 2012-13 

are audited actuals and include the portion of hotel tax revenue used to pay debt service on hotel 

tax revenue bonds. Figures for FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15 are Original Budget amounts. 

Source: Office ofthe Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 

Real Property Transfer Tax 

-2.2% 

-12.6% 
12.2% 

12.7% 

-0.4% 
14.5% 

6.2% 

A tax is imposed on all real estate transfers recorded in the City. Transfer tax revenue is more susceptible to 
economic and real estate cycles than most other City revenue sources. Current rates are $5.00 per $1,000 of the sale 
price of the property being transferred for properties valued at $250,000 or less; $6.80 per $1,000 for properties 
valued more than $250,000 and less than $999,999; $7.50 per $1,000 for properties valued at $1.0 million to 
$5.0 million; $20.00 per $1,000 for properties valued more than $5.0 million and less than $10.0 million; and $25 
per$ l,000 for properties valued at more than $10.0 million. 

Real property transfer tax revenue in fiscal year 2012-13 was $232.7 million, approximately $0.9 million (0.4%) less 
than the revenue received in fiscal year 2011-12 due to flattening slight decline in real property sales from their 
fiscal year 2011-12 peak. Fiscal year 2013-14 and 2014-15 budgets for real property transfer tax revenues are $225.2 
million in each year, reflecting budgeting of continued slowing market activity. 

Table A-11 sets forth a history ofreal property transfer tax receipts for fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13, and 
budgeted receipts for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15. 
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TABLEA-11 

Sales and Use Tax 

Fiscal Year 

2008-09 

2009-10 
2010-11 

2011-12 

2012-13 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Real Property Transfer Tax Receipts 
Fiscal Years 2008-09 through 2014-15 

(OOOs) 

Revenue Change 

$48,957 ($37,262) 

83,694 34,737 
135, 184 51,489 

233,591 98,407 

232, 730 (861) 
2013-14 budgeted 225, 150 (7,580) 

2014-15 budgeted 225, 150 

-43.2% 

71.0% 

61.5% 

72.8% 

-0.4% 
-3.3% 

0.0% 

Figures forFY200 8-09 througll FY 2012-13 are audited actuals. Figures forFY2013-14 and 
FY 2014-15 are Original Budget amounts. 

Source: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 

The State collects the City's local sales tax on retail transactions along with State and special district sales taxes, and 
then remits the local sales tax collections to the City. The rate of tax is one percent; however, the State takes one
quarter of this, and replaces the lost revenue with a shift of local property taxes to the City from local school district 
funding. The local sales tax revenue is deposited in the City's General Fund. 

Local sales tax collections in fiscal year 2012-13 were $122.3 million, an increase of $0.5 million from Original 
Budget and a $5.2 million (4.4%) increase from fiscal year 2011-12 revenue. Revenue growth is budgeted to 
continue during FY 2013-14 with $125.7 million budgeted, an increase of $3.4 million (2.8%) from fiscal year 
2012-13 revenue. Continued growth is expected during fiscal year 2014-15 as revenues are budgeted to reach $130.1 
million, $4.4 million (3.5%) more than fiscal year 2013-14. 

Historically, sales tax revenues have been highly correlated to growth in tourism, business activity and population. 
This revenue is significantly affected by changes in the economy. Table A-12 reflects the City's actual sales and use 
tax receipts for fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13, and budgeted receipts for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15, 
as well as the imputed impact of the property tax shift made in compensation for the one-quarter of the sales tax 
revenue taken by the State. 
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TABLEA-12 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Sales imd Use Tax Revenues 
Fiscal Years 2008~09 through 2014-15 

(OOOs) 

Fiscal Year Tax Rate City Share Revenue Change 

2008-09 9.50% 0.75% $101,662 ($9,749) -8.8% 

2008-09 adj.1 9.50% 1.00% 137,415 {11,314~ -7.6% 

2009-10 9.50% 0.75% 96,605 (5,057) -5.0% 

2009-10 adj.1 9.50% 1.00% 128,286 (9,129) -6.6% 

2010-11 2 9.50% 0.75% 106,302 9,698 10.0% 

2010-11 adj.1 9.50% 1.00% 140,924 12,639 9.9% 

2011-12 8.50% 0.75% 117,071 10,769 10.1% 
2011-12 adj.1 8.50% 1.00% 155,466 14,542 10.3% 

2012-13 8.50% 0.75% 122,271 5,200 4.4% 

2012-13 adj.1 8.50% 1.00% 162,825 7,359 4.7% 

2013-14 budgeted2 8.75% 0.75% 125,697 3,426 2.8% 

2013-14 adj.1 budgeted 8.75% 1.00% 167,751 4,926 3.0% 
2014-15 budgeted2 8.75% 0.75% 130,096 4,399 3.5% 
2014-15 adj.1 budgeted 8.75% 1.00% 173;622 5,871 3.5% 

Figures for FY 2008-09 through FY 2012-13 are audited actuals. Figures for FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15 are CXiginal Budget am runts. 

1 
Adjusted figures represent the value of the entire 1.00% local sales tax, Wiich was reduced by 0.25% beginning in FY 2004-05 in crder 

to repay the State's Economic Recovery Bonds as authorized under Proposition 57 in March 2004. This 0.25% reduction is backfilled by 

the State. 

21n November 2012 voters approved Proposition 30, which temporarily increases the state sales tax rate by 0.25% effuctive January 1, 

2013 through December 31, 2016. The City share did not change. 

Somce: Office of the Controller, City and Crunty of San Francisco. 

Utility Users Tax 

The City imposes a 7.5% tax on non-residential users of gas, electricity, water, steam and telephone services. The 
Telephone Users Tax ("TUT") applies to charges for all telephone communications services in the City to the extent 
permitted by Federal and State law, including intrastate, interstate, and international telephone services, cellular 
telephone services, and voice over internet protocol (VOiP). Telephone communications services do not include 
Internet access, which is exempt from taxation under the Internet Tax Freedom Act. 

Fiscal year 2012-13 Utility User Tax revenues were $91.9 million, representing no change from Original Budget and 
a $0.2 million (0.2%) increase from fiscal year 2011-12. Utility User Tax revenue is budgeted to grow at a rate of 
2% in fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 to $93.5 million and $95.4 million respectively. 

Emergency Response Fee; Access Line Tax 

The City imposes an Access Line Tax ("ALT") on every person who subscribes to telephone communications 
services in the City. The ALT replaced the Emergency Response Fee ("ERF") in 2009. It applies to each telephone 
line in the City and is collected from telephone communications service subscribers by the telephone service 
supplier. Access Line Tax revenues for fiscal year 2012-13 were $42.6 million, $0.4 million (0.9%) less than 
Original Budget and $1.6 (3.9%) million more than fiscal year 2011-12 revenue. ALT revenues are budgeted to 
grow at a rate of approximately 1.0% in fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014~15 to $42.6 million and $43.0 million 
respectively. 
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Parking Tax 

A 25% tax is imposed on the charge for off-street parking spaces. The tax is authorized by the San Francisco 
Business and Tax Regulation Code. The tax is paid by the occupants of the spaces, and then remitted monthly to the 
City by the operators of the parking facilities. 

Fiscal year 2012-13 Parking Tax revenue is $81.6 million $5.1 million (6.67%) more than final budget and $5.0 
million (6.5%) above fiscal year 2011-12. The recovery in business activity and employment as reflected in 
increases to payroll and sales tax revenues is driving increases in parking tax revenues. 

Original Budget for fiscal year 2013-14 parking tax revenue is $83.3 million, a $6.7 million increase (8.8%) from 
fiscal year 2012-13 Original Budget and $1.7 million (2.1%) more than the fiscal year 2012-13 results. In fiscal 
year 2014-15, parking tax revenue is budgeted at $85.7 million, $2.5 million (3.0%) over the fiscal year 2013-14 
budgeted amount. Parking tax revenues are deposited into the General Fund, from which an amount equivalent to 
80% is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit as mandated by Charter 
Section 16.110. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUES 

State - Realignment 

San Francisco receives three groups of allocations of State sales tax and VLF revenue: 1991 Health and Welfare 
Realignment, 2011 Health and Human Services Realignment, and Public Safety Realignment. The Governor's May 
Revise budget estimates statewide realignment funding savings of $300 million in fiscalyear 2013-14 and $900 
million in fiscal year 2014-15 as a result of Affordable Care Act (ACA) implementation. These savings are expected 
to be achieved by realigning additional responsibilities to counties without increasing funding for them. Fiscal year 
2013-14 and 2014-15 realignment revenues are budgeted as follows: 

1991 Health & Welfare Realignment. In fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15, General Fund revenue is 
anticipated to increase by $10.4 million (6.9%) and $5.2 million (3.2%), due to statewide sales tax growth 
projections contained in the Governor's budget. Growth in state sales tax revenue in one year is distributed 
to counties in the subsequent year, thus the original budget's fiscal year 2013-14 and 2014-15 allocations 
reflect projected state sales tax revenue increases in fiscal years 2012-13 and 2013-14, respectively. 
Changes in the allocation methodology reduced the amount of VLF distributed and increased the amount of 
sales tax distributed in this type of realignment. 

2011 Health and Human Services Realignment. Beginning in fiscal year 2011-12 counties received 
revenue allocations to pay for behavioral health and protective services programs formerly provided by the 
State. In fiscal year 2013-14 this revenue is budgeted at $89.l million, an $8.6 million (10.6%) increase 
from the fiscal year 2012-13 revised budget. This increase includes sales tax growth assumed in the 
Governor's budget. Fiscal year 2014-15 revenue of$92.4 million is an increase of$3.4 million (3.8%) from 
fiscal year 2013-14. 

Public Safety Realignment. Public Safety Realignment (AB 109), enacted in early 2011, transfers 
responsibility for supervising certain kinds of felony offenders and state prison parolees from state prisons 
and parole agents to county jails and probation officers. Based on revised allocation formulas, this revenue 
is budgeted at $32.8 million in fiscal year 2013-14, a $15.5 million (89.7%) increase over the fiscal year 
2012-13 budget. The increase reflects state sales tax growth and the change in accounting of Trial Court 
Security revenue from a cost reimbursement to subvention format. The budget for fiscal year 2014-15 is 
$30.8 million, a $2.0 million (6.2%) decrease due to reductions to state funding for Local Community 
Corrections projected in fiscal year 2014-15 as described in the Governor's budget; 
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Public Safety Sales Tax 

State Proposition 172, passed by California voters in November 1993, provided for the continuation of a one-half 
percent sales tax for public safety expenditures. This revenue is a function of the City's proportionate share of 
statewide sales activity. Revenue from this source for fiscal year 2012-13 was $83.2 million, an increase of $6.7 
million (8.7%) from fiscal year 2011-12 revenues and $4.3 million (5.4%) more than fiscal year 2012-13 Original 
Budget. In fiscal year 2013-14, revenue is budgeted at $86.8 million, representing an increase of $7.9 million 
(10.0%) from the fiscal year 2012-13 budget and $3.6 million (4.3%) from fiscal year 2012-13 year-end revenue. In 
fiscal year 2014-15, revenue is budgeted at $89.9 million, an increase of $1.7 million (1.9%) from the fiscal year 
2013-14 budget. These revenues are allocated to counties by the State separately from the local one-percent sales tax 
discussed above, and are used to fund police and fire services. Disbursements are made to counties based on the 
County Ratio, which is the county's percent share of total statewide sales taxes in the most recent calendar year. 
Fiscal year 2013-14 revenue growth assumes a continuation of the 4.5% increase in base sales tax revenue as 
projected for fiscal year 2012-13, and an increase of approximately 0.5% in San Francisco's County Ratio. Fiscal 
year 2014-15 revenue reflects state sales tax growth only and no increase in the Ratio. 

Other Intergovernmental Grants and Subventions 

In addition to those categories listed above, $407.1 million is budgeted in fiscal year 2013-14 from grants and 
subventions from State and federal governments to fund public health, social services, and other programs in the 
General Fund. This represents a $1.5 million (0.4%) increase from the fiscal year 2012-13 final revenue. The fiscal 
year 2014-15 budget is $398.9 million, a decrease of$8.2 million (2.0%) from fiscal year 2013-14. 

Charges for Services 

Revenue from charges for services in the General Fund in fiscal year 2012-13 were $164.3 million, a decrease of 
$2.5 million (1.5%) from the Original Budget and an increase of$18.4 million (12.6%) from prior year. Charges for 
services revenue is budgeted at $166.8 million in fiscal year 2013-14 and $167.5 million in fiscal year 2014-15, 
representing growth of $14.2 million (9.3%) and $0.8 million (0.5%) respectively from prior year. 

Fiscal year 2013-14 growth reflects Fire Department ambulance billing recoveries increases over fiscal year 2012-13 
due to AB 678 - Medi-Cal: Ground Emergency Medical Transport, passed by the State legislature in 2011. 

CITY GENERAL FUND PROGRAMS AND EXPENDITURES 

Unique among California cities, San Francisco as a charter city and county must provide the services of both a city 
and a county. Public services include police, fire and public safety; public health, mental health and other social 
services; courts, jails, and juvenile justice; public works, streets, and transportation, including port and airport; 
construction and maintenance of all public buildings and facilities; water, sewer, and power services; parks and 
recreation; libraries and cultural facilities and events; zoning and planning, and many others. Employment costs are 
relatively fixed by labor and retirement agreements, and account for approximately 50% of all City expenditures. In 
addition, the Charter imposes certain baselines, mandates, and property tax set-asides, which dictate expenditure or 
service levels for certain programs, and allocate specific revenues or specific proportions thereof to other programs, 
including MTA, children's services and public education, and libraries. Budgeted baseline and mandated funding is 
$751.6 million in fiscal year 2013-14 and $762.9 million in fiscal year 2014-15. 

General Fund Expenditures by Major Service Area 

San Francisco is a consolidated city and county, and budgets General Fund expenditures for both city and county 
functions in seven major service areas described in table A-13: 
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TABLEA-13 

Major Senice Areas 
Public Prctectioo 
Human Welfare &Neiglibcxhood DM!qiment 

Comrrunity Health 
Gmeral Adrrinistration& Finan:e 
Culture &Recreatioo 
Gmeral City Responsibilities 

Public Works, Traisporllltion&Canmerce 

Tctal* 

*Tctal rmy net ad! dte 1D roundifll 

CITY AND OOUNfY OF S\NFRANCTSOO 
Expemitures ~ Mij or Sernce Area 
Flscal Years 2008-09 through 2014-15 

(OOOs) 

FY2008-09 FY'.2009-10 FY2fil0-ll 
Origiml Budgct Origin•IBulget Originli Budgd 

$899,378 $955,519 $947,327 
654,162 642,810 655,026 
513,858 488,330 519,319 
182,139 177,892 169,526 
104,232 95, 114 97,510 
78,524 104,476 103,128 
53,143 33,414 26,Sll9 

$2,485,436 $2,4'l7,555 $~518,824 

Source: OfficeoflheConlroller, City andCounlyofSmFmncisco. 

FY2011-12 FY'.2012-13 FY2013-14 FY2fil4-15 
Original Budget OriginalBu~et Original Budget Original Budg<t 

$9Sll,237 $1,058,689 $1,130,932 $l,155,Cll5 
672,834 670,375 700,254 717,018 
575,446 6QJ,892 701,978 702,791 
199,011 197,994 244,591 248,135 
100,740 111,066 119,579 115,632 
110,725 145,5ffl 137,025 142,071 

51,588 0/,529 80,797 111,993 

$2,7Cll,581 $~861,rn'i $3
1
115

1
155 $3,192,725 

Public Protection primarily includes the Police Department, the Fire Department, and the Sheriffs Office. These 
departments are budgeted to receive $406.4 million, $215.1 million and $139.4 million of General Fund support 
respectively in fiscal year 2013-14 and $406.8 million, $225.1 million, and $146.2 million respectively in fiscal year 
2014-15. Within Human Welfare & Neighborhood Development, the Department of Human Services, which 
includes aid assistance and aid payments and City grant programs, is budgeted to receive $224.4 million of General 
Fund support in the fiscal year 2013-14 and $234.8 million in fiscal year 2014-15. 

The Public Health Department is budgeted to receive $553.4 million in General Fund support for public health 
programs and the operation of San Francisco General Hospital and Laguna Honda Hospital in fiscal year 2013-14 
and $596.9 million in fiscal year 2014-15. As of the Fiscal Year 2012-13 Six Month Report, the Department of 
Public Health projected ending the fiscal year with a net General Fund deficit of $45.9 million. The actual shortfall 
was approximately $5.8 million due to recognition of prior year revenues and greater than projected expenditure 
savings. 

For budgetary purposes, enterprise funds are characterized as either self-supported funds or General Fund-supported 
funds. General Fund-supported funds include the Convention Facility Fund, the Cultural and Recreation Film Fund 
the Gas Tax Fund, the Golf Fund, the Grants Fund, the General Hospital Fund, and the Laguna Honda Hospital 
Fund. The MTA is classified as a self-supported fund, although it is budgeted pursuant to a formula under the 
Charter to receive a $232.0 million General Fund transfer in the fiscal year 2013-14 Original Budget. 

Baselines 

The Charter requires funding for baselines and other mandated funding requirements. The chart below identifies the 
required and budgeted levels of appropriation funding for key baselines and mandated funding requirements. 
Revenue-driven baselines are based on the projected aggregate City discretionary revenues, whereas expenditure
driven baselines are typically a function of total spending. 
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TABLEA-14 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Baselines & Set-Asides 

Municipal Transportation Agency 

Parking and Traffic Commission 

Childrerls Services 

Library Preservation 

Public Education Enrichment Funding 

Unified School District 

First Five Commission 

City Services Auditor 

Human Services Homeless Care Fund 

Pronerty Tax Related Set-Asides 

Municipal Symphony 

Children's Fund Set-Aside 

Library Preservation Set-Aside 

Open Space Set-Aside 

Staffmg and Service-Driven 

Police Minimum Staffmg 

Fire Neighborhood Firehouse Funding 

Treatment on Demand 

Total Baseline Spending 

Baselines & Set-Asides 
Fiscal Years 2013-14 & 2014-15 

(Millions) 

FY 2013-14 FY 2013-14 

Required Baseline 
Original 
Budget 

$168.7 $168. 7 

$63.3 $63.3 

$125.5 $131.2 

$57.7 $57.7 

$47.4 $47.4 

$25.7 $25.7 

$12.9 $12.9 

$14.9 $14.9 

$2.1 ' $2.1 

$48.0 $48.0 

$40.0 $40.0 

$40.0 $40.0 

Requirement potentially not met during 
course of budget year 

Requirement met 

Requirement not met 

$652.81 $658.57 

Source: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 

FY 2014-15 FY2014-15 

Required Original 
Baseline Budget 

$176.3 $176.3 

$66.1 $66.1 

$131.1 $132.5 

$60.3 $60.3 

$37.2 $37.2 

$20.2 $20.2 

$13.4 $13.4 

$14.9 $14.9 

$2.3 $2.3 

$50.9 $50.9 

$42.4 $42.4 

$42.4 $42.4 

Requirement potentially met during 
co.me of budget year 

Requirement met 

Requirement not met 

$664.18 $665.58 

With respect to Police Department staffing, the Charter mandates a police staffing baseline of not less than 1,971 
full-duty officers. The Charter-mandated baseline staffing level may be reduced in cases where civilian hires result 
in the return of a full-duty officer to active police work. The Charter also provides that the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors may convert a position from a sworn officer to a civilian through the budget process. With respect to the 
Fire Department, the Charter mandates baseline 24-hour staffing of 42 firehouses, the Arson and Fire Investigatfon 
Unit, no fewer than four ambulances, and four Rescue Captains (medical supervisors). 

EMPLOYMENT COSTS; POST-RETIREMENT OBLIGATIONS 

The cost of salaries and benefits for City employees represents approximately 50% of the City's expenditures, 
totaling $3.5 billion in the fiscal year 2011-12 Original Budget (all-funds), and $3.8 billion and $4.0 billion in the 
fiscal year 2012-13 and fiscal year 2013-14 budgets. Looking only at the General Fund, the combined salary and 
benefits budget was $1. 7 billion in the fiscal year 2011-12 Original Budget and $1.8 billion per year in the fiscal 
year 2012-13 and fiscal year 2013-14 budgets. This section discusses the organization of City workers into 
bargaining units, the status of employment contracts, and City expenditures on employee-related costs including 
salaries, wages, medical benefits, retirement benefits and the City's retirement system, and post-retirement health 
and medical benefits. Employees of SFUSD, SFCCD and the San Francisco Superior Court are not City employees. 
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Labor Relations 

The City's budget for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 includes 27,722 and 27,855 budgeted City positions, 
respectively. City workers are represented by 37 different labor unions. The largest unions in the City are the 
Service Employees International Union, Local 1021 (SEIU); the International Federation of Professional and 
Technical Engineers, Local 21(1FPTE); and the unions representing police, fire, deputy sheriffs and transit workers. 

The wages, hours and working conditions of City employees are determined by collective bargaining pursuant to 
State law (the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act, California Government Code Sections 3500-3511) and the Charter. 
Except for nurses and a few hundred unrepresented employees, the Charter requires that bargaining impasses be 
resolved through final and binding interest arbitration conducted by a panel of three arbitrators. The award of the 
arbitration panel is final and binding unless legally challenged. Wages, hours and working conditions of nurses are 
not subject to interest arbitration, but are subject to Charter-mandated economic limits. Strikes by City employees 
are prohibited by the Charter. Since 1976, no City employees have participated in a union-authorized strike. 

The City's employee selection procedures are established and maintained through a civil service system. In general, 
selection procedures and other merit system issues, with the exception of discipline, are not subject to arbitration. 
Disciplinary actions are generally subject to grievance arbitration, with the exception of police and fire employees. 

In May 2012, the City negotiated two-year agreements (for fiscal years 2012-13 and 2013-14) with most of its labor 
unions. In general, the parties agreed to: (1) reforms and/or elimination of certain pay premiums; and (2) some 
structural reforms of the City's healthcare benefit and cost-sharing structures by having employees contribute more 
toward the cost of enrolling in employee-only health benefits during the term of the two-year contract. A majority 
of unions have agreed to further reforms in this area effective January 2015. SEID miscellaneous employees and 
staff nurses agreed to healthcare benefit reforms that will take place beyond the term of the July 1, 2012 through 
June 30, 2014 contract. 

City employees who are in non-Police, Fire and Nurse classifications will receive a base wage increase for the first 
time since 2008, as follows: 1% on July 1, 2013; 1% on January 4, 2014 and 1% on March 29, 2014. The two SEIU
represented units' wage increases differ, as follows: SEIU miscellaneous employees will receive 2% on January 4, 
2014 and 1% on March 29, 2014 and the SEIU Staff Nurses will receive 3% on March 29, 2014. 

In June 2013, the City negotiated a contract extension with the Police Officers' Association (POA), through June 30, 
2018, that includes wage increases of 1 % on July 1, 2015; 2% on July 1, 2016; and 2% on July 1, 2017. In addition, 
the union agreed to lower entry rates of pay for new hires in entry Police Officer classifications. The lower entry 
rates will result in savings of approximately $0·.7 million in fiscal year 2013-14 and $2.0 million in fiscal year 2014-
15. Similar negotiations are underway with the City's firefighters' union. 

Pursuant to Charter Section 8A.104, the MTA is responsible for negotiating contracts for the transit operators and 
employees in service-critical bargaining units. These contracts are subject to approval by the MTA Board. The MTA 
and the union representing the transit operators (TWU, Local 250-A) agreed to a three-year successor agreement that 
expires on June 30, 2014. The concessions are valued at $4L1 million dollars over the life of the agreement. 

Table A-15 shows the membership of each operating employee bargaining unit and the date the current labor 
contract expires. 
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TABLEA-15 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (All Funds) 

Employee Organizations as of July 1, 2013 

Organization 

Automotive Machinists, Local 1414 

Bricklayers, Local 3/Hod Carriers, Local 36 

Building Inspectors Association 

Carpenters, Local 22 

Carpet, Linoleum & Soft Tile 

CIR (Interns & Residen1s) 

Cement Masons, Local 5 80 
Deputy Sheriffs Association 

District Attorney Investigators Association 

Electrical Workers, Local 6 

Glaziers, Local 718 
International Alliance of Theatrical Stage Employees, Local 16 

Ironworkers, Local 377 

Laborers International Union, Local 261 
Municipal Attorneys' Association 

Municipal Executives Association 

MEA - Police Management 

MEA - Fire Management 

Operating Engineers, Local 3 

Painters 

Pile Drivers, Local 34 

Plumbers, Local 38 

Probation Officers Association 

Profussional & Technical Engineers, Local 21 

Roofers, Local 40 

S.F. Institutional Police Officers Association 

S.F. Firefighters, Local 798 

S.F. Police Officers Association 

SElU, Local I 021 

SEIU,Local 1021 Staff&Per Diem Nurses 

SEIU, Local I 021 H-1 Rescue Paramedics 
Sheet Metal Workers, Local 104 

Stationary Engineers, Local 39 

Supervising Probation Officers, Operating Engineers, Local 3 

Teamsters, Local 853 
Teamsters, Local 856 (Multi-Unit) 

Teamsters, Local 856 (Supervising Nurses) 

TWU, Local 200 (SEAM multi-unit & claims) 
TWU, Local 250-A Auto Service Workers 

TWU-250-A Miscellaneous 

TWU-250-A Transit Operators 
UniOn of American Physicians & Dentists 

Unrepresented Employees 

lll Budgeted positions do not include SFUSD, SFCCD, or Superior Court Personnel. 

Budgeted 
Positions 

416 

18 

90 

llO 

2 

2 

33 
867 

42 

858 

10 
19 

15 

1,019 

431 

1,102 

6 
9 

57 

123 

23 
341 

161 

4,929 

II 

2 

1,732 

2,501 

11,260 

1,575 

12 
46 

663 

23 

157 

105 

120 

318 
198 

93 

2,151 
192 

151 
31,992 [I] 

Expiration Date of MOU 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June30,2014 

June 30, 2014 

June30,2014 

June 30, 2014 
June 30, 2014 

. June30,2014 

June30,2014 

June 30,2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30,2014 

June 30, 2014 
June 30,2014 

June 30,2014 

June 30,2015 

June 30,2015 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June30,2014 
June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2015 

June 30, 2018 
June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2015 

June 30,2014 

June 30,2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 
June 30,2014 

June 30, 2015 

June 30, 2014 
June 30,2014 

June 30, 2014 

June 30, 2014 
June 30, 2015 

June 30,2014 

Source: Department of Human Resources -Employee Relations Division, City and County of San Francisco. 
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San Francisco Employees' Retirement System ("SFERS" or "Retirement System") 

History and Administration 

SFERS is charged with administering a defined-benefit pension plan (the "Retirement System") that covers 
substantially all City employees and certain other employees. The Retirement System was initially established by 
approval by City voters on November 2, 1920 and the California State Legislature on January 12, 1921 and is 
currently codified in the City Charter. The Charter provisions governing the Retirement System may be revised 
only by a Charter amendment, which requires an affirmative public vote at a duly called election. 

The Retirement System is administered by the Retirement Board consisting of seven members, three appointed by 
the Mayor, three elected from among the members of the Retirement System, at least two of whom must be actively 
employed, and a member of the Board of Supervisors appointed by the President of the Board of Supervisors. 

To aid in the administration of the Retirement System, the Retirement Board appoints an Executive Director and an 
Actuary. The Executive Director serves as chief executive officer, with responsibility extending to all divisions of 
the Retirement System. The Actuary's responsibilities include the production of data and a summary of plan 
provisions for the independent consulting actuarial firm retained by the Retirement Board to prepare an annual 
valuation report and other analyses as described below. The independent consulting actuarial firm is currently 
Cheiron, Inc., a nationally recognized firm selected by the Retirement Board pursuant to a competitive process. 

In 2010, the Retirement System filed an application with the Internal Revenue Service ("IRS") for a Determination 
Letter. In March 2012, IRS issued a favorable Determination Letter for SFERS. Is:mance of a Determination Letter 
constitutes a finding by the IRS that operation of the defined benefit plan in accordance with the plan provisions and 
documents disclosed in the application qualifies the plan for federal tax exempt status. A tax qualified plan also 
provides tax advantages to the City and to members of the Retirement System. The favorable Determination Letter 
included IRS review of all SFERS provisions, including the new provisions of Proposition C approved by the City 
voters in November 2011. 

Membership 

Retirement System members include eligible employees of the City and County of San Francisco, the San Francisco 
Unified School District, the San Francisco Community College District, and the San Francisco Trial Courts. 

The Retirement System estimates that the total active membership as of July 1, 2012 (the date of most recent 
valuation report) was 33,655, compared to 33,475 members a year earlier. Active membership includes 4,543 
vested members and 1,015 reciprocal members. Vested members are individuals who (i) have separated from City 
service, (ii) have worked for the City for five or more years, and (iii) have elected to receive a deferred vested 
pension in the future. Reciprocal members are individuals who have established membership in a reciprocal pension 
plan such as CalPERS and may be eligible to receive a reciprocal pension from the Retirement System in the future. 
The total new enrollees in the Retirement System were 2,228 in fiscal year 2011-12 and 2,055 in fiscal year 2010-
11. Retirement allowances are paid to approximately 25,000 retired members and beneficiaries monthly. Benefit 
recipients include retired members, vested members receiving a vesting allowance, and qualified survivors. 

Beginning July 1, 2008, the Retirement System had a Deferred Retirement Option Program (DROP) program for 
Police Plan members who were eligible and elected participation. The program "sunset" on June 30, 2011. A total 
of 354 eligible Police Plan members elected to participate in DROP during the three-year enrollment window. As of 
June 30, 2012, approximately 184 police officers are enrolled in the program and all will retire over the next two 
fiscal years. 
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Table A-16 shows total Retirement System participation for fiscal years 2007-08 through 2011-12. 

TABLEA-16 
CilY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Employees' Retirement System 
Fiscal Years 2007 - 08 through 2011- 12 

As of Active Vested Reciprocal Total 
1-Jul Members Members Members Non-retired 

2008 30,650 3,877 869 35,396 
2009 29,919 4,096 890 34,905 
2010 28,222 4,515 978 33, 715 
2011 27,955 4,499 1,021 33,475 
2012 28,097 4,543 1,015 33,655 

Sources: SFERS' Actuarial Valuation reports as of July 1, 2012, July 1, 2011, July 1, 2010, 

July 1, 2009, and July 1, 2008. 

Note: Table A-16 includes non-City employees 

Funding Practices 

Retirees/ 
Continuants 

21,514 
22,294 
23,500 
24,292 
25,190 

Active to 
Retiree Ratio 

1.425 
1.342 
1.201 
1.151 
1.115 

The annual actuarial valuation of the Retirement System is a joint effort of the Retirement System and its 
independent consulting actuarial firm. The City Charter proscribes certain actuarial methods and amortization 
periods to be used by the Retirement System in preparing the actuarial valuation. Before the valuation is conducted, 
the consulting actuarial firm recommends three long-term economic assumptions: a long-term investment earnings 
assumption, a long-term wage/inflation assumption and a long-term consumer price index assumption. 

At its December 2011 meeting, after review of the analysis and recommendation prepared by the consulting 
actuarial firm, the Retirement Board voted to phase in reductions to the Retirement System's long-term investment 
earnings assumption, long-term wage/inflation assumption and long-term consumer price index assumption over a 
three-year period as follows: long-term investment earnings assumption from 7.75% to 7.50% (fiscal year 2011-12 
to 7.66%; fiscal year 2012-13 to 7.58%; fiscal year 2013-14 to 7.50%); long-term wage inflation assumption from 
4.00% to 3.75% (fiscal year 2011-12 to 3.91%; fiscal year 2012-13 to 3.83%; fiscal year 2013-14 to 3.75%); arid 
long-term consumer price index assumption from 3.50% to 3.25% (fiscal year 2011-12 to 3.41%; fiscal year 2012-
13 to 3.33%; fiscal year 2013-14 to 3.25%). These economic assumptions together with demographic assumptions 
based on periodic demographic studies are utilized to prepare the actuarial valuation of the Retirement System each 
year. Upon receipt of the consulting actuarial firm's valuation report, Retirement System staff provides a 
recommendation to the Retirement Board for their acceptance of the consulting actuary's valuation report. In 
connection with such acceptance, the Retirement Board acts to set the annual employer contribution rates required 
by the Retirement System as determined by the consulting actuarial firm and approved by the Retirement Board. 
This process is mandated by the City Charter. 

Pursuant to the City Charter, the consulting actuarial firm and the Retirement Board set the actuarially required 
employer contribution rate using three related calculations: 

First, the normal cost is established for the Retirement System. The normal cost of the Retirement System 
represents the portion of the actuarial present value of benefits that SFERS will be expected to fund that is 
attributable to a current year's employment. The Retirement System uses the entry age normal cost method, which is 
an actuarial method of calculating the anticipated cost of pension liabilities, designed to fund promised benefits over 
the working careers of the Retirement System members. 

Second, the contribution calculation takes account of the amortization of a portion of the amount by which the 
actuarial value of Retirement System liabilities exceeds the actuarial value of Retirement System assets, such 
amount being known as an "unfunded accrued actuarial liability" or "UAAL." 

A-35 



The UAAL is the difference between estimated liabilities and the value of smoothed plan assets and can be thought 
of as a snapshot of the funding of benefits as of the valuation date. There are a number of assumptions and 
calculation methods that bear on each side of this asset-liability comparison. On the asset side, the actuarial value of 
Retirement System assets is calculated using a five-year smoothing technique, so that gains or losses in asset value 
are recognized over that longer period rather than in the immediate time period such gain or loss is identified. On 
the liability side, assumptions must be made regarding future costs of pension benefits in addition to demographic 
assumptions regarding the Retirement System members including rates of disability, retirement, and death. When 
the actual experience of the Retirement System differs from the expected experience, the impacts on UAAL are 
called actuarial gains or losses. Under the Retirement Board's Actuarial Methods Policy any such gain or loss is 
amortized over a 15-year period. Similarly, if the estimated liabilities change due to an update in any of the 
assumptions, the impact on UAAL is also amortized over a 15-year period. 

Third, Supplemental costs associated with the various SFERS benefit plans are amortized. Supplemental costs are 
additional costs resulting from the past service component of SFERS benefit increases. In other words, when the 
Charter is amended to increase benefits to some or all beneficiaries of the Retirement System, the Retirement 
System's liability is correspondingly increased in proportion to the amount of the new benefit associated with service 
time already accrued by the then-current beneficiaries. These supplemental costs are amortized over no more than 
20 years. 

The consulting actuarial firm combines the three calculations described above to arrive at a total contribution 
requirement for funding the Retirement System in that fiscal year. This total contribution amount is satisfied from a 
combination of employer and employee contributions. Employee contribution rates are mandated by the Charter. 
Sources of payment of employee contributions (i.e. City or employee) may be the subject of collective bargaining 
agreements with each union or bargaining unit. The employer contribution rate is established by Retirement Board 
action each- year and is expressed as a percentage of salary applied to all wages covered under the Retirement 
System. The most recent voter-approved retirement changes are described below. 

Prospective purchasers of the City's bonds should carefully review and assess the assumptions regarding the 
performance of the Retirement System. There is a risk that actual results will differ significantly from assumptions. 
In addition, prospective purchasers of the City's bonds are cautioned that the information and assumptions speak 
only as of the respective dates contained in the underlying source documents, and are therefore subject to change. 

Recent Voter Approved Changes to the Retirement Plan 

The levels of SFERS plan benefits are established under the Charter and approved directly by the voters, rather than 
through the collective bargaining process. Changes to retirement benefits require a voter-approved Charter 
amendment. · 

In August 2012, Governor Brown signed the Public Employee Pension Reform Act of 2012 ("PEPRA"). Current 
plan provisions of SFERS are not subject to PEPRA although future amendments may be subject to these reforms. 

Recent changes to SFERS plan benefits have been intended to reduce pension costs associated with future City 
employees. For example, in November 2011, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition C, which 

a) created new SFERS benefit plans for Miscellaneous and Safety employees commencing employment on or 
after January 7, 2012, which raise the minimum service retirement age for Miscellaneous members from 50 
to 53; limit covered compensation to 85% of the IRC §40l(a)(l 7) limits for Miscellaneous members and 
75% of the IRC §40l(a)(l 7) limits for Safety members; calculate final compensation using highest three
year average compensation; and decrease vesting allowances for Miscellaneous members by lowering the 
City's funding for a portion of the vesting allowance from 100% to 50%; 

b) provided that employees commencing employment on or after January 7, 2012 otherwise eligible for 
membership in CalPERS may become members of SFERS; 

c) effective July 1, 2012, provides for an increase or decrease of employee contributions to SFERS for certain 
SFERS members based on the employer contribution rate set by the Retirement Board for that year. (For 
example, Miscellaneous employees who earn less than $50,000 per year would pay the minimum Charter
mandated employee contribution rate; Miscellaneous employees who earn between $50,000 and $100,000 
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per year would pay a fluctuating contribution rate in the range of +4% to -4% of the Charter-mandated 
employee contribution rate; and Miscellaneous employees who earn $100,000 or more per year would pay a 
fluctuating contribution rate in the range of +5% to -5% of the Charter-mandated employee contribution 
rate. Similar fluctuating employee contributions are required from Safety employees also); and 

d) provides that, effective July 1, 2012, no Supplemental COLA will paid unless SFERS is fully funded on a 
market value of assets basis and, for employees hired on or after January 7, 2012, Supplemental COLA 
benefits will not be permanent adjustments to retirement benefits - in any year when a Supplemental COLA 
is not paid, all previously paid Supplemental COLAs will expire. A retiree organization has brought a legal 
action against the requirement to be fully funded in order to pay the Supplemental COLA; however, the City 
has prevailed at the Superior Court level to this challenge. 

The impact of Proposition C is incorporated in the actuarial valuations beginning with the July 1, 2012 Actuarial 
Valuation report. 

Since 2008, the voters of San Francisco have approved three other retirement plan amendments: 

• Proposition D enacted in June 2010, which enacted new SFERS retirement plans for Miscellaneous and 
Safety employees commencing on or after July 1, 2010, which changed average final compensation used 
in the benefit formula from highest one-year average compensation to highest two-year average 
compensation, increased the employee contribution rate for City safety and CalPERS members hired on or 
after July 1, 2010 from 7.5% of covered pay to 9.0%, and provides that, in years when the City's required 
contribution to SFERS is less than the employer normal cost as described above, the amount saved would 
be deposited into the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund. 

• The enactment of DROP, a Deferred Retirement Option Program available to certain police members 
effective July 1, 2008, authorized by City voters' approval on an initiative proposition in the February 2008 
election. In June 2011, the Board of Supervisors voted to allow the program to sunset on June 30, 2011 

• Proposition B enacted in June 2008 which increased the years of service required for City employees hired 
after January 10, 2009 to qualify for employer-funded retiree health benefits, established a separate Retiree 
Health Care Trust Fund to fund retiree health costs, and increased retirement benefits and retirement cost
of-living adjustments for "miscellaneous" employees (i.e., those covered under Charter Section A8.409). 

SFERS Recent Funding Performance and City Employer Contribution History 

From fiscal year 1996-97 through fiscal year 2003-04, the City's contribution to the Retirement System was zero as 
determined by the consulting actuarial firm of the Retirement System and adopted by the Retirement Board. The 
zero percent employer funding requirements for this period was due primarily to higher-than-projected investment 
earnings and lower-than-projected wage increases. Beginning in fiscal year 2004-05, the Retirement Board 
reinstated required employer contributions based on the funding requirements as determined by the consulting 
actuarial firm in the manner described above in "Funding Practices." In fiscal year 2011-12, total City employer 
contributions to the Retirement System were $391 million, which was 18.09% of that portion of members' earned 
wages that are includable for calculation and contribution purposes ("Pensionable Salary"). This amount includes 
$162 million from the City General Fund. For fiscal year 2012-13, total City employer contributions to the 
Retirement System were $432 million, of which $183 million came from the General Fund. For Fiscal Year 2013-
14, total City employer contributions to the Retirement System are budgeted at $527.6 million, which is 17.2% of 
pensionable salary. This amount includes $246.9 million from the General Fund. The latest actuarial report as of 
July 1, 2012 provides that future employer contribution rates are projected to increase to 28% for fiscal year 2014-
2015 as the Retirement System recognizes the 2011 economic assumption changes and the losses incurred by the 
Retirement System in fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. 
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Table A-17 shows Retirement System contributions for fiscal years 2007-08 through 2011-12. "Market Value of 
Assets" reflects the fair market value of assets held in trust for payment of pension benefits. "Actuarial Value of 
Assets" refers to the value of assets held in trust adjusted according to the Retirement System's actuarial methods as 
summarized above. "Pension Benefit Obligation" reflects the accrued actuarial liability of the Retirement System. 
The "Market Percent Funded" column is determined by dividing the market value of assets by the Pension Benefit 
Obligation. The "Actuarial Percent Funded" column is determined by dividing the actuarial value of assets by the 
Pension Benefit Obligations. "Employee and Employer Contributions" reflects the total of mandated employee 
contributions and employer Actuarial Retirement Contributions received by the Retirement System for fiscal years 
2007-08 through 2011-12. 

TABLEA-17 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Employees' Retirement System (in $000s) 
Fiscal Years 2007-08 through 2011-12 

Market Actuarial Employee& Employer 

As of Market Value Actuarial Value Pension Benefit P<rcent Percent Employer Contribution 
I-Jul of Assets of Assets Obligation Funded Funded Contribution Ratesl'l 
2008 15,832,521 15,941,390 15,358,824 103.0 103.8 319,183 5.91% 
2009 11,886,729 16,004,730 16,498,649 72.3 97.0 312, 715 4.99% 
2010 13,136,786 16,069,100 17,643,400 74.5 91.l 413,562 9.49% 
2011 15,598,839 16,313,100 18,598, 700 83.9 87.7 490,578 13.56% 
2012 15,293,700 16,027,700 19,393,900 78.9 82.6 608,957 18.09% 

~l Employer contribution rates for fiscal )<'aIS 2012-2013 and 20 13-20 14 are 2 0.71 % and 24 .82%respectively. 

SFERS' Actuarial Valuation report as of July 1, 20 12, July 1, 2011, July 1, 2010 and July 1, 2 009. 

Note: Table A-17 reflects entire Employees' Retirement System, not just the City and County of San Francisc~. 

Table A-17 reflects that the Actuarial Percent Funded ratio decreased to 82.6%, corresponding to an unfunded 
actuarial liability (UAAL) of approximately $3.4 billion. The UAAL is the difference between the Actuarial Value 
of Assets and the total Pension Benefit Obligation. This means that as of June 30, 2012, for every dollar of pension 
benefits the City is obligated to pay, it had approximately $0.83 in assets available for payment. 

Asset Management and Actuarial Valuation 

The assets of the Retirement System, (the "Fund") are invested in a broadly diversified manner across the 
institutional global capital markets. In addition to U.S. equities and fixed income securities, the Fund holds 
international equities, global sovereign .and corporate debt, global public and private real estate and an array of 
alternative investments including private equity and venture capital limited partnerships. See page 71 of the CAFR, 
attached as Appendix B to this Official Statement, for a breakdown of the asset allocation as of June 30, 2013. The 
Fund does not hold hedge funds. The investments, their allocation, transactions and proxy votes are regularly 
reviewed by the Retirement Board and monitored by an internal staff of investment professionals who in turn are 
advised by external consultants who are specialists in the areas of investments detailed above. A description of the 
Retirement System's investment policy, a description of asset allocation targets and current investments, and the 
Annual Report of the Retirement System are available upon request from the Retirement System by writing to the 
San Francisco Retirement System, 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 3000, San Francisco, California 94102, or by calling 
(415) 487-7020. Certain documents are available at the Retirement System website at www.sfers.org. These 
documents are not incorporated herein by reference. 

The liabilities of the Retirement System (the Pension Benefit Obligation) are measured annually by an independent 
consulting actuary in accordance with Actuarial Standards of Practice. In addition, an actuarial audit is conducted 
every five years in accordance with Retirement Board policy. 
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Recent Changes in the Economic Environment and the Impact on the Retirement System 

As of June 30, 2013, the Retirement System estimated that the market value of its assets was approximately 
$17.0 billion. The estimated market value represents, as of the date specified, the estimated value of the Retirement 
System's portfolio if it were liquidated on that date. The Retirement System cannot be certain of the value of certain 
of its portfolio assets and, accordingly, the market value of the portfolio could be more or less. Moreover, appraisals 
for classes of assets that are not publicly traded are based on estimates which typically lag changes in actual market 
value by three to six months. Representations of market valuations are not subject to audit (other than at year end). 

The Retirement System investment portfolio is structured for long-term performance. The Retirement System 
continually reviews investment and asset allocation policies as part of its regular operations and continues to rely on 
an investment policy which is consistent with the principles of diversification and the search for long-term value. 
Market fluctuations are an expected investment risk for any long-term strategy. Significant market fluctuations are 
expected to have significant impact on the value of the Retirement System investment portfolio. 

A decline in the value of SFERS Trust assets over time, without a commensurate decline in the pension liabilities, 
will result in an increase in the contribution rate for the City. No assurance can be provided by the City that 

· contribution rates will not increase in the future, and that the impact of such increases will not have a material 
impact on City finances. 

Other Employee Retirement Benefits 

As noted above, various City employees are members of CalPERS, an agent multiple-employer public employee 
defined benefit plan for safety members and a cost-sharing multiple-employer plan for miscellaneous members. The 
City makes certain payments to CalPERS in respect of such members, at rates determined by the CalPERS board. 
Such payment from the General Fund equaled $18.1 million in fiscal year 2009-10 and $17.6 million in fiscal year 
2010-11. For fiscal year' 2011-12, the City prepaid its annual CalPERS obligation at a level of $23.4 million. 
Further discussion of the City's CalPERS plan obligations are summarized in Note 9 to the City's CAFR, as of 
June 30, 2013, attached to this Official Statement as Appendix B. A discussion of other post-employment benefits, 
including retiree medical benefits, is provided below under "Medical Benefits - Post-Employment Health Care 
Benefits and GASE 45." 

Medical Benefits 

Administration through Health Service System; Audited System Financial Statements 

Medical benefits for eligible active City employees and eligible dependents, for retired City employees and eligible 
dependents, and for surviving spouses and domestic partners of covered City employees (the "City Beneficiaries") 
are administered by the City's Health Service System (the "Health Service System" or "HSS") pursuant to City 
Charter Sections 12.200 et seq. and AS.420 et seq. Pursuant to such Charter Sections, the Health Service System 
also administers medical benefits to active and retired employees of SFUSD, SFCCD, and the San Francisco 
Superior Court (collectively the "System's Other Beneficiaries"). However, the City is not required to fund medical 
benefits for the System's Other Beneficiaries and therefore this section focuses on the funding by the City of medical 
benefits for City Beneficiaries. The Health Service System is overseen by the City's Health Service Board (the 
"Health Service Board"). The seven member Health Service Board is composed of members including a seated 
member of the City's Board of Supervisors, appointed by the Board President; an individual who regularly consults 
in the health care field, appointed by the Mayor; a doctor of medicine, appointed by the Mayor; and until May 15, 
2013, four members of the Health Service System, active or retired, elected from among their members. After May 
15, 2013 one of the members elected from among the members was replaced by a member nominated by the 
Controller and approved by the Health Service Board pursuant to Proposition C approved by the voters in November 
2011. The plans (the "HSS Medical Plans") for providing medical care to the City Beneficiaries and the System's 
Other Beneficiaries (collectively, the "HSS Beneficiaries") are determined annually by the Health Service Board and 
approved by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Charter Section AS.422. 

The Health Service System oversees a trust fund (the "Health Service Trust Fund") established pursuant to Charter 
Sections 12.203 and AS.428 through which medical benefits for the HSS Beneficiaries are funded. The Health 
Service System issues annually a publicly available, independently audited financial report that includes financial 
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statements for the Health Service Trust Fund. This report may be obtained on-line at www.myhss.org/finance or by 
writing to the San Francisco Health Service System, 1145 Market Street, Second Floor, San Francisco, California 
94103, or by calling (415) 554-1727. Audited annual financial statements for several years are also posted in the 
Health Service System website. The information available on such website is not incorporated in this Official 
Statement by reference. 

As presently structured under the City Charter, the Health Service Trust Fund is not a fund through which assets are 
accumulated to finance post-employment healthcare benefits (an "OPEB trust fund"). Thus, the Health Service Trust 
Fund is not currently affected by Governmental Accounting Standards Board ("GASB ") Statement Number 45, 
Financial Reporting for Postemployment Benefit Plans Other Than Pensions ("GASB 45"), which applies to OPEB 
trust funds. 

Determination of Employer and Employee Contributions for Medical Benefits 

Contributions by the participating employers and HSS Beneficiaries to HSS Medical Plans are determined according 
to applicable provisions of the Charter. To the extent annual medical premiums exceed the contributions made by 
employers and HSS Beneficiaries as required by the Charter, such excess must be paid by HSS Beneficiaries or, if 
elected by the Health Service Board, from net assets held in the Health Service Trust Fund. 

All City Beneficiaries receive a base contribution from the City toward the monthly cost of their medical benefits 
calculated pursuant to Charter Section A8.423. Under that section, the Health Service System conducts a survey 
annually of the 10 most populous counties in California (other than the City) to determine "the average contribution 
made by each such County toward the providing of health care plans, exclusive of dental or optical care, for each 
employee of such County." Under City Charter Section A8.428, the City is required to contribute to the Health 
Service Trust Fund an amount equal to such "average contribution" for each City Beneficiary. 

In addition to the average contribution described above, the City makes additional medical and other benefit 
contributions on behalf of City Beneficiaries who are active employees as negotiated and agreed to by such 
employees' applicable collective bargaining units. City bargaining units have negotiated additional City 
contributions for enhanced single medical coverage, dependent medical coverage and for additional benefits such as 
dental care for the members of such bargaining units. These contribution amounts are also paid by the City into the 
Health Service Trust Fund. 

Medical benefits for City Beneficiaries who are retired or otherwise not employed by the City (e.g., surviving 
spouses and surviving domestic partners of City retirees) ("Nonemployee City Beneficiaries") are funded through 
contributions from such Nonemployee City Beneficiaries and the City as determined pursuant to Charter 
Section A8.428. The Health Service System medical benefit eligibility requirements for Nonemployee City 
Beneficiaries are described below under"- Post-Employment Health Care Benefits and GASE 45." 

Contributions relating to Nonemployee City Beneficiaries include the City contribution of the "average 
contribution" corresponding to such Nonemployee City Beneficiaries as described in Charter Section A8.423 along 
with the following: 

• Monthly contributions from Nonemployee City Beneficiaries in amounts equal to the monthly 
contributions required from active employees excluding health coverage or subsidies for health coverage 
paid for active employees as a result of collective bargaining. However, such monthly contributions from 
Nonemployee City Beneficiaries covered under Medicare are reduced by an amount equal to the amount 
contributed monthly by such persons to Medicare. 

• In addition to the average contribution described in the second paragraph of this subsection, the City 
contributes additional amounts in respect of the Nonemployee City Beneficiaries sufficient to defray the 
difference in cost to the Health Service System in providing the same health coverage to Nonemployee City 
Beneficiaries as is provided for active employee City Beneficiaries, excluding health coverage or subsidies 
for health coverage paid for active employees as a result of collective bargaining. 

• After application of the calculations described above, the City contributes 50% of monthly contributions 
required for the retired city participant and the first dependent. 

A-40 



Change in Contribution Model to Stabilize Medical Plan Membership and Maintain Competition Among Providers 

In June 2013, the Health Service Board adopted a flat premium contribution model for unions that approve an MOU 
agreement with the City incorporating the changes by July 31, 2013. The net flat premium structure for 2015 will 
smooth increases in premiums with premium contributions from all employees. The long term impact of the flat 
premium contribution model is a reduction in the relative proportion of the projected increases in the City's 
contributions for Healthcare, stabilization of the medical plan membership and maintenance of competition among 
plans. 

Health Care Reform 

On March 23, 2010, President Obama signed into law the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (Public Law 
111-114), and on March 30, 2010 signed the Health Care and Education Reconciliation of2010 (collectively, the 
"Health Care Reform Law"). The Health Care Reform Law is intended to extend health insurance to over 32 million 
uninsured Americans by 2019, and includes other significant changes with respect to the obligation to carry health 
insurance by individuals and the provision of health care by private and public employers, such as the City. Due to 
the complexity of the Health Care Reform Law it is likely that additional legislation will be considered and enacted 
in future years. 

The Health Care Reform Law is designed to be implemented in phases from 2010 to 2018. The provisions of the 
Health Care Reform Law to be implemented in future years include, the expansion of Medicaid, subsidies for health 
insurance for certain individuals, mandates that require most Americans obtain health insurance, and incentives for 
employers with over 50 employees to provide health insurance for their employees or pay a fine. Many aspects of 
the law have yet to be clarified and will require substantial regulation or subsequent legislative action. On June 28, 
2012 the U.S. Supreme Court ruled to uphold the employer mandate, the individual mandate and the state Medicaid 
expansion requirements. 

Provisions of Health Care Reform already implemented by HSS include discontinued eligibility for non-prescription 
drugs reimbursement through flexible spending accounts (FSAs) in 2011, eliminated copayments for wellness visits, 
eliminated life-time caps on coverage, and expanded eligibility to cover member dependent children up to age 26 in 
2011, eliminated copayments for women's preventative health including contraception in 2012 and W-2 reporting on 
total healthcare premium costs for 2012 plan year and implementation of a medical loss ratio rebate on self-insured 
plans. In addition, a separate summary of benefits was required to be sent to every member and provided to every 
new member beginning in 2012. In 2014, healthcare flexible spending accounts (FSAs) will be limited to $2,500 
annually. 

As a result of the federal Health Care Reform Law there are two direct fees and one tax that have been factored into 
the calculation of medical premium rates and premium equivalents for the 2014 plan year. The three fees are the 
Federal Health Insurer Tax (HIT), Patient Centered Outcomes Research Institute (PCORI) fee, and the Federal 
Transitional Pre-Existing Condition Fee. The Federal HIT tax is a fixed-dollar amount distributed across health 
insurance providers for fully insured plans. The 2014 plan year premiums for Kaiser Permanente and Blue Shield of 
California included the impact of the HIT tax. 

The Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Institute fee (previously known as the Comparative Effectiveness fee) will 
be charged directly to the Health Service System at a rate of $2 per beneficiary for members of the Self-Insured plan 
(approximately 9,400). In 2014 through 2019 this amount will increase with health care inflation. 

The Federal Transitional Pre-Existing Condition Fee is a $63/year fee on each Health Service System beneficiary for 
plan years 2014-2016. This fee will be approximately $5.5 million in 2014. This amount will decrease in 2015 and 
2016. In 2014, the City will need to modify health benefit eligibility to cover temporary employees who work more 
than 30 hours per week or 130 hours per month to only a 90 day waiting period for coverage. 
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Local Elections: Proposition C (2011) 

On November 8, 2011, the San Francisco voters approved Proposition C, a charter amendment that changed the way 
the City and current and future employees share in funding SFERS pension and health benefits. With regard to 
health benefits, elected officials and employees hired on or before January 9, 2009, contribute up to 1 % of 
compensation toward their retiree health care, with matching contribution by the City. For employees or elected 
officials who left the City workforce before June 30, 2001, and retire after January 6, 2012, Proposition C requires 
that the City contributions toward retiree health benefits remain at the same levels they were when the employee left 
the City workforce. Proposition C changes the Health Service System and Health Service Board (HSB) including the 
following: 1) replace one elected member of the HSB with a member nominated by the City Controller and 
approved by HSB; 2) change HSB's voting requirement for approving member health plans from two-third to a 
simple majority; 3) remove the requirement for a plan permitting the member to choose any licensed medical 
provider; 4) allow for the option to change to a calendar year plan year; and 5) allow HSB to spend money on ways 
to limit health care costs. Factors that could cause additional medical costs or savings include: 1) projected City 
savings might be reduced if future labor negotiations or arbitration awards result in any salary increases to offset 
higher employee retirement contributions; 2) to the extent that changes to pension formulas in this measure cause 
employees to delay or speed up retirement dates, this could provide additional City savings or costs related to retiree 
pension and health insurance subsidies; 3) to the extent that changes in the composition of the Health Service Board 
result in changes to approved health benefit programs, costs could be higher or lower; and 4) to the extent that 
changes in the composition of the Health Service Board result in changes to approved health benefit programs, costs 
could be higher or lower. Changing to a calendar plan year allows HSS to convert the City Plan retiree pharmacy 
benefit to a higher discounted federal program called Employer Group Waiver Plan (EGWP) as of 2013. This will 
save an estimated $2.3 million annually, will lower the City's retiree pharmacy expenditures by $8.5 million 
annually, and will lower the City's GASB 45 liability. 

Employer Contributions for Health Service System Benefits 

For fiscal year 2012-13, the Health Service System received approximately $630.1 million from participating 
employers for Health Service System benefit costs. Of this total, the City contributed approximately $528.1 million; 
approximately $156.0 million of this $528.l million amount was for health care benefits for approximately 
26,564 retired City employees and their eligible dependents and approximately $372.1 million was for benefits for 
approximately 61,428 active City employees and their eligible dependents. For fiscal year 2013-14, the Health 
Service System has budgeted to receive approximately $642.9 million from participating employers for Health . 
Service System benefit costs. The 2014 aggregate plan costs for the City will increase by only 2.4%. This flattening 
of the healthcare cost curve is due to a number of factors including lower use of healthcare during recessions, 
aggressive contracting by HSS, encouraging competition among our vendors, and changing our Blue Shield plan 
from a fully-funded to a flex-funded product. Flex-funding allows lower premiums to be set by our actuarial 
consultant, AON-Hewitt, without the typical margins added by Blue Shield; however, more risk is assumed by the 
City and reserves are required to protect against this risk. In 2015, this flattened trend is anticipated to continue, and 
the Health Service Board has allocated the Early Retiree Reimbursement Program funds collected of $3.8M to 
subsidize coverage based on percent paid by employee/retiree which will continue to stabilize risk pools 

Post-Employment Health Care Benefits and GASE 45 

Eligibility of former City employees for retiree health care benefits is governed by the Charter. In general, 
employees hired before January 10, 2009 and a spouse or dependent are potentially eligible for health benefits 
following retirement at age 50 and completion of five years of City service. Proposition B, passed by San Francisco 
voters on June 3, 2008, tightened post-retirement health benefit eligibility rules for employees hired on or after 
January 10, 2009, and generally requires payments by the City and these employees equal to three percent of salary 
i~to a new retiree health trust fund. 

Proposition A, passed by San Francisco voters on November 5, 2013 restricted the City's ability to withdraw funds 
from the retiree health trust fund. The restrictions allow payments from the fund only when two conditions are met: 

• The City's account balance in any fiscal year is fully funded. The account is fully funded when it is large 
enough to pay then-projected retiree health care costs as they come due; and, 
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• The City's retiree health care costs exceed 10% of the City's total payroll costs in a fiscal year. The 
Controller, Mayor, Trust Board, and a majority of the Board of Supervisors must agree to allow payments 
from the Fund for that year. These payments can only cover retiree health care costs that exceed 10% of the 
City's total payroll cost. The payments are limited to no more than 10% of the City's account; or, 

• The Controller, Mayor, Trust Board, and two-thirds of the Board of Supervisors approve changes to these 
limits. 

GASB 45 Reporting Requirements. The City was required to begin reporting the liability and related information for 
unfunded post-retirement medical and other benefits ("OPEBs") in the City's financial statements for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 2008. This reporting requirement is defined under Governmental Accounting Standards Board 
Statement 45 ("GASB 45"). GASB 45 does not require that the affected government agencies, including the City, 
actually fund any portion of this post-retirement health benefit liability - rather, GASB 45 requires government 
agencies to determine on an actuarial basis the amount of its total OPEB liability and the annual contributions 
estimated to fund such liability over 30 years. Any underfunding in a year is recognized as a liability on the 
government agency's balance sheet. 

City's Estimated Liability. The City is required by GASB 45 to prepare a new actuarial study of its post-retirement 
benefits obligation every two years. In its October 8, 2012 report, Cheiron, Inc. estimated that the City's unfunded 
liability was approximately $4.42 billion as of July 1, 2010. This estimate assumed a 4.25% return on investments 
and had an ARC for fiscal year 2011-12 of approximately $397.9 million. The ARC represents a level of funding 
that, if paid on an ongoing basis, is projected to cover the normal cost of each year and any unfunded actuarial 
liabilities (or funding excesses) amortized over thirty years. The ARC was determined based on the July 1, 2010 
actuarial valuation. The covered payroll (annual payroll of active employees covered by the plan) was $2.3 billion 
and the ratio of the unfunded actuarial accrued liability to the covered payroll was 191.9%. 

The difference between the estimated ARC and the amount expended on post-retirement medical benefits in any 
year is the amount by which the City's overall liability for such benefits increases in that year. The City's most recent 
CAFR estimated that the 2012-13 annual OPEB cost was $418.5 million, of which the City funded $160.3 million 
which caused, among other factors, the City's long-term liability to increase by $258.2 million (as shown on the 
City's balance sheet and below). The annual OPEB cost consists of the ARC, one year of interest on the net OPEB 
obligation, and recognition of one year of amortization of the net OPEB obligation. While GASB 45 does not 
require funding of the annual OPEB cost, any differences between the amount funded in a year and the annual 
OPEB cost are recorded as increases or decreases in the net OPEB obligation. See Note 9(c) and (d) to the City's 
CAFR, as of June 30, 2013, included as Appendix B to this Official Statement. Four-year trend information is 
displayed in Table A-18 (dollars in thousands): 

TABLEA-18 

Fiscal Year Ended 
613012010 

613012011 

613012012 

613012013 

CllY AND COUNlY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Four-year Trend 

Annual OPEB 
374,214 

3 92,151 

405,850 

418,539 

(OOOs) 

Percentage of Annual OPEB 
Cost Funded 

33.9% 

37.2% 

38.5% 

38.3% 

NetOPEB 
Obligation 

852,782 

1,099,177 
1,348,883 

1,607,130 

The October 2012 Cheiron Report estimates that the total long-term actuarial liability will reach $5.7 billion by 
2030. The calculations in the Cheiron Report are sensitive to a number of critical assumptions, including, but not 
limited to, the projected rate of increase in health plan costs. 

Actuarial projections of the City's OPEB liability will be affected by Proposition B as well as by changes in the 
other factors affecting that calculation. For example, the City's actuarial analysis shows that by 2031, Proposition B's 
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three-percent of salary funding requirement will be sufficient to cover the cost of retiree health benefits for 
employees hired after January 10, 2009. See "Retirement System - Recent Voter Approved Changes to the 
Retirement Plan" above. As of June 30, 2013, the fund balance in the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund established by 
Proposition B was $31.2 million. Future projections of the City's GASB 45 liability will be lowered by the HSS 
implementation of the Employer Group Waiver Plan (EGWP) prescription benefit program for City Plan retirees. 
See "-Local Elections: Proposition C (2011 ). " 

Total City Employee Benefits Costs 

The City budgets to pay its ARC for pension and has established a Retiree Health Care Trust Fund into which both 
the City and employees are required to contribute funds as retiree health care benefits are earned. Currently, these 
Trust deposits are only required on behalf of employees hired after 2009, and are therefore limited, but will grow as 
the workforce retires and this requirement is extended to all employees in 2016. Proposition A, passed by San 
Francisco voters on November 5, 2013 restricted the City's ability to make withdrawals from the Retiree Health Care 
Trust Fund. 

The balance in the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund as of June 30, 2013 is approximately $31.2 million. The City will 
continue to monitor and update its actuarial valuations of liability as required under GASB 45. Table A-18 provides 
a five-year history for all health benefits costs paid including pension, health, dental and other miscellaneous 
benefits. For all fiscal years shown, a "pay-as-you-go" approach was used by the City for health care benefits. 

Table A-19 below provides a summary of the City's employee benefit actual and budgeted costs from fiscal years 
2008-09 to fiscal year 2013-14. 

TABLEA-19 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFERS and PERS Retirement Contributions 

Social Security &Medicare 

Health- Medical+ Dental, active employees 1 

Health- Retiree Medical 1 

Other Benefits 2 

Total Benefit Costs 

Employee Benefit Costs, All Funds 
Fiscal Years 2008-09 through 2013-14 

(OOOs) 

FY20ffi-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 

Actual Actual Actual 
$197,614 $294,088 $368, 185 

147,576 145,969 140,828 

274,753 284,426 296,032 

144,110 154,347 175,799 

18,998 17,009 22, 758 

$783,051 $895,839 $1,003,602 

FY 2008-09 tl1rough FY2012-13 figures are audited actuals. FY 2013-14 figures are original budget. 

FY 2011-12 

Actual 
$428,265 

147,682 

330,919 

181,822 

21,362 

$1,110,050 

1 Does not include Health Setvice System administrative costs. DJes include flexible benefits that maybe used for health insurance. 
2 "Olher Benefits" includes unempl ~ent insurance premiwns, life in swance, and olhermiscellaneous employee benefits. 

Source: Office of the Controller, City and County of San Francisco. 

INVESTMENT OF CITY FUNDS 

Investment Pool 

FY 2012-13 

Actual 
$452,327 

156,322 

338,840 

186,263 

16,250 

$1,150,002 

FY 2013-14 

Budget 
$527,564 

162,729 

370,454 

162,234 

16,634 

$1,239,615 

The Treasurer of the City and County of San Francisco (the "Treasurer") is authorized by Charter Section 6.106 to 
invest funds available under California Government Code Title 5, Division 2, Part 1, Chapter 4. In addition to the 
funds of the City, the funds of various City departments and local agencies located within the boundaries of the City, 
including the school and community college districts, airport and public hospitals, are deposited into the City and 
County's Pooled Investment Fund (the "Pool"). The funds are commingled for investment purposes. 
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Investment Policy 

The management of the Pool is governed by the Investment Policy administered by the Office of the Treasurer and 
Tax Collector in accordance with California Government Code Sections 27000, 53601, 53635, et. al. In order of 
priority, the objectives of this Investment Policy are safety, liquidity, and return on investments. Safety of principal 
is the foremost objective of the investment program. The investment portfolio maintains sufficient liquidity to meet 
all expected expenditures for at least the next six months. The Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector also 
attempts to generate a market rate ofreturn, without undue compromise of the first two objectives. 

The Investment Policy is reviewed and monitored annually by a Treasury Oversight Committee established by the 
Board of Supervisors. The Treasury Oversight Committee meets quarterly and is comprised of members drawn from 
(a) the Treasurer; (b) the Controller; (c) a representative appointed by the Board of Supervisors; (d) the County 
Superintendent of Schools or his/her designee; (e) the Chancellor of the Community College District or his/her 
designee; and (f) Members of the general public. See "APPENDIX C - City and County of San Francisco Office of 
the Treasurer - Investment Policy" for a complete copy of the Treasurer's Investment Policy, dated October 2013. 
The Investment Policy is also posted at the Treasurer's website: www.sftreasurer.org. The information available on 
such website is not incorporated herein by reference. 

Investment Portfolio 

As of October 31, 2013, the City's surplus investment fund consisted of the investments classified in Table A-20, 
and had the investment maturity distribution presented in Table A-21. 

TABLEA-20 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Investment Portfolio 
Pooled Funds 

As of October 31 2013 

Tvoe oflnves1ment Par Value Book Value 

U.S. Treasuries $ 685,000,000 $ 685,856,641 
Federal Agencies 3,876,513,000 3,889,035,670 
State and Local Obligiitions 139,900,000 145,004,378 
Public Time Deposits 720,000 720,000 
Negotiable Certificates of Deposit 200,000,000 200,033,502 
Banker's Acceptances 
Commercial Paper 
Medium Term N ores 523,455,000 529,905,320 
Money Market Funds 125,065,263 125,065,263 

Total ~ 5,550,653,263 ~ 5,575,620, 774 

October 2013 Earned Income Yield: 0.69% 
Sources: Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector, City and County cf San Francisco 

From Citibank-Custodial Safekeeping, SunGard Sy.;tems-Inventmy Control Program. 
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Market Value 

$ 690,994,000 
3,899,140,500 

142,286,593 
720,000 

200,066,578 

519,423,880 
125,065,263 

~ 5,577,696,814 



TABLEA-21 

Maturit:i in Months 
0 to 

to 

2 to 

3 to 
4 to 

5 to 

6 to 

12 to 

24 to 

36 to 
48 to 

CITY AND OUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Investment Maturity Distribution 

Pooled Funds 
As of0ctober31 2013 

Par Value 
$ 175,065,263 

2 97,000,000 
3 102,730,000 
4 240,000 
5 23 5,765,000 

6 21,820,000 
12 421,690,000 
24 1,740,328,000 
36 829,395,000 
48 1,113,420,000 
60 813,200,000 

~ 5,550,653,263 
Weighted Average Maturity: 809 Days 

So um es: Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector, City and County of San Francisco 

From Citibank-Custodial Safekeeping, SunGard Systerns-Inventocy Control Program. 
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Percent!:!E,e 
3.15% 
1.75% 
1.85% 
0.00% 
4.25% 
0.39% 
7.60% 

31.35% 
14.94% 
20.06% 
14.65% 

100.00% 



Further Information 

A report detailing the investment portfolio and investment activity, including the market value of the portfolio, is 
submitted to the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors monthly. The monthly reports and annual reports are available 
on the Treasurer's web page: www.sftreasurer.org. The monthly reports and annual reports are not incorporated by 
reference herein. 

Additional information on the City's investments, investment policies, and risk exposure as of June 30, 2013 are 
described in Appendix B: "COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT OF THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SANFRANCISCO FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2013," Notes 2(d) and 5. 

CAPITAL FINANCING AND BONDS 

Capital Plan 

In October 2005, the Board of Supervisors adopted, and the Mayor approved, Ordinance No. 216-05, which 
established a new capital planning process for the City. The legislation requires that the City develop and adopt a 
ten-year capital expenditure plan for City-owned facilities and infrastructure. It also created the Capital Planning 
Committee ("CPC") and the Capital Planning Program ("CPP"). The CPC, composed of other City finance and 
capital project officials, makes recommendations to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors on all of the City's capital 
expenditures. To help inform CPC recommendations, the CPP staff, under the direction of the City Administrator, 
review and prioritize funding needs; project and coordinate funding sources and uses; and provide policy analysis 
and reports on interagency capital planning. 

The City Administrator, in conjunction with the CPC, is directed to develop and submit a ten-year capital plan every 
other fiscal year for approval by the Board of Supervisors. The Capital Plan is a fiscally constrained long-term 
finance strategy that prioritizes projects based on a set of funding principles. It provides an assessment of the City's 
infrastructure needs over ten years, highlights investments required to meet these needs and recommends a plan of 
finance to fund these investments. Although the Capital Plan provides cost estimates and proposes methods to 
finance such costs, the document does not reflect any commitment by the Board of Supervisors to expend such 
amounts or to adopt any specific financing method. The Capital Plan is required to be updated and adopted 
biennially, along with the City's Five Year Financial Plan and the Five-Year Information & Communication 
Technology Plan. The CPC is also charged with reviewing the annual capital budget submission and all long-term 
financing proposals, and providing recommendations to the Board of Supervisors relating to the compliance of any 
such proposal or submission with the adopted Capital Plan. 

The Capital Plan is required to be submitted to the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors by each March 1 in odd
numbered years and adopted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor on or before May 1 of the same year. The 
fiscal year 2014-2023 Capital Plan was approved by the CPC on February 25, 2013 and was adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in April 2013. The Capital Plan contains $25.l billion in capital investments over the coming decade for 
all City departments, including $4.7 billion in projects for General Fund-supported departments. The Capital Plan 
proposes $88.0 million for General Fund pay-as-you-go capital projects in fiscal year 2013-14. The amount for 
General Fund pay-as-you-go capital projects is assumed to grow to $231 million in fiscal year 2022-23. The Capital 
Plan is not incorporated by reference herein but may be found at http://onesanfrancisco.org/. Major capital projects 
for General Fund-supported departments included in the Capital Plan consist of upgrades to public health, police, 
fire and park facilities; street and right-of-way improvements; the removal of barriers to accessibility; park 
improvements; the replacement of the Hall of Justice; and seismic upgrades to the Veteran's Memorial Building, 
among other capital projects. Approximately $2.0 billion of the capital projects of General Fund supported 
departments are financed with general obligation bonds and other long-term obligations. The balance is expected to 
be funded by federal and State funds, the General Fund, and other sources. 

In addition to the City General Fund-supported capital spending, the Capital Plan recommends $14.5 billion in 
enterprise fund department projects to continue major transit, economic development and public utility projects such 
as the Central Subway project, runway and terminal upgrades at San Francisco International Airport, Pier 70 
infrastructure investments, and the Sewer System Improvement Program, among others. Approximately $8.2 billion 
of enterprise fund department capital projects is financed with voter-approved revenue bonds and other long-term 
obligations. The balance is expected to be funded by federal and State funds, user/operator fees, General Fund, and 
other sources. 
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While significant investments are proposed in the City's adopted ten-year capital plan, identified resources remain 
below those necessary to maintain and enhance the City's physical infrastructure. As a result, over $14 biilion in 
capital needs are deferred from the plan's horizon. Over two-thirds of these unfunded needs are for the City's 
transportation and waterfront infrastructure, where core maintenance investments have lagged for decades. Mayor 
Edwin Lee has convened a taskforce to recommend funding mechanisms to bridge a portion of the gaps in the City's 
transportation needs, but it is likely that significant funding gaps will remain even assuming the identification of 
significant new funding sources for these needs. 

Failure to make the capital improvements and repairs recommended in the Plan may have the following impacts: (i) 
failing to meet federal, state, or local legal mandates; (ii) failing to provide for the imminent life, health, safety and 
security of occupants and the public; (iii) failing to prevent the loss of use of the asset; (iv) impairing the value of 
the City's assets; (v) increasing future repair and replacement costs; and (vi) harming the local economy. 

Tax-Supported Debt Service 

Under the State Constitution and the Charter, City bonds secured by ad valorem property taxes ("general obligation 
bonds") can only be authorized with a two-thirds approval of the voters. As of December 1, 2013, the City had 
approximately $1.89 billion aggregate principal amount of general obligation bonds outstanding. 

Table A-22 shows the annual amount of debt service payable on the City's outstanding general obligation bonds. 

TABLEA-22 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

General Obligation Bonds Debt Service 

As of December 1, 2013 I 2 

Fiscal Annual 

Year Principal Interest Debt Service 

2014 $150,279,486 $88,438,032 $238,717,518 

2015 151,979,884 81 ,666 ,5 32 23 3,646,416 

2 016 105, 75 3,046 74 ,3 43 ,844 180,096,890 

201 7 97, 779,110 69 ,400,105 167,179,215 

2 018 98 ,5 93 ,225 64,6 97 ,6 32 163,290,85 7 

2019 97, 160,545 60 ,163 ,9 62 157,324,507 

2020 94,686,232 55,560,375 150,246,607 

2021 9 0,03 5,457 51,044,062 141,079,519 

2022 96, 123,40 I 46 ,9 58 ,724 143,082,125 

2023 98,320,251 42,516,801 14 0, 83 7,0 5 2 

2024 9 9, 37 6,2 0 6 37 ,7 84 ,5 50 137, 160,756 

2025 98,571,476 32 ,9 20 ,6 82 131,492,158 

2026 92,416,279 28 ,0 99 ,652 120,515,931 

2027 96,425,840 23 ,5 64,823 119,990,663 

2028 99,979,035 18,964,084 118,943,119 

2029 98,551,751 14,235,655 112, 787,406 

2030 93,040,095 9 ,6 62,829 102, 702,924 

2031 50,976,950 5 ,3 39 ,777 56,316,727 

2032 52,690,000 3,319,875 56,009,875 

2033 16,540,000 1,230,200 17,770,200 

2034 5, 07 5,0 0 0 520 ,2 50 5,595,250 

203 5 5, 33 0,0 0 0 266 ,5 00 5,596,500 

TOTAL 3 
$1,889,683,269 $810,698,946 $2, 700,382,215 

1 This tab! e does !!.!l.! reflect any de ht other than City dire ct tax-supported debt, such 

as any assessment district indebtedness or any redevelopment agency indebtedness. 
2 Totals reflect rounding to nearest dollar. 
3 Section 9. I 0 6 of the City Charter limits issuance of general obligation bonds of 

the City to 3% of the assessed value of all real and personal assessment district 

indebtedness or any redevelopment agency indebtedness. 

Source: Office of Public Finance, City and County of San Francisco. 
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General Obligation Bonds 

Certain general obligation bonds authorized by the City's voters as discussed below have not yet been issued. Such 
bonds may be issued at any time by action of the Board of Supervisors, without further approval by the voters. 

In November 1992, voters approved Proposition A, which authorized the issuance of up to $350.0 million in general 
obligation bonds to provide moneys to fund the City's Seismic Safety Loan Program (the "Loan Program"). The 
purpose of the Loan Program is to provide loans for the seismic strengthening of privately-owned unreinforced 
masonry buildings in San Francisco for affordable housing and market-rate residential, commercial and institutional 
purposes. In April 1994, the City issued $35.0 million in taxable general obligation bonds to fund the Loan Program 
and in October 2002, the City redeemed all outstanding bonds remaining from such issuance. In February 2007, the 
Board of Supervisors approved the issuance of additional indebtedness under this authorization in an amount not to 
exceed $35.0 million. Such issuance would be achieved pursuant tojhe terms of a Credit Agreement with Bank of 
America, N.A. (the "Credit Bank"), under which the Credit Bank agreed to fund one or more loans to the City from 
time to time as evidenced by the City's issuance to the Credit Bank of the Taxable General Obligation Bond 
(Seismic Safety Loan Program), Series 2007 A. The funding by the Credit Bank of the loans at the City's request and 
the terms of repayment of such loans are governed by the terms of the Credit Agreement. Loan funds received by the 
City from the Credit Bank are in turn used to finance loans to Seismic Safety Loan Program borrowers. In 
March 2007, the City initiated an initial borrowing of $2.0 million, and in October 2007, the City borrowed 
approximately $3.8 million from the Credit Bank. In January 2008, the City borrowed approximately $3.9 million 
and in November 2008, the City borrowed $1.3 million from the Credit Bank. Further borrowings under the Credit 
Agreement with the Credit Bank (up to the $35.0 million not-to-exceed amount) are expected as additional loans to 
Seismic Safety Loan Program borrowers are approved. 

In February 2008, voters approved Proposition A, which authorized the issuance of up to $185.0 million in general 
obligation bonds for the construction, reconstruction, purchase, and/or improvement of park and recreation facilities 
located in the City and under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission or under the jurisdiction of 
the Port Commission. The City issued the first series of bonds under Proposition A in the amount of approximately 
$42.5 million in August 2008. The City issued the second series in the amount of approximately $60.4 million in 
March 2010 and the third series in the amount of approximately $73.4 million in March 2012. 

In November 2008, voters approved Proposition A, which authorized the issuance of up to $887.4 million in general 
obligation bonds to provide funds to finance the building or rebuilding and improving the earthquake safety of the 
San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center. The City issued the first series of bonds under Proposition A in 
the amount of approximately $131. 7 million in March 2009. The City issued the second series in the amount of 
approximately $294.6 million in March 2010. The City issued its third series in the amount of approximately $251 
million in August 2012. 

In June 2010, voters approved Proposition B, which authorized the issuance of up to $412.3 million in general 
obligation bonds to provide funds to finance the construction, acquisition, improvement, and retrofitting of 
neighborhood fire and police stations, the auxiliary water supply system, a public safety building, and other critical 
infrastructure and facilities for earthquake safety and related costs. The City issued the first series of bonds under 
Proposition B in the amount of $79.5 million in December 2010 and the second series of bonds in the amount of 
$183.3 million in March 2012. The City issued the third series in the amount of approximately $38.3 million in 
August 2012 and the fourth series of bonds in the amount of$31.0 million in June 2013. 

In November 2011, voters approved Proposition B, which authorized the issuance of up to $248.0 million in general 
obligation bonds to provide funds to repair and repave City streets and remove potholes; strengthen and seismically 
upgrade street structures; redesign street corridors by adding or improving pedestrian signals, lighting, sidewalk 
extensions, bicycle lanes, trees and landscaping; construct and renovate curb ramps and sidewalks to increase 
accessibility and safety for everyone, including persons with disabilities; and add and upgrade traffic signals to 
improve MUNI service and traffic flow. The City issued the first series of bonds m;1der Proposition Bin the amount 
of approximately $74.3 million in March 2012 and the second series of bonds in the amount of $129.6 million in 
June 2013. 

In November 2012, voters approved Proposition B, which authorized the issuance of up to $195.0 million in general 
obligation bonds to provide funds for the construction, reconstruction, renovation, demolition, environmental 
remediation and/or improvement of park, open space, and recreation facilities located in the City and under the 
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jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission or under the jurisdiction of the Port. Commission. The City 
issued the first series of bonds under Proposition Bin the amount of approximately $71.9 million in June 2013. 

The Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 272-04 on May 11, 2004 (the "2004 Resolution"). The Mayor 
approved the 2004 Resolution on May 13, 2004. The 2004 Resolution authorized the issuance of not to exceed 
$800.0 million aggregate principal amount of its General Obligation Refunding Bonds from time to time in one or 
more series for the purpose ofrefunding all or a portion of the City's then outstanding General Obligation Bonds. On 
November 1, 2011, the Board of Supervisors adopted, and the Mayor approved, Resolution No. 448-11 (the "2011 
Resolution," and together with the 2004 Resolution, the "Refunding Resolutions"). The 2011 Resolution authorized 
the issuance of not to exceed $1,355,991,219 aggregate principal amount of the City's General Obligation Refunding 
Bonds from time to time in one or more series for the purpose of refunding certain outstanding General Obligation 
Bonds of the City. 

Table A-23 below lists for each of the City's voter-authorized general obligation bond programs the amount 
originally authorized, the amount issued and outstanding, and the amount of remaining authorization for which 
bonds have not yet been issued. Series are grouped by program authorization in chronological order. The authorized 
and unissued column refers to total program authorization that can still be issued, and does not refer to any particular 
series. As of December 1, 2013, the City had authorized and unissued refunding general obligation bond authority of 
approximately $7 51 million. 
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TABLEA-23 
CITY ANDCOUNIYOFSANFRANCISCO 

General Obligation Bonds (as ofDecember.1, 2013) 

Description oflssue (Date of Authorization) 

Seismic Safety Loan Program (11/3/92) 

Branch Library Facilities Improvement (1117/00) 

Clean & Safe Neighborhood Parks (2/5/08) 

San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center (11/4/08) 

Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond (6/8/10) 

Road Repaving & Street Safety (11/8/11) 

Clean & Safe Neighborhood Parks (11/6/12) 

SUB TOTALS 
General Obligation Refunding Bonds: 

Series 2006-Rl issued 10/31/06 

Series 2006-R2 issued 12/18/06 
Series 2008-Rl issued 5/29/08 

Series 2008-R2 issued 5129/08 

Series 2008-R3 issued 7/30/08 
Series 2011-Rl issued 11/9/2011 

SUB TOTALS 

TOTALS 

Series Issued 

2007A $30,315,450 

2008A 31,065,000 

2008B 42,520,000 

2010B 24,785,000 
2010D 35,645,000 

2012B 73,355,000 

2009A 131,650,000 

2010A 120,890,000 

2010C 173,805,000 

2012D 25I,100,000 

2010E 79,520,000 
2012A 183,330,000 

2012E 38,265,000 

2013B 31,020000 
2012C 74,295,000 

2013C 129,560,000 

20I3A 71,970,000 

$1,523,090,450 

$90,690,000 

66,565,000 
232,075,000 

39,320,000 

118,130,000 

339,475,000 

886,255,000 

$2,409,345,450 

Outstanding 1 

$26,323,269 

25,460,000 

35,165,000 

14,025,000 
35,645,000 

60,270,000 

103 ,5 65 ,000 
68,410,000 

173.,805,000 

211,180,000 

74,230,000 
150,505,000 

37,010,000 

31 020 000 

61,695,000 

129,560,000 

71,970,000 

$1,309,838,269 

$54,155,000 

30,300,000 
53,465,000 

24,610,000 

118,130,000 

299,185,000 

579,845,000 

$1,889,683,269 

Section 9.106 of the City Chart a- limits issuance of gena-al obligation bonds of the City to 3% of the assessed value of all taxable real and 

pa-sonal propa-ty, located within tl1e City and County. 
2 Of the $35,00 0,000 authorized by the Boan! of Supa-visors in February 2007, $3 0,315,450 has been dra\Wl upon to date pursuant to the 

Credit Agretrnent described under "Gena-al Obligation Bonds . " 

Source: Office of Public Finance, City and County of San Francisco. 

Lease Payments and Other Long-Term Obligations 

Authorized 
& Unissued 

$284,684,550 2 

8,695,000 

209,955,000 

80 165,000 

44,145,000 

123,030,000 

$750,674,550 

$750,674,550 

The Charter requires that any lease-financing agreements with a nonprofit corporation or another public agency must 
be approved by a majority vote of the City's electorate, except (i) leases approved prior to April 1, 1977, (ii) 
refunding lease financing expected to result in net savings, and (iii) certain lease financing for capital equipment. 
The Charter does not require voter approval of lease financing agreements with for-profit corporations or entities. 

Table A-24 sets forth the aggregate annual lease payment obligations supported by the City's General Fund with 
respect to outstanding lease revenue bonds and certificates of participation as of December 1, 2013. Note that the 
annual payment obligations reflected in Table A-23 reflect the fully accreted value of any capital appreciation 
obligations as of the payment dates. 
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TABLEA-24 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Lease Revenue Bonds and Certificates of Participation 

As of December 1, 2013 

Fiscal 
Annual Payment Obligation 

Year Principal In1erest 
2014 $32,446,550 $39, 150,395 $71, 596,945 
2015 67,600,751 56,088,843 123,689,594 
2016 66,510,000 48, 156,382 114,666,382 
2017 60,310,000 45,346,520 105,656,520 
2018 58,785,000 42,610,401 101,395,401 
2019 50,770,000 40, 176,612 90,946,612 
2020 42,015,000 38,098,182 80, 113,182 
2021 43,050,000 36,217,345 79,267,345 
2022 44,160,000 34,329,701 78,489,701 
2023 46,085,000 32,376,293 78,461,293 
2024 47,610,000 30,311,319 77,921,319 
2025 47,230,000 28, 143,340 75,373,340 
2026 46,960,000 26,040,319 73,000,319 
2027 49,165,000 23,828,851 72,993,851 
2028 49,670,000 21,521,169 71,191,169 
2029 51,950,000 19,157,247 71,107,247 
2030 51,510,000 16, 710,856 68,220,856 
2031 42,835,000 14,314,379 57,149,379 
2032 32,105,000 12, 125,573 44,230,573 
2033 31, 175,000 10,532,806 41,707,806 
2034 32,670,000 8,879,731 41,549,731 
2035 20, 155,000 7,383,525 27,538,525 
2036 18,420,000 6,313,469 24,733,469 
2037 16,450,000 5,322,520 21,772,520 
2038 17, 180,000 4,404,563 21,584,563 
2039 17,935,000 3,446,211 21,381,211 
2040 18,735,000 2,441,919 21,176,919 
2041 19,565,000 1,393,151 20,958,151 
2042 11,490,000 499,471 11,989,471 
2043 1,900 000 95,000 1,995,000 

TOTAL 1 $1,136,442,301 $655,416,093 2 $1,791,858,394 

1 Totals reflect rounding to nearest dollar. 
~ For purposes of this table, the interest rate on the Lease Revenue Bonds Series 

2008-1, and 2008-2 (Moscone Center Expansion Project) is assumed to be 
3.25%. The~ bonds are in variable rate mode. 

Source: Office of Public Finance, City and County of San Francisco. 
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The City electorate has approved several lease revenue bond propositions, some of which have authorized but 
unissued bonds. The following lease programs have remaining authorization: 

In 1987, voters approved Proposition B, which authorizes the City to lease finance (without limitation as to 
maximum aggregate par amount) the construction of new parking facilities, including garages and surface lots, in 
eight of the City's neighborhoods. In July 2000, the City issued $8.2 million in lease revenue bonds to finance the 
~onstruction of the North Beach Parking Garage, which was opened in February 2002. There is no current plan to 
issue any more bonds under Proposition B. 

In 1990, voters approved Proposition C, which amended the Charter to authorize the City to lease-purchase 
equipment through a nonprofit corporation without additional voter approval but with certain restrictions. The City 
and County of San Francisco Finance Corporation (the "Corporation") was incorporated for that purpose. 
Proposition C provides that the outstanding aggregate principal amount of obligations with respect to lease 
financings may not exceed $20.0 million, such amount increasing by five percent each fiscal year. As of December 
1, 2013 the total authorized amount for such financings was $61.4 million. The total principal amount outstanding as 
of December 1, 2013 was $29.6 million. 

In 1994, voters approved Proposition B, which authorized the issuance of up to $60.0 million in lease revenue bonds 
for the acquisition and construction of a combined dispatch center for the City's emergency 911 communication 
system and for the emergency information and communications equipment for the center. In 1997 and 1998, the 
Corporation issued $22.6 million and $23.3 million of Proposition B lease revenue bonds, respectively, leaving 
$14.0 million in remaining authorization. There is no current plan to issue additional series of bonds under 
Proposition B. 

In June 1997, voters approved Proposition D, which authorized the issuance of up to $100.0 million in lease revenue 
bonds for the construction of a new football stadium at Candlestick Park, the home of the San Francisco 49ers 
football team. If issued, the $100.0 million of lease revenue bonds would be the City's contribution toward the total 
cost of the stadium project and the 49ers would be responsible for paying the remaining cost of the stadium 
construction project. There is no current plan to issue the Proposition D bonds. 

On March 7, 2000, voters approved Proposition C, which extended a two and one half cent per $100.0 in assessed 
valuation property tax set-aside for the benefit of the Recreation and Park Department (the "Open Space Fund"). 
Proposition C also authorizes the issuance of lease revenue bonds or other forms of indebtedness payable from the 
Open Space Fund. The City issued approximately $27.0 million and $42.4 million of such Open Space Fund lease 
revenue bonds in October 2006 and October 2007, respectively. 

In November 2007, voters approved Proposition D, which amended the Charter and renewed the Library 
Preservation Fund. Proposition b continues the two and one half cent per $100.0 in assessed valuation property tax 
set-aside and establishes a minimum level of City appropriations, moneys that are maintained in the Library 
Preservation Fund. Proposition D also authorizes the issuance of revenue bonds or other evidences of indebtedness. 
The City issued the first series oflease revenue bonds in the amount of approximately $34.3 million in March 2009. 

Commercial Paper Program 

The Board authorized on March 17, 2009 and the Mayor approved on March 24, 2009 the establishment of a not-to
exceed $150.0 million Lease Revenue Commercial Paper Certificates of Participation Program (the "CP Program"). 
Under the proposed CP Program, Commercial Paper Notes (the "CP Notes") will be issued from time to time to pay 
approved project costs in connection with the acquisition, improvement, renovation, and construction of real 
property and the acquisition of capital equipment and vehicles in anticipation of long-term financing to be issued 
when market conditions are favorable. Projects will be eligible to access the CP Program once the Board and the 
Mayor have approved the project and the long-term, permanent financing for the project. In June 2010, the City 
obtained letters of credit securing the CP Notes issued by J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A. with a maximum principal 
amount of $50 million and by U.S. Bank, N.A. with a maximum principal amount of $50 million. The letters of 
credit expires June 2016. 

As of December 1, 2013, the outstanding principal amount of CP Notes is $32.4 million. The weighted average 
interest rate for the CP Notes is approximately 0.12%. 
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Board Authorized and Unissued Long-Term Obligations 

The Board of Supervisors authorized on October 26, 2010 and the Mayor approved on November 5, 2010 the 
issuance of not to exceed $38,000,000 in City and County of San Francisco certificates of participation to partially 
finance the rebuilding of severely distressed public housing sites, while increasing affordable housing and ownership 
opportunities and improving the quality of life for existing residents and the surrounding communities (the HOPE 
SF Project). The City anticipates issuing the certificates in the Summer of2014. 

The Board of Supervisors authorized on July 26, 2011 and the Mayor approved on August 1, 2011 the issuance of 
not to exceed $170,000,000 in City and County of San Francisco certificates of participation to finance the 
construction and installation of certain improvements in connection with the renovation of the San Francisco War 
Memorial Veterans Building. The City anticipates issuing the certificates in the Summer of2014. 

The Board of Supervisors authorized on February 12, 2013 and the Mayor approved on February 15, 2013 the 
issuance of not to exceed $507.9 million of City and County of San Francisco Certificates of Participation (Moscone 
Expansion Project) payable from Moscone Expansion District assessments to finance the costs of additions and 
improvements to the George R. Moscone Convention Center. The City anticipates issuing the certificates in 2017. 

Overlapping Debt 

Table A-25 shows bonded debt and long-term obligations as of December 1, 2013 sold in the public capital markets 
by the City and those public agencies whose boundaries overlap the boundaries of the City in whole or in part. 
Long-term obligations of non-City agencies generally are not payable from revenues of the City. In many cases, 
long-term obligations issued by a public agency are payable only from the general fund or other revenues of such 
public agency. In the table, lease obligations of the City which support indebtedness incurred by others are included. 
As noted below, the Charter limits the City's outstanding general obligation bond debt to 3% of the total assessed 
valuation of all taxable real and personal property within the City. 
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TABLEA-25 

CITY AND COUN'IY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Statement of Direct and Overlapping Debt and Long-Term Obligations 

2013-2014 Assessed Valuation (net of non-reimbursable & homeowner exemptions): 

DIRECT GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND DEBT 

General City Purposes Carried on the Tax Roll 

GROSS D ffiECT DEBT 
DIRECT LEASE PAYMENT AND LONG-TERM OBLIGATIONS 

San Francisco COPs, Series 2001A (30 Van Ness Ave. Property) 

San Francisco COPs, Series 2003 (Juvenile Hall Replacement Project) 

San Francisco Finance Corporation, E.quipment LRBs Series 2008A, 201OA,20 llA, 2012A, and 2013A 

San Francisco Finance Corporation Emergency Communication Refunding Series, 2010-Rl 

San Francisco Finance Corporation Moscone Expansion Center, Series, 2008-1, 2008-2 

San Francisco Finance Corporation LRBs Open Space Fund (Various Park Projects) Series 2006, 2007 

San Francisco Finance Corporation LRBs Library Preservation Fund Series, 20C9A 

SanFrancisco RedevelopmentAgencyMoscone Convention Center 1992 

San Francisco Refunding Certificates of Participation, Series 2004-Rl(San Francisco Courthouse Project) 

SanFrancisco COPs, Series 2007A(City0fficeBuildings- Multiple Properties) 

SanFrancisco COPs, Series 2009AMultiple Capital Improvement Projects (Laguna Honda Hospital) 
San Francisco COPs, Series 2009B Multiple Capital Improvement Projects (Street Improvement Project) 

San Francisco COPs, Series 2009C Office Project (525 Golden Gate Avenue) Tax Exempt 

San Francisco COPs, Series 2009D Office Project (525 Golden Gate Avenue) Taxable BABs 

San Francisco Refunding Certificates of Participation, Series2010A 

SanFrancisco COPs,Refunding Series 201 lAB (Moscone) 

San Francisco COPs, Series 2012AMultiple Capital Improvement Projects (Street Improvement Project) 

San Francisco COPs, Series 2013A Moscone Center Improvmient 

San Francisco COPs, Series 2013BC Port Facilities 

LONG-TERM OBLIGATIONS 

GROSS DffiECT DEBT & LONG-TERM OBLIGATIONS 

OVERLAPPING DEBT & LONG-TERM OBLIGATIONS 

Bayshore Hester Assessment District 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (33%) Sales Tax Revenue Bonds 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (29%) General Obligation Bonds, Series 2005A, 2007B 

San Francisco Community College District General Obligation Bonds - Election of2001, 2005 

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Hotel Tax Revenue Bonds - 2011 

SanFrancisco Redevelopment Agency Obligations (Property Tax Increment) 

SanFrancisco Redevelopment Agency Obligations (Special Tax Bonds) 

Association of Bay Area GovEn1ments Obligations (Special Tax Bonds) 

San Francisco Unified School District General Obligation Bonds, Series Election of2003, 2006, and 2011 
TOTAL OVERLAPPING DEBT & LONG-TERM OOLIGA TIONS 

GROSS COMBINED TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 

Ratios to Assessed Valuation: 

Gross Direct Debt (General Obligation Bonds) 

Gross Direct Debt & Long-Term Obligations 

Gross Combined Total Obligations 

The accrei:d mlueasoflu\y I, 2013 is $19,298,279 

Excludes rewn ue and rnortage rewmie bonds and non·bonded third party financing lease obligations. AIID excludes tax allocation bonds sold in August, 2009. 

Section 9.106 of1he City Charter limts isrnance of general obligation bonds oftOO Oty to 3% ofth: assess:: d value of all real ard personal prorerW 

within the Gty's boundari::s that is subject to 

Source: Office of Public Finance, City and County of San Francisco. 
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$172,489,208,372 

Outstanding 

1211/2013 

$1,889,683,269 

$1,889,683,269 

$27,930,000 

34,850,000 

29,620,000 

17,050,000 

120,820,000 

55,490,000 

30,870,000 

4,347 ,301 

18,670,000 

139,945,000 

148,545,000 
35,200,000 

32,510,000 

129,550,000 

122,0(i(),OOO 

80,585,000 

41,860,000 

28,840,000 

37,700,000 

$1,136,442,301 

$3,026,125,570 

$6(,(),000 

90,643,333 

106,311,000 

343,720,000 

41,750,000 

846,357 ,806 

212,403,097 

41,658,913 

647,3(,(),000 
$2,330,864,149 

$5,356,989,719 

Actual Ratio 

1.10% 

1.75% 

3.11% 

Charter Req. 

< 3.00% 

nia 

nia 



On November 4, 2003, voters approved Proposition A. Proposition A of 2003 authorized the SFUSD to issue up to 
$295.0 million of general obligation bonds to repair and rehabilitate school facilities, and various other 
improvements. The SFUSD issued $58.0 million of such authorization in October 2004, $130.0 million in October 
2005, and $92.0 million in October 2006, leaving $15.0 million authorized but unissued. In March 2012, the SFUSD 
issued $116. l million in refunding general obligation bonds that refunded $137.4 million in general obligation bonds 
authorized under Proposition A of 2003. 

On November 2, 2004, voters approved Proposition AA. Proposition AA authorized the San Francisco BART to 
issue general obligation bonds in one or more series over time in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed 
$980.0 million to strengthen tunnels, bridges, overhead tracks and the underwater Transbay Tube for BART 
facilities in Alameda and Contra Costa counties and the City. Of the $980.0 million, the portion payable from the 
levy of ad valorem taxes on property within the City is approximately 29.0% or $282.0 million. Of such 
authorization, BART issued $100.0 million in May 2005 and $400.0 million in July 2007, of which the allocable 
City portion is approximately $29.0 million and $116.0 million, respectively. 

On November 8, 2005, voters approved the issuance of up to $246.3 million in general obligation bonds to improve, 
construct and equip existing and new facilities of the SFCCD. SFCCD issued an aggregate principal amount of 
$90.0 million of the November 2005 authorization in June 2006. In December 2007, SFCCD issued an additional 
$110.0 million of such authorization. SFCCD issued the remaining authorization of$46.3 million in spring 2010. 

On November 7, 2006, voters approved Proposition A. Proposition A of 2006 authorized the SFUSD to issue an 
aggregate principal amount not to exceed $450.0 million of general obligation bonds to modernize and repair up to 
64 additional school facilities and various other improvements. The SFUSD issued the first series in the aggregate 
principal amount of $100 million under the Proposition A authorization in February 2007. The SFUSD issued the 
second series in the aggregate principal amount of $150.0 million under the Proposition A authorization in January 
2009. The SFUSD issued the third series in the aggregate principal amount of $185.0 million under the 
Proposition A authorization in May 2010. 

On November 8, 2011, voters approved Proposition A. Proposition A of 2011 authorized the SFUSD to issue an 
aggregate principal amount not to exceed $531.0 million of general obligation bonds to repair and rehabilitate school 
facilities to current accessibility, health, safety, and instructional standards, and where applicable, replace worn-out 
plumbing, electrical and other major building systems, replace aging heating, ventilation and air handling systems, 
renovate outdated classrooms and training facilities, construct facilities to replace aging modular classrooms. The 
SFUSD issued the first series in the aggregate principal amount of $115.0 million under the Proposition A of 2011 
authorization in March 2012. 

MAJOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

Numerous development and construction projects are in progress throughout the City at any given time. This 
section describes several of the most significant privately owned and managed real estate developments currently 
under way in the City. The information in this section has been prepared by the City based on City-approved plans 
as well as unofficial plans and representations of the developer in each case, and includes forward-looking 
statements. These forward-looking statements consist of expressions of opinion, estimates, predictions, projections, 
plans and the like; ·such forward-looking statements in this section are those of the developers and not of the City. 
The City makes no prediction, representation or assurance that the plans and projects described will actually be 
accomplished, or the time frame in which the developments will be completed, or as to the financial impact on City 
real estate taxes, developer fees, other tax and fee income, employment, retail or real estate activity, or other 
consequences that might be expected or projected to result from the successful completion of each development 
project. Completion of development in each case may depend on the local economy, the real estate market, the 
financial health of the developer and others involved in the project, specific features of each development and its 
attractiveness to buyers, tenants, and others, as well as the financial health of such buyers, tenants, and others. 
Further, the dissolution of redevelopment agencies may have an adverse impact on the projects described below and 
many other development projects in the City. See "San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Dissolution" above. 
Completion and success of each development will also likely depend on other factors unknown to the City. 
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Hunters Point Shipyard (Phase 1 and 2) and Candlestick Point 

The Hunters Point Shipyard, a fonner naval base, is a master planned community of approximately 500 acres 
located on the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco. The first phase of development, which was conveyed from 
the Navy in 2005, is currently underway and includes up to 1,600 homes, 27% to 40% of which will be affordable, 
and 26 acres of parks and open space. Nearly all of the horizontal construction for Phase 1 is complete and the 
developer broke ground on the vertical development on the first two blocks of homes in June 2013. Two additional 
blocks are anticipated to break ground in Spring 2014. 

In August 2010, the development of the balance of the Shipyard and Candlestick Point received its final approvals 
from the Board of Supervisors. This· includes (i) approximately 10,500 residential housing units across the project 
site, approximately 32% of which will be offered at below-market rates in a mix of both rental and for-sale housing; 
(ii) the complete rebuilding of the Alice Griffith Public Housing Development, also known as Double Rock; 
(iii) approximately 2.5 million square feet of "green" office, research and development uses on the Shipyard; 
(iv) approximately 150,000 square feet of green office, research and development or other commercial space on 
Candlestick Point; (v) more than 300 acres of new and restored parks and open space, which includes neighborhood 
parks, new waterfront parks around the entire perimeter of the Shipyard, connecting to the region's Bay Trail, and a 
major renovation of the Candlestick Point State Recreation Area into a "Crissy Field" of the southeast, with restored 
habitat areas and public access to the water; (vi) approximately 635,000 square feet of regional and neighborhood 
retail on Candlestick Point; and (vii) space for a 10,000-seat perfonnance venue on Candlestick Point. The project 
is estimated to create thousands of ongoing construction opportunities during the 20- to 30-year construction period, 
and 10,000 pennanent jobs at full build-out. In August 2011, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) selected the Alice Griffith Public Housing Development and the surrounding Bayview 
neighborhood as a recipient of the $30.5 million Choice Neighborhoods Implementation Grant. The Alice Griffith 
Plan was one of six finalists submitted by communities nationwide competing for HUD Choice Neighborhoods 
funding. Construction of infrastructure for Alice Griffith and a new mixed-use retail center on the site of the current 
stadium will commence in the Summer of2014 and the first new homes will be available starting in 2016. 

Treasure Island 

Fonner Naval Station Treasure Island is located in the San Francisco Bay and connected to the City by the San 
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. The fonner base, which ceased operations in 1997, consists of approximately 405 
acres on Treasure Island and 90 acres on adjoining Yerba Buena Island. Development plans for the islands include 
up to 8,000 new homes, 25% of which will be offered at below-market rates; up to 500 hotel rooms; a 400 slip 
marina; restaurants; retail and entertainment venues; and a world-class 300-acre parks and open space system. The 
compact mixed-use transit-oriented development is centered around a new ferry terminal connecting the island to 
downtown San Francisco and is designed to prioritize walking, biking and public transit. The development plans 
include green building standards and best practices in low-impact development. 

In August 2010, then-Mayor Gavin Newsom, U.S. House of Representatives Speaker Nancy Pelosi, and U.S. 
Secretary of the Navy Ray Mabus signed the tenns for the conveyance of fonner Naval Station Treasure Island from 
the Navy to the City, signifying a major milestone towards realizing an environmentally sustainable new community 
on Treasure Island and the thousands of construction and pennanent jobs it will bring. In April 2011, the Treasure 
Island Development Authority (TIDA) Board of Directors and the Planning Commission certified the project's 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In June 2011, the Board of Supervisors unanimously upheld the certification 
of the EIR and approved numerous project documents, including a Disposition and Development Agreement, 
Development Agreement, Interagency Cooperation Agreement and Treasure Island Homeless Development 
Initiative (TIHDI) Agreement. Together, these agreements establish a comprehensive vision for the future of the 
fonner military base and represented another significant step in moving the project towards implementation. In 
January 2014, TIDA, acting with and through the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, will begin 
construction of new west bound on and off ramps connecting the new eastern span of the San Francisco - Oakland 
Bay Bridge to Yerba Buena Island. The first major land transfer from the Navy is expected to take place in 2014, 
and the first phase of construction by the developer, Treasure Island Community Development (TICD), is projected 
to begin in 2015 and will include extensive horizontal infrastructure improvements (utilities, roadway 
improvements, site preparation, etc.) as well as the initial vertical developments. The complete build-out of the 
project is anticipated to occur over fifteen to twenty years. 
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Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot (SWL) 330 - Warrior's Multipurpose Recreation and Entertainment Venue 

The Golden State Warriors, a National Basketball Association (NBA) team, is proposing to develop a waterfront 
multipurpose recreation and entertainment venue and associated development on Piers 30-32 and SWL 330. Piers 
30-32 are located directly south of the Bay Bridge. On the Piers 30-32 site, the Warriors propose constructing a 
state-of-the-art multi-purpose recreation and entertainment venue for Warriors' home games, concerts, and family 
shows. Sixty percent of the Piers 30-32 site will be public, open space. There will also be a robust maritime 
program, which includes preserving the east apron of the pier as a deep water berth for occasional cruise ship and 
other large vessel berthing. The project also proposes to relocate the San Francisco Fire Department's Fire Boat 
station from Pier 22\1, to the north apron of Piers 30-32 along with ferry and/or water taxi service. Piers 30-32 will 
also have restaurants (including Red's Java House), retail, bike valet and a limited amount of parking. 

On SWL 330, which sits across the Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, the Warriors propose a mixed-use development, 
which will include residential units and a hotel use. The SWL site will also have ground floor retail and parking. 

Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) was commissioned to author a Fiscal Feasibility Report, which provides both 
the Economic and Financial benefits of the project for the City. The Fiscal Feasibility Report projects that the 
project could create $80 million annually in economic activity and generate approximately 5,000 construction jobs 
and 2,800 permanent jobs within San Francisco. In addition, the Fiscal Feasibility projects that the project could 
generate approximately $53 million in one-time revenues and $19 million in annual revenue to the City. 

Trans bay 

The Transbay Transit Center broke ground on August 11, 2010, and is scheduled to open in August 2017. 
Demolition of existing structures on the site was completed in August 2011. The Transbay Transit Center Project 
will replace the outdated Transbay Terminal at First and Mission Streets with a modern transit hub and extend the 
Caltrain com'muter rail line underground 1.3 miles into the Financial District. The area surrounding the Transbay 
Transit Center with is being redeveloped with 4,500 new homes, 1,200 to be "affordable" below-market homes, a 
1.6 million square-foot tower, parks, and a retail main street. The Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects-designed Transit 
Center will serve more than 100,000 people per day through nine transportation systems, including future California 
High Speed Rail, which will be designed to connect San Francisco to Los Angeles in less than 2-1/2 hours. The 
Center is designed to embrace the goals of green architecture and sustainability. The heart of the Center, "City 
Park," a 5.4-acre public park will sit atop the facility, and there will be a living green roof for the transit facility. 
The Center will have a LEED rating of Silver. The project is estimated to create more than 48,000 jobs in its first 
phase of construction, which will last seven years. The $4.2 billion Transbay Transit Center Project is funded by 
various 'public and private funding partners, including the federal government, the State, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, the San Francisco County and San Mateo County Transportation Authorities, and AC 
Transit, among others. In November 2012, the TJPA finalized the agreement to sell TJPA property to Hines 
Corporation, paving the way for construction of the 61-story Trans bay Transit Tower, which will contain 1.4 million 
square feet of office space, for $190 million. 

The first phase of the program, which includes constructing the new transit center, is $300 million over budget. To 
cover the cost increase, the TJP A will use some of the funding that was committed to the second phase of the project 
..:. the Downtown Extension of Caltrain. Planning, OCII, the Mayor's Office and consultants are preparing the 
origination documents for a Mello-Roos (CFD) to finance a portion of the San Francisco County share of the 
Downtown Extension, City Park and other public benefits. 

Mission Bay 

The development plans for Mission Bay include a new University of California-San Francisco (UCSF) research 
campus containing 2.65 million square feet of building space on 43 acres donated by Catellus and the City; UCSF's 
550-bed hospital; 4.4 million square feet of biotech, 'cleantech' and health care office space; 6,350 housing units, 
with 1,850 (29%) affordable to moderate-, low-, and very low-income households; 400,000 square feet of retail 
space; a 250-room hotel with up to 25,000 square feet of retail entertainment uses; 49 acres of public open space, 
including parks along Mission Creek and San Francisco Bay and eight acres of open space within the UCSF 
campus; a new 500-student public school; and a new fire and police station and police headquarters. Mission Bay is 
approximately 50% complete. 
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Seawall Lot (SWL) 337 and Pier 48 (Mission Rock) 

Mission Rock is a proposed mixed-use development at Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48, Port-owned property 
comprising approximately 25 acres. The Port, OEWD in its capacity as lead negotiator, and Mission Rock's 
competitively-selected master developer, Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC, have agreed on a development concept 
and corresponding financial terms for Mission Rock, which are reflected in a non-binding Term Sheet that the Port 
Commission and Board of Supervisors have endorsed and which will be finalized in a Development Agreement 
following environmental review. -

The proposed development plan for Mission Rock includes: approximately 8 acres of public parks and open spaces, 
including a 5-acre regional waterfront park; 650 to 1,500 new housing units, 15 percent of which will be affordable 
to low-income households; 1.3 to 1.7 million square feet of commercial space; 150,000 to 250,000 square feet of 
retail space, approximately 3,000 parking spaces within mixed-use buildings and a dedicated parking structure, 
which will serve San Francisco Giants baseball team patrons as well as Mission Rock occupants and visitors; and 
the rehabilitation and reuse of historic Pier 48 as a new brewery/distillery for Anchor Steam Brewing Company. 

The developer, Port and OEWD staff have continued to engage relevant agencies and stakeholders in preparation for 
the commencement of the environmental review process, which begins in January 2014 and is expected to last until 
mid- to late 2015. That process will be accompanied by negotiation of transaction agreements with final approvals 
anticipated in late 2015. 

Pier 70 

Plans for Pier 70 call for substantial development, including major parks and historic building rehabilitation, on this 
69-acre site to achieve a number of goals, including preservation and adaptive reuse of historic structures; retention 
of the ship repair operations; provision of new open space; reactivation and economic development on the site;and 
needed infrastructure and site remediation. The Port, which controls Pier 70, and OEWD, in its capacity as lead 
negotiator, have initiated preliminary negotiations with Forest City, the developer selected to build a new mixed-use 
neighborhood on a 25-acre portion of Pier 70 known as the Waterfront Site. The parties have agreed on a 
development concept and corresponding financial terms for the Waterfront Site, which are reflected in a non-binding 
Term Sheet that the Port Commission and Board of Supervisors have endorsed and which will be finalized in a 
Development Agreement following environmental review. 

Current development plans for the Pier 70 Waterfront Site call for 7 acres of parks and up to 3.25 million square feet 
of above-grade construction (not including parking) which may include between 1.0 to 2.25 million square feet of 
office space; up to 400,000 square feet of retail, small-scale production, arts space intended to establish the new 
district as destination with unique character; and between 950 and 2000 housing units, with 15 to 20 percent of them 
made available to low-income households. This built area includes three historic industrial buildings that will be 
rehabilitated as part of the Waterfront Site development. 

Cruise Terminal 

On February 26, 2013 the Port of San Francisco cut the ribbon opening the $67 million core and shell of the new 
James R. Herman cruise ship terminal at Pier 27 for use during the America's Cup races in the summer of2013. The 
$44 million second phase commenced after the America's Cup competition was completed and will install maritime 
equipment, complete an operations area within a portion of Pier 29, and complete improvements to the ground 
transportation area and Northeast Wharf Plaza. When complete in late 2014, the $111 million, approximately 
88,000 square foot, two-level cruise terminal will replace the current outmoded and insufficient facility at Pier 35 
and will include a 2.5 acre park along the Embarcadero ground transportation area capability and a strengthened 
connection between the Bay and the base of Telegraph Hill. 

The proposed size of the terminal was defined to serve current and anticipated ship berthing requirements and 
associated passenger flows. The Pier 27 cruise terminal was designed to optimally handle vessels carrying 2,600 
passengers and will have the capacity to serve vessels carrying up to 4,000 passengers, totaling 40-80 cruise calls a 
year. The facility will continue to be used for maritime events, such as Fleet Week, foreign naval diplomatic calls, 
Tall Ship festivals and visits by oceanic research vessels. When there are no cruise calls, the cruise terminal will 
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provide approximately 60,000 square feet of designated space for shared uses, including meetings and special 
events. 

Bay Area Economics was commissioned to provide an economic impact study for the Pier 27 project. The study 
projects that the project could create approximately $29.4 million annually in direct economic activity, $42.2 million 
in total impacts, and generate approximately 408 jobs within San Francisco. In addition, the Bay Area Economics 
study projects that the project could generate approximately $900,000 annually in direct tax revenues that accrue to 
the City's General Fund. Regionally, Bay Area Economics estimated $43.4 million in direct impacts and $66.9 
million in total impacts, and approximately 470 jobs in the Bay Area. 

America's Cup 

On December 31, 2010, the City was selected to host two America's Cup World Series regattas in the summer of 
2012 and the 34th America's Cup Challenger Selection Series and Match Finals in the summer of 2013. To 
accommodate the events, the Port invested in a series of Waterfront improvements along the central and northeast 
waterfront, primarily on Piers 27-29 for the America's Cup Village and at Piers 30-32 for team bases. Prior to the 
events, the City completed the Brannan Street Wharf project, the core and shell of the Pier 27 James R. Herman 
Cruise Terminal building, a portion of Jefferson Street, the Marina Green Bicycle Trail and the Pier 43 Bay Link 
Trail and made significant investments in deferred maintenance needs at Piers 30-32, Pier 23 and several of the 
aprons and marginal wharves used for the Events. Now that the events have concluded, the City will complete the 
James R. Herman Cruise Ship Terminal and Northeast Wharf Plaza. 

Moscone Convention Center 

The Moscone Center Expansion Project would add up to 350,000 square feet to the portion of the existing Moscone 
Center located on Howard Street between 3rd and 4th Streets in the Yerba Buena Gardens neighborhood of San 
Francisco. Nearly 140,000 square feet of this additional space would be created by excavating and expanding the 
existing below-grade exhibition halls that connect the Moscone North and South buildings under Howard Street, 
with the remaining consisting of new and repurposed lobby area, new multi-purpose/meeting room area, and new 
and repurposed building support area. 

In addition to adding new rentable square footage, the project architects se.ek to create an iconic sense of arrival that 
enhances Moscone's civic presence on Howard Street and reconnects it to the surrounding neighborhood through the 
creation of reintroduced lost mid-block passageways. As such, the project proposes a new mid-block pedestrian 
entrance, or 'paseo' from Third St and a new, enclosed pedestrian bridges connecting the upper levels of the new 
Moscone North and Moscone South. This would provide enhanced circulation for Moscone convention attendees 
and reduce on-street congestion while maintaining from the successful activity in Yerba Buena Gardens and the 
children's cultural facilities. 

A May 2012 analysis by Jones Lang Lasalle Hotels estimated that the City could lose up to $2 billion in foregone 
revenue over the next decade if Moscone was not expanded. The project allows the City to recover approximately 
$734 million of this future revenue and create 3,480 local jobs through a phased construction schedule that keeps 
Moscone in continuous revenue generating operation. 

The proposed project is a joint partnership between the City and the hotel industry, acting through the Tourist 
Improvement District Management Corporation, with the City paying approximately one-third of all expansion costs 
and the hotel community paying approximately two-thirds. The Board of Supervisors unanimously approved the 
creation of the Moscone Expansion District and the issuance of $507 million in Certificates of Participation on 
February 5, 2013. Project sponsors initiated environmental review in March 2013 with the goal of starting 
construction in late 2014, continuing intermittently around existing convention reservations through 2018. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY LIMITATIONS ON TAXES AND EXPENDITURES 

Several constitutional and statutory limitations on taxes, revenues and expenditures exist under State law which 
limits the ability of the City to impose and increase taxes and other revenue sources and to spend such revenues, and 
which, under certain circumstances, would permit existing revenue sources of the City to be reduced by vote of the 
City electorate. These constitutional and statutory limitations, and future limitations, if enacted, could potentially 
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have an adverse impact on the City's general finances and its ability to raise revenue, or maintain existing revenue 
sources, in the future. However, ad valorem property taxes required to be levied to pay debt service on general 
obligation bonds was authorized and approved in accordance with all applicable constitutional limitations. A 
summary of the currently effective limitations is set forth below. 

Article XIII A of the California Constitution 

Article XIII A of the California Constitution, known as "Proposition 13," was approved by the California voters in 
June of 1978. It limits the amount of ad valorem tax on real property to 1 % of "full cash value," as determined by 
the county assessor. Article XIII A defines "full cash value" to mean the county assessor's valuation ofreal property 
as shown on the 1975-76 tax bill under "full cash value," or thereafter, the appraised value of real property when 
"purchased, newly constructed or a change in ownership has occurred" (as such terms are used in Article XIII A) 
after the 1975 assessment. Furthermore, all real property valuation may be increased or decreased to reflect the 
inflation rate, as shown by the consumer price index or comparable data, in an amount not to exceed 2% per year, or 
may be reduced in the event of declining property values caused by damage, destruction or _other factors. 
Article XIII A provides that the 1 % limitation does not apply to ad valorem taxes to pay interest or redemption 
charges on 1) indebtedness approved by the voters prior to July 1, 1978, 2) any bonded indebtedness for the 
acquisition or improvement ofreal property approved on or after July 1, 1978, by two-thirds of the votes cast by the 
voters voting on the proposition, or 3) bonded indebtedness incurred by a school district or community college 
district for the construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation or replacement of school facilities or the acquisition or 
lease of real property for school facilities, approved by 55% of the voters of the district voting on the proposition, 
but only if certain accountability measures are included in the proposition. 

The California Revenue and Taxation Code permits county assessors who have reduced the assessed valuation of a 
property as a result of natural disasters, economic downturns or other factors, to subsequently "recapture" such value 
(up to the pre-decline value of the property) at an annual rate higher or lower than 2%, depending on the assessor's 
measure of the restoration of value of the damaged property. The California courts have upheld the constitutionality 
of this procedure. 

Since its adoption, Article XIII A has been amended a number of times. These amendments have created a number 
of exceptions to the requirement that property be assessed when purchased, newly constructed or a change in 
ownership has occurred. These exceptions include certain transfers of real property between family members, 
certain purchases of replacement dwellings for persons over age 55 and by property owners whose original property 
has been destroyed in a declared disaster, and certain improvements to accommodate persons with disabilities and 
for seismic upgrades to property. These amendments have resulted in marginal reductions in the property tax 
revenues of the City. Both the California State Supreme Court and the United States Supreme Court have upheld the 
validity of Article XIII A. 

Article XIII B of the California Constitution 

Article XIII B was enacted by California voters as an initiative constitutional amendment in November 1979. 
Article XIII B limits the annual appropriations from the proceeds of taxes of the State and any city, county, school 
district, authority or other political subdivision of the State to the level of appropriations for the prior fiscal year, as 
adjusted for changes in the cost of living, population, and services rendered by the governmental entity. However, 
no limit is imposed on the appropriation of local revenues and taxes to pay debt service on bonds existing or 
authorized by January 1, 1979, or subsequently authorized by the voters. Article XIII B includes a requirement that 
if an entity's revenues in any year exceed the amount permitted to be spent, the excess would have to be returned by 
revising tax or fee schedules over the next two years. 

Articles XIII C and XIII D of the California Constitution 

Proposition 218, an initiative constitutional amendment, approved by the voters of the State in 1996, added Articles 
XIII C and XIII D to _the State Constitution, which affect the ability of local governments, including charter cities 
such as the City, to levy and collect both existing and future taxes, assessments, fees and charges. Proposition 218 
does not affect the levy and collection of taxes for voter-approved debt. However, Proposition 218 affects the City's 
finances in other ways. Article XIII C requires that all new local taxes be submitted to the electorate for approval 
before such taxes become effective. Taxes for general governmental purposes of the City require a majority vote and 

A-61 



taxes for specific purposes require a two-thirds vote. Under Proposition 218, the City can only continue to collect 
taxes that were imposed after January 1, 1995 if voters subsequently approved such taxes by November 6, 1998. All 
of the City's local taxes subject to such approval have been either reauthorized in accordance with Proposition 218 
or discontinued. The voter approval requirements of Article XIII C reduce the City's flexibility to manage fiscal 
problems through new, extended or increased taxes. No assurance can be given that the City will be able to raise 
taxes in the future to meet increased expenditure requirements. 

In addition, Article XIII C addresses the initiative power in matters of local taxes, assessments, fees and charges. 
Pursuant to Article XIII C, the voters of the City could, by initiative, repeal, reduce or limit any existing or future 
local tax, ~ssessment, fee or charge, subject to certain limitations imposed by the courts and additional limitations 
with respect to taxes levied to repay bonds. The City raises a substantial portion of its revenues from various local 
taxes which are not levied to repay bonded indebtedness and which could be reduced by initiative under 
Article XIII C. No assurance can be given that the voters of the City will disapprove initiatives that repeal, reduce or 
prohibit the imposition or increase of local taxes, assessments, fees or charges. See "OTHER CITY TAX 
REVENUES" herein, for a discussion of other City taxes that could be affected by Proposition 218. 

With respect to the City's general obligation bonds (City bonds secured by ad valorem property taxes), the State 
Constitution and the laws of the State impose a duty on the Board of Supervisors to levy a property tax sufficient to 
pay debt service coming due in each year. The initiative power cannot be used to reduce or repeal the authority and 
obligation to levy such taxes which are pledged as security for payment of the City's general obligation bonds or to 
otherwise interfere with performance of the duty of the City with respect to such taxes which are pledged as security 
for payment of those bonds. 

Article XIII D contains several provisions making it generally more difficult for local agencies, such as the City, to 
levy and maintain "assessments" (as defined in Article XIII D) for local services and programs. The City has created 
a number of special assessment districts both for neighborhood business improvement purposes and community 
benefit purposes, and has caused limited obligation bonds to be issued in 1996 to finance construction of a new 
public right of way. The City cannot predict the future impact of Proposition 218 on the finances of the City, and no 
assurance can be given that Proposition 218 will not have a material adverse impact on the City's revenues. 

Statutory Limitations 

On November 4, 1986, California voters adopted Proposition 62, an initiative statute that, among other things, 
requires (i) that any new or increased general purpose tax be approved by a two-thirds vote of the local 
governmenta] entity's legislative body and by a majority vote of the voters, and (ii) that any new or increased special 
purpose tax be approved by a two-thirds vote of the voters. 

In Santa Clara County Local Transportation Authority v. Guardino, 11 Cal. 4th 220 (1995) (the "Santa Clara 
decision"), the California Supreme Court upheld a Court of Appeal decision invalidating a one-half cent countywide 
sales tax for transportation purposes levied by a local transportation authority. The California Supreme Court based 
its decision on .the failure of the authority to obtain a two-thirds vote for the levy of a "special tax" as required by 
Proposition 62. The Santa Clara decision did not address the question of whether it should be applied retroactively. 
In McBrearty v. City of Brawley, 59 Cal. App. 4th 1441 (1997), the Court of Appeal, Fourth District, concluded that 
the Santa Clara decision is to be applied retroactively to require voter approval of taxes enacted after the adoption of 
Proposition 62 but before the Santa Clara decision. 

The Santa Clara decision also did not decide, and the California Supreme Court has not otherwise decided, whether 
Proposition 62 applies to charter cities. The City is a charter city. Cases decided by the California Courts of Appeal 
have held that the voter approval requirements of Proposition 62 do not apply to certain taxes imposed by charter 
cities. See Fielder v. City of Los Angeles, 14 Cal. App. 4th 137 (1993) and Fisher v. County of Alameda, 20 Cal. 
App. 4th 120 (1993). 

Proposition 62, as an initiative statute, does not have the same level of authority as a constitutional initiative, but is 
analogous to legislation adopted by the State Legislature, except that it may be amended only by a vote of the State's 
electorate. Since it is a statute, it is subordinate to the authority of charter cities to impose taxes derived from the 
State Constitution. Proposition 218 (discussed above), however, incorporates the voter approval requirements 
initially imposed by Proposition 62 into the State Constitution. 
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Even if a court were to conclude that Proposition 62 applies to charter cities, the City's exposure under Proposition 
62 may not be significant. The effective date of Proposition 62 was November I986. Proposition 62 contains 
provisions that apply to taxes imposed on or after August I, I985. Since August I, I985, the City has collected taxes 
on businesses, hotel occupancy, utility use, parking, property transfer, stadium admissions and vehicle rentals. See 
"OTHER CITY TAX REVENUES" herein. Only the hotel and stadium admissions taxes have been increased since 
that date. The increases in these taxes were ratified by the voters on November 3, 1998 pursuant to the requirements 
of Proposition 2I8. With the exception of the vehicle rental tax, the City continues to collect all of the taxes listed 
above. Since these remaining taxes were adopted prior to August I, I985, and have not been increased, these taxes 
would not be subject to Proposition 62 even if Proposition 62 applied to a charter city. 

Proposition lA 

Proposition IA, a constitutional amendment proposed by the State Legislature and approved by the voters in 
November 2004, provides that the State may not reduce any local sales tax rate, limit existing local government 
authority to levy a sales tax rate, or change the allocation of local sales tax revenues, subject to certain exceptions. 
As set forth under the laws in effect as of November 3, 2004, Proposition IA generally prohibits the State from 
shifting any share of property tax revenues allocated to local governments for any fiscal year to schools or 
community colleges. Any change in the allocation of property tax revenues among local governments within a 
county must be approved by two-thirds of both houses of the Legislature. Proposition IA provides, however, that 
beginning in fiscal year 2008-09, the State may shift to schools and community colleges up to 8% of local 
government property tax revenues, which amount must be repaid, with interest, within three years, ifthe Governor 
proclaims that the shift is needed due to a severe state financial hardship, the shift is approved by two-thirds of both 
houses and certain other conditions are met. The State may also approve voluntary exchanges of local sales tax and 
property tax revenues among local governments within a county. 

Proposition IA also provides that if the State reduces the annual vehicle license fee rate below 0.65% of vehicle 
value, the State must provide local governments with equal replacement revenues. Further, Proposition IA requires 
the State to suspend State mandates affecting cities, counties and special districts, excepting mandates relating to 
employee rights, schools or community colleges, in any year that the State does not fully reimburse local 
governments for their costs to comply with such mandates. 

Proposition IA may result in increased and more stable City revenues. The magnitude of such increase and stability 
is unknown and would depend on future actions by the State. However, Proposition IA could also result in 
decreased resources being available for State programs. This reduction, in tum, could affect actions taken by the 
State to resolve budget difficulties. Such actions could include increasing State taxes, decreasing aid to cities and 
spending on other State programs, or other actions, some of which could be adverse to the City. 

Proposition 22 

Proposition 22 ("Proposition 22") which was approved by California voters in November 2010, prohibits the State, 
even during a period of severe fiscal hardship, from delaying the distribution of tax revenues for transportation, 
redevelopment, or local government projects and services and prohibits fuel tax revenues from being loaned for 
cash-flow or budget balancing purposes to the State General Fund or any other State fund. In addition, 
Proposition 22 generally eliminates the State's authority to temporarily shift property taxes from cities, counties, and 
special districts to schools, temporarily increase a school and community college district's share of property tax 
revenues, prohibits the State from borrowing or redirecting redevelopment property tax revenues or requiring 
increased pass-through payments thereof, and prohibits the State from reallocating vehicle license fee revenues to 
pay for State-imposed mandates. In addition, Proposition 22 requires a two-thirds vote of each house of the State 
Legislature and a public hearing process to be conducted in order to change the amount of fuel excise tax revenues 
shared with cities and counties. Proposition 22 prohibits the State from enacting new laws that require 
redevelopment agencies to shift funds to schools or other agencies (but see "San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
Dissolution" above). While Proposition 22 will not change overall State and local government costs or revenues by 
the express terms thereof, it will cause the State to adopt alternative actions to address its fiscal and policy 
objectives. 

Due to the prohibition with respect to the State's ability to take, reallocate, and borrow money raised by local 
governments for local purposes, Proposition 22 supersedes certain provisions of Proposition IA (2004). However, 
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borrowings and reallocations from local governments during 2009 are not subject to Proposition 22 prohibitions. In 
addition, Proposition 22 supersedes Proposition IA of 2006. Accordingly, the State is prohibited from borrowing 
sales taxes or excise taxes on motor vehicle fuels or changing the allocations of those taxes among local 
governments except pursuant to specified procedures involving public notices and hearings. 

Proposition 26 

On November 2, 2010, the voters approved Proposition 26 ("Proposition 26"), revising certain provisions of Articles 
XIIIA and XIIIC of the California Constitution. Proposition 26 re-categorizes many State and local fees as taxes, 
requires local governments to obtain two-thirds voter approval for taxes levied by local governments, and requires 
the State to obtain the approval of two-thirds of both houses of the State Legislature to approve State laws that 
increase taxes. Furthermore, pursuant to Proposition 26, any increase in a fee beyond the amount needed to provide 
the specific service or benefit is deemed to be a tax and the approval thereof will require a two-thirds vote. In 
addition, for State-imposed charges, any tax or fee adopted after January 1, 2010 with a majority vote which would 
have required a two-thirds vote if Proposition 26 were effective at the time of such adoption is repealed as of 
November 2011 absent the re-adoption by the requisite two-thirds vote. 

Proposition 26 amends Article XIII C of the State Constitution to state that a "tax" means a levy, charge or exaction 
·of any kind imposed by a local government, except (1) a charge imposed for a specific benefit conferred or privilege 
granted directly to the payor that is not provided to those not charged, and which does not exceed the reasonable 
costs to the local government of conferring the benefit or granting the privilege; (2) a charge imposed for a specific 
government service or product provided directly to the payor that is not provided to those not charged, and which 
does not exceed the reasonable costs to the local government of providing the service or product; (3) a charge 
imposed for the reasonable regulatory costs to a local government for issuing licenses and permits, performing 
investigations, inspections and audits, enforcing agricultural marketing orders, and the administrative enforcement 
and adjudication thereof; ( 4) a charge imposed for entrance to or use of local government property or the purchase 
rental or lease of local government property; (5) a fine, penalty, or other monetary charge imposed by the judicial 
branch of government or a local government as a result of a violation of law, including late payment fees, fees 
imposed under administrative citation ordinances, parking violations, etc.; (6) a charge imposed as a condition of 
property development; or (7) assessments and property related fees imposed in accordance with the provisions of 
Proposition 218. Fees, charges and payments that are made pursuant to a voluntary contract that are not "imposed by 
a local government" are not considered taxes and are not covered by Proposition 26. 

Proposition 26 applies to any levy, charge or exaction imposed, increased, or extended by local government on or 
after November 3, 2010. Accordingly, fees adopted prior to that date are not subject to the measure until they are 
increased or extended or if it is determined that an exemption applies. 

If the local government specifies how the funds from a proposed local tax are to be used, the approval will be 
subject to a two-thirds voter requirement. If the local government does not specify how the funds from a proposed 
local tax are to be used, the approval will be subject to a fifty percent voter requirement. Proposed local government 
fees that are not subject to Proposition 26 are subject to the approval of a majority of the governing body. In general, 
proposed property charges will be subject to a majority vote of approval by the governing body although certain 
proposed property charges will also require approval by a majority of property owners. 

Future Initiatives and Changes in Law 

The laws and Constitutional provisions described above were each adopted as measures that qualified for the ballot 
pursuant to the State's initiative process. From time to time other initiative measures could be adopted,· further 
affecting revenues of the City or the City's ability to expend revenues. The nature and impact of these measures 
cannot be anticipated by the City. 

On April 25, 2013, the California Supreme Court in McWilliams v. City of Long Beach (April 25, 2013, No. 
S202037), held that the claims provisions of the Government Claims Act (Government Code Section 900 et. seq.) 
govern local tax and fee refund actions (absent another State statue governing the issue), and that local ordinances 
were without effect. The effect of the Mc Williams case is that local governments could face class actions over 
disputes involving taxes and fees. Such cases could expose local governments to significant refund claims in the 
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future. The City cannot predict whether any such class claims will be filed against it in the future, the outcome of 
any such claim or its impact on the City. 

LITIGATION AND RISK MANAGEMENT 

Pending Litigation 

There are a number of lawsuits and claims routinely pending against the City, including those summarized in 
Note 16 to the City's CAFR as of June 30, 2013, attached as Appendix B to this Official Statement. Included among 
these are a number of actions which if successful would be payable from the City's General Fund. In the opinion of 
the City Attorney, such suits and claims presently pending will not impair the ability of the City to make debt 
service payments or otherwise meet its General Fund lease or debt obligations, nor materially impair the City's 
ability to fund current operations. 

Risk Retention Program 

Citywide risk management is coordinated by the Office of Risk Management Division within the City's General 
Services Agency, which is under the supervision of the City Administrator. With certain exceptions, it is the general 
policy of the City not to purchase commercial insurance for the risks of losses to which it is exposed but rather to 
first evaluate self-insurance for such risks. The City's policy in this regard is based on its analysis that it is more 
economical to manage its risks internally and administer, adjust, settle, defend, and pay claims from budgeted 
resources (i.e., "self-insurance''). The City obtains commercial insurance in certain circumstances, including when 
required by bond or lease financing covenants and for other limited purposes. The City actuarially determines 
liability and workers' compensation risk exposures as permitted under State law. The City does not maintain 
commercial.earthquake coverage, with certain minor exceptions. 

The City's property risk management approach varies depending on various factors including whether the facility is 
currently under construction or if the property is owned by a self-supporting enterprise fund department. For new 
construction projects, the City has utilized traditional insurance, owner-controlled insurance programs or contractor
controlled insurance programs. Under the latter two approaches, the insurance program provides coverage for the 
entire construction project. When a traditional insurance program is used, the City requires each contractor to 
provide its own insurance, while ensuring that the full scope of work be covered with satisfactory levels to limit the 
City's risk exposure. The majority of the City's commercial insurance coverage is purchased for enterprise fund 
departments and other similar revenue-generating departments (the Airport, MTA, the SF Public Utilities 
Commission, the Port and Convention Facilities, etc.). The remainder of the commercial insurance coverage is for 
General Fund departments that are required to provide coverage for bond-financed facilities, coverage for 
collections at City-owned museums and to meet statutory requirements for bonding of various public officials, and 
other limited purposes where required by contract or other agreement. 

Through coordination with the City Controller and the City Attorney's Office, the City's general liability risk 
exposure is actuarially determined and is addressed through appropriations in the City's budget and also reflected in 
the CAFR. The appropriations are sized based on actuarially determined anticipated claim payments and the 
projected timing of disbursement. 

The City actuarially estimates future workers' compensation costs to the City according to a formula based on the 
following: (i) the dollar amount of claims; (ii) yearly projections of payments based on historical experience; and 
(iii) the size of the department's payroll. The administration of workers' compensation claims and payouts are 
handled by the Workers' Compensation Division of the City's Department of Human Resources. The Workers' 
Compensation Division determines and allocates workers' compensation costs to departments based upon actual 
payments and costs associated with a department's injured workers' claims. Statewide workers' compensation 
reforms have resulted in City budgetary savings in recent years. The City continues to develop and implement 
programs to lower or mitigate workers' compensation costs. These programs focus on accident prevention, 
transitional return to work for injured workers, improved efficiencies in claims handling and maximum utilization of 
medical cost containment strategies. 

The City's estimated liability and workers' compensation risk exposures are summarized in Note 16 to the City's 
CAFR, attached to this Official Statement as Appendix B. 

A-65 





APPENDIXB 

COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT 
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2013* 

• The Comprehensive Annual Financial Report may be viewed online or downloaded from the City Controller's website at 
http://www.sfgov.org/controller. 





CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
Year ended June 30, 2013 

Prepared by: 
Office of the Controller 

~OR~ 
Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 



'TFiis page lias 6een intentiona([y fejt 6(anl?_, 

INTRODUCTORY SECTION 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Controller's Letter of Transmittal .................................. . 

Certificate of Achievement - Government Finance Officers Association 
City and County of San Francisco Organization Chart. 
List of Principal Officials 

FINANCIAL SECTION 

Independent Auditor's Report 

ix 
x 
xi 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Required Supplementary Information)........................ 3 
Basic Financial Statements: 

Government-wide Financial Statements: 

Statement of Net Position ............................................................................................. ,...... 23 
Statement of Activities......................................................................................................... 25 

Fund Financial Statements: 

Balance Sheet- Governmental Funds................................................................................ 26 
Reconciliation of the Governmental Funds Balance Sheet to the Statement 

of Net Position................................................................................................................ 27 
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balances 

- Governmental Funds.................................................................................................... 28 

Reconciliation of the Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in 
Fund Balances of Governmental Funds to the Statement of Activities.......................... 29 

Budgetary Comparison Statement - General Fund............................................................. 30 
Statement of Net Position - Proprietary Funds.................................................................... 33 
Statement of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Fund Net Position -

Proprietary Funds........................................................................................................... 35 
Statement of Cash Flows - Proprietary Funds.................................................................... 36 
Statement of Fiduciary Net Position - Fiduciary Funds....................................................... 38 
Statement of Changes in Fiduciary Net Position - Fiduciary Funds ................................... 39 

Notes to the Basic Financial Statements: 
(1) The Financial Reporting Entity .............................................................................. 40 
(2) Summary of Significant Accounting Policies.......................................................... 42 

(3) Reconciliation of Government-wide and Fund Financial Statements.................... 58 

(4) Budgetary Results Reconciled to Results in Accordance with 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles............................................................ 63 

(5) Deposits and Investments ..................................................................................... . 

(6) Property Taxes ...................................................................................................... . 

(7) Capital Assets ........................................................................................................ . 
(8) Bonds, Loans, Capital Leases and Other Payables ............................................. . 
(9) Employee Benefit Programs .................................................................................. . 

(10) San Francisco County Transportation Authority ................................................... . 

(11) Detailed Information for Enterprise Funds ............................................................ . 

64 

80 
81 

88 
112 

120 
121 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) 

(12) Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the 

City and County of San Francisco ......................................................................... . 

(13) Treasure Island Development Authority ................................................................ . 

(14) lnterfund Receivables. Payables and Transfers ................................................... . 

(15) Commitments and Contingent Liabilities ............................................................... . 

(16) Risk Management ................................................................................................. . 

(17) Subsequent Events ............................................................................................... . 

Required Supplementary Information -
Schedules of Funding Progress and Employer Contributions (unaudited) ........................ . 

Combining Financial Statements and Schedules: 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds ......................................................................................... . 

Combining Balance Sheet - Nonmajor Governmental Funds ......................................... . 

Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund 
Balances - Nonmajor Governmental Funds ............................................................... . 

Combining Balance Sheet - Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Special Revenue 
Funds ......................................................................................................................... . 

Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund 
Balances - Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Special Revenue Funds ..................... . 

Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund 
Balances - Budget and Actual - Budget Basis - Special Revenue Funds ................. . 

Schedule of Expenditures by Department - Budget and Actual - Budget 

137 

141 

143 

146 

148 

151 

155 

158 
161 

162 

163 

167 

171 

Basis - Special Revenue Funds.................................................................................. 183 
Combining Balance Sheet- Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Debt Service Funds....... 188 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund 

Balances- Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Debt Service Funds............................. 189 

Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund 
Balances - Budget and Actual - Budget Basis - Debt Service Funds......................... 190 

Combining Balance Sheet - Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Capital Projects 
Funds.......................................................................................................................... 191 

Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund 
Balances - Non major Governmental Funds - Capital Projects Funds........................ 193 

Internal Service Funds ........................................................................................................ 195 

Combining Statement of Net Position - Internal Service Funds...................................... 196 

Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Fund Net Position -
Internal Service Funds................................................................................................ 197 

Combining Statement of Cash Flows - Internal Service Funds....................................... 198 

Fiduciary Funds................................................................................................................... 199 

Combining Statement of Fiduciary Net Position - Fiduciary Funds................................. 200 

Combining Statement of Changes in Fiduciary Net Position - Fiduciary Funds.............. 201 

Combining Statement of Changes in Assets and Liabilities - Agency Funds.................. 202 

STATISTICAL SECTION 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) 

Net Position by Component- Last Ten Fiscal Years ........................... . 

Changes in Net Position - Last Ten Fiscal Years ............................................................ . 

Fund Balances of Governmental Funds - Last Ten Fiscal Years .......................................... . 

Changes in Fund Balances of Governmental Funds- Last Ten Fiscal Years ....................... . 
Assessed Value of Taxable Proper!Y - Last Ten Fiscal Years ............................................... . 

Direct and Overlapping Proper!Y Tax Rates- Last Ten Fiscal Years .................................... . 

Principal Property Assessees - Current Fiscal Year and Nine Fiscal Years Ago .................. . 
Proper!Y Tax Levies and Collections - Last Ten Fiscal Years ............................................... . 

Ratios of Outstanding Debt by Type-Last Ten Fiscal Years ................................................ . 

Ratios of General Bonded Debt Outstanding - Last Ten Fiscal Years .................................. . 

Legal Debt Margin Information - Last Ten Fiscal Years ......................................................... . 

Direct and Overlapping Debt.. ................................................................................................. . 

Pledged-Revenue Coverage - Last Ten Fiscal Years ............................................................ . 

Demographic and Economic Statistics - Last Ten Fiscal Years ............................................ . 

Principal Employers-Current Year and Nine Years Ago ...................................................... . 

Full-Time Equivalent City Government Employees by Function -Last Ten Fiscal Years ..... . 

Operating Indicators by Function-Last Ten Fiscal Years ..................................................... . 

Capital Asset Statistics by Function - Last Ten Fiscal Years ................................................. . 

206 

207 

209 

210 
212 

213 

214 
215 

216 

217 

218 

219 

220 

222 

223 

224 

225 

226 



• Controller's Letter of Transmittal 

• Certificate of Achievement - Government Finance Officers Association 

• City and County of San Francisco Organization Chart 

• List of Principal Officials 

'Iliis page fias 6een intentiona{fy Ceft 6(anl?_, 



'Tfiis page nas 6een intentiona[[y fejt 6(anli., 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

November 27, 2013 

The Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee 
The Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors 
Residents of the City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco, California 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROi.I.ER 

I am pleased to present the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) of the City and County of 
San Francisco, California (the City) for the year ended June 30, 2013, with the independent auditor's 
report. The report is submitted in compliance with City Charter sections 2.115 and 3.105, and California 
Government Code Sections 25250 and 25253. The Office of the Controller prepared the CAFR in 
conformance with the principles and standards for accounting and financial reporting set forth by the 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB). 

The City is responsible for the accuracy of the data and for the completeness and fairness of its 
presentation. The existing comprehensive structure of internal accounting controls in the City provides 
reasonable assurance that the financial statements are free of any material misstatements. Because the 
cost of internal control should not exceed the anticipated benefits, the objective is to provide reasonable, 
rather than absolute, assurance that the financial statements are free of material misstatements. I believe 
that the reported data is accurate in all material respects and tllat its presentation fairly depicts the City's 
financial position and changes in its financial position as measured by the financial activity of its various 
funds. I am confident tllat the included disclosures provide the reader with an understanding of the City's 
financial affairs. 

The City's Charter requires an annual audit of tile Controller's records. The records have been audited by 
Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP and are presented in the Basic Financial Statements in this CAFR. The 
CAFR also incorporates financial statements of various City enterprise funds and component units, 
including the San Francisco International Airport, the San Francisco Water Enterprise, Hetch Hetchy 
Water and Power, the Municipal Transportation Agency, the San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise, the 
Port of San Francisco, the City of San Francisco Market Corporation, the City and County of San 
Francisco Finance Corporation, the San Francisco County Transportation Autllority, the City and County 
of San Francisco Health Service System, the San Francisco City and County Employees' Retirement 
System, and the Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 

This letter of transmittal is designed to complement the Management's Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) 
section of the CAFR. The MD&A provides a narrative overview and analysis of the Basic Financial 
Statements and is presented after the independent auditor's report. 

KEY FINANCIAL REPORT SECTIONS: 

The Introductory Section includes information about the organizational structure of the City, the City's 
economy, major initiatives, status of City services, and cash management. 

The Financial Section includes the MD&A, Basic Financial Statements, notes to the Basic Financial 
Statements, and required supplementary information. The Basic Financial Statements include the 
government-wide financial statements that report on all City financial operations, and also include fund 
financial statements that present information for all City funds. The independent auditor's report on the 
Basic Financial Statements is also included. 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROi I.ER 

The financial statements of several enterprise activities and of all component units of government are 
included in this CAFR. Some component units' financial statements are blended with the City's, such as 
the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Finance Corporation. The 
reason for this is that the primary government is financially accountable for the operations of these 
agencies. In other instances, namely, for the Treasure Island Development Authority, financial reporting is 
shown separately. Supplemental combining statements and schedules tor nonmajor governmental funds, 
internal service funds and fiduciary funds are also presented in the financial section. 

The Statistical Section includes up to ten years of historical financial data and miscellaneous social and 
economic information that conforms to GASS standards for reporting statistical information. This section 
may be of special interest to citizens and prospective investors in our bonds. 

SAN FRANCISCO'S ECONOMY: 

Overview of Recent Trends 

Over the past fiscal yea~, San Francisco's economic recovery has accelerated. Unemployment rates in 
fiscal year 2012-13 fell steadily, continuing a trend that began in fiscal year 2010-11. Average 
unemployment for fiscal year 2012-13 was 6.5%, down 1.5% from the previous fiscal year's level of 8.0%. 
Unemployment began the period at 7.7% in July 2012, and closed at 5.8% in June 2013. 

In comparison to the U.S. economy, San Francisco entered the recent recessio·n late and emerged from it 
relatively early. The San Francisco Metropolitan Division, of which the City and County of San Francisco 
is the largest jurisdiction, began seeing year--0ver-year job growth in December 2010. Over the course of 
fiscal year 2012-13, the San Francisco Metropolitan Division experienced a total employment increase of 
2.3%. In the period between March 2012 and March 2013, the latest data available, nearly every major 
sector of the City's economy saw growth in employment, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Other local economic indicators were also positive during this past fiscal year. Housing prices, residential 
and commercial rent, hotel revenues, and retail sales all showed significant signs of recovery. 

San Francisco's taxable sales have been growing rapidly, with fiscal year 2012-13 sales tax revenue up 
4.9% over fiscal year 2011-12. For the last two fiscal years, San Francisco has seen record high taxable 
sales growth, exceeding pre-recession revenue levels in fiscal year 2011-12. 

The hotel sector, which is a key barometer of San Francisco's travel and tourism industry, saw significant 
growth in fiscal year 2012-13 over the previous year. Hotel room average occupancy rose to 84.3% for 
the fiscal year, a significant increase from the prior year and approaching a historical high. Average daily 
room rates grew significantly in fiscal year 2012-13, jumping 7.4% from $197 per room-night in fiscal year 
2011-12 to $212 per room-night. 

Key indicators of the City's real estate market reflect similar strength during fiscal year 2012-13. 
Commercial and residential rents and median home prices increased. The average residential rent for 
apartments in San Francisco rose 6.6% during fiscal year 2012-13, from $2,640 to $2,813. Commercial 
rents saw a 14.8% increase in fiscal year 2012-13 compared to fiscal year 2011-12. The average median 
home price in fiscal year 2012-13 was at $765,583, up 18.4% from the previous fiscal year. 

The strength of San Francisco's current recovery is a testament to the strength of its economic 
fundamentals - the education and creativity of its workforce, its environment, technological base, and 
cultural amenities. These fundamentals are among the strongest of any city in North America, and are 
likely to secure the City's long-term prosperity. 
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SAN FRANCISCO GOVERNMENT: 

Profile of San Francisco Government 

The City and County of San Francisco was established by Charter in 1850, and is the only legal 
subdivision of the State of California with the governmental powers of both a city and a county. The City's 
legislative power is exercised through a Board of Supervisors, while its executive power is vested upon a 
Mayor and other appointed and elected officials. Key public services provided by the City include public 
safety and protection, public transportation, water and sewer, parks and recreation, public health, social 
services and land-use and planning regulation. The heads of most of these departments are appointed by 
the Mayor and advised by commissions and boards appointed by City elected officials. 

Elected officials include the Mayor, Members of the Board of Supervisors, Assessor-Recorder, City 
Attorney, District Attorney, Public Defender, Sheriff, Superior Court Judges, and Treasurer. Since 
November 2000, the eleven-member Board of Supervisors has been elected through district elections. 
The eleven district elections are staggered for five and six seats at a time, and held in even-numbered 
years. Board members serve four-year terms and vacancies are filled by Mayoral appointment. 

San Francisco's Budgetarv Process 

The budget is adopted at the character level of expenditure within each department, and the department 
level and fund is the legal level of budgetary control. Note 2(c) to the Basic Financial Statements 
summarizes. the budgetary roles of City officials and the timetable for their various budgetary actions 
according to the City Charter. 

The City has historically adopted annual budgets for all governmental funds and typically adopts project
length budgets for capital projects and certain debt service funds. The voters adopted amendments to the 
Charter in November 2009 designed to further strengthen the City's long-range financial planning. As a 
result of these changes, the City for the first time adopted a two-year budget for all funds for fiscal years 
2012-13 and 2013-14 in July 2012. The Charter requires that the City ~dopt a "rolling" two-year budget 
each year unless the Board of Supervisors authorizes a "fixed" two-year budget appropriation for a given 
fund, in which case authorization occurs every two years. 

As further required by these amendments, the Board of Supervisors and Mayor are required to adopt a 
five-year financial plan every two years. The most recent plan was adopted in April 2013. Additionally, 
these Charter changes provided a mechanism for the Controller to propose, and the Board to adopt, 
various binding financial policies, which can only be suspended by a supermajority of the Board. Financial 
policies have now been adopted under these provisions governing the City's budget reserve practices, 
the use of non-recurring revenues, and limits on the use of debt paid from the General Fund. 

Internal and Budgetary Controls 

In developing and evaluating the City's accounting system, consideration is given the adequacy of 
internal accounting controls. Internal accounting controls are designed to provide reasonable, but not 
absolute, assurance regarding: (1) the safeguarding of assets against loss from unauthorized use or 
disposition, and (2) the reliability of financial records for preparing financial statements and maintaining 
accountability for assets. The concept of reasonable assurance recognizes that: (1) the cost of a control 
should not exceed the benefits likely to be derived, and (2) the evaluation of costs and benefits requires 
estimates and judgments by management. All internal control evaluations occur within the above 
framework. We believe that the City's internal accounting controls adequately safeguard assets and 
provide reasonable assurance of proper recording of financial transactions. 

The City maintains budgetary controls to ensure that legal provisions of the annual budget are in 
compliance and expenditures do not exceed budgeted amounts. Controls are exercised by integrating the 
budgetary accounts in fund ledgers for all budgeted funds. An encumbrance system is also used to 
account for purchase orders and other contractual commitments. Encumbered balances of appropriations 
at year-end are carried forward and are not reappropriated in the following year's budget. 

iii 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROi.I ER 

Cash Manaaement 

The City's pooled deposits and investments are invested pursuant to policy established by the Treasurer 
working with the City's Treasury Oversight Committee. The City's investment policy seeks the 
preservation of capital, liquidity and a market rate of return, in that order. The policy addresses the 
safekeeping and custody practices with financial institutions in which the City deposits funds, types of 
investments permitted, and the percentage of the portfolio which may be invested in certain instruments 
with longer terms to maturity. The earned income yield of fiscal year 2012-13 was 0.95%. Certain 
investments, including a portion of those of the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, were 
held by the Treasurer in separately managed accounts. 

Risk Management 

With certain exceptions, it is the policy of the City not to purchase commercial insurance against property 
or liability risk. Instead, the City believes it is more economical to manage its risks internally and set aside 
funds as needed for estimated current claim settlements and unfavorable judgments through annual and 
supplemental appropriations. The City maintains limited coverage for certain facilities, primarily property 
of San Francisco International Airport; Port of San Francisco; Municipal Transportation Agency; Hetch 
Hetchy, Water Department; and art at City-owned museums. Additionally, various types of liability 
insurance are maintained by the City for the Port and the Airport. Claims payment history (experience) 
and payroll costs (exposure) are considered when calculating the claims liabilities and workers' 
compensation outstanding liabilities for each department. The City's insurance/self-insurance program is 
reviewed annually in the budget process. The claims liabilities and workers' compensation liabilities are 
reported on the financial statements. They have been actuarially determined and include an estimate of 
incurred but not reported losses. 

Pension and Retiree Health Trust Fund Ooerations 

The City has a defined benefit retirement plan in which a substantial majority of full-time employees 
participate. The plan's most recent actuarial calculations, as of July 1, 2012, estimate the plan is 82.6% 
funded, down from 87.7% as of that date in 2011. This decrease is primarily due to an unfunded increase 
in the actuarial liability as a result of economic assumptions changes approved by the Retirement Board 
and investment returns for the July 1, 2012 actuarial valuation being significantly lower than the assumed 
7 .58% investment return. The results of the July 1, 2012 actuarial valuation reflect the impact of recent 
wide fluctuations in financial markets on the value of plan assets. Member contributions to the plan 
increased 30.6% from the prior year as a result of the employee cost-sharing provisions of Proposition C, 
which went into effect on July 1, 2012, and plan deductions increased 5.4%. 

The City's retiree health benefit liability has been calculated at $4.42 billion as of July 1, 2010. In 2009, 
the City and employees began to pre-fund prospective obligations through contributions of 3% of salary 
for employees hired on or after January 10, 2009. These contributions are held in an irrevocable trust, 
the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund. Beginning July 1, 2016, employees hired before January 10, 2009 
will also start contributing to the Trust Fund with an employer match, starting at a combined 0.5% of 
salary, and rising to 2% of salary on July 1, 2019. As of June 30, 2013, the Trust Fund had a net position 
of $31 million, an increase of 73% versus the prior year. Given increasing pay-as-you-go and prefunding 
contributions and reductions in the benefit level for recently-hired employees, the City expects to fund the 
Annual Required Contribution (ARC) by fiscal year 2019-20. 

General Fund Financial Position Highlights 

Total GAAP-basis General Fund balance, which includes funds reserved for continuing appropriations 
and reserves, ended fiscal year 2012-13 at $541 million, up $85 million from the prior year level, and now 
equaling the prior peak of $541 million as of June 30, 2007. 

The General Fund's cash position also reflects a strong improvement in fiscal year 2012-13, rising to a 
new year-end peak of $720 million, up $190 million from June 30, 2012. 
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Strong revenue growth and the implementation of new reserves policies have caused General Fund rainy 
day and budget stabilization reserves to grow to $148 million as of June 30, 2013, a $40 million increase 
from the prior year ending balance of $108 million. These reserve balances now exceed the pre
recession peak of $134 million in fiscal year 2007-08. 

Key Government Initiatives 

San Francisco's economy depends on investments in infrastructure and services that benefit City 
residents, workers, visitors, and businesses. These economic foundations range from housing and 
commercial development, to transportation infrastructure, investments in health and human services, and 
the City's quality of life. The City is taking steps to strengthen this infrastructure, to support San 
Francisco's economic recovery and long-term prosperity. Some important initiatives are described below: 

Improving the City's Public Transoortation Systems 

San Francisco is ideally situated to serve the Bay Area's need to rapidly bring a large numbers of workers 
into a transit-accessible employment center, and efficiently navigate the dense City on foot, mass transit, 
taxi or bicycle. 

Plans for a multi-modal transit hub located in the City's core - the Transbay Tr~nsit Center - are targeted 
to meet this regional need. The center is designed to provide expanded bus. commuter train, and 
ultimately high-speed rail connections into the City from within the region and state, and to provide 
pedestrian connections to nearby intracity subway, surface rail, and bus services within the City. The 
former terminal at the site has been demolished with completion of the new center targeted for fiscal year 
2017-18. The $1.9 billion transit center, managed by a financially independent authority, is funded 
through a host of revenue sources, including federal stimulus funding, tax increment, local sales tax, and 
other revenues generated from planned dense, mixed-use development adjacent to the site. 

The City has begun preliminary construction work on the Central Subway project, the second phase of a 
program designed to create a light-rail line running from Chinatown, under the heart of downtown, and 
connecting to the most-recent extension of the light-rail system to the Southeast portion of the City. The 
subway will connect to Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and Caltrain, the region's two largest regional 
commuter rail services. The Central Subway project, with an estimated budget of $1.6 billion and a 
targeted completion date of 2018, is estimated to provide approximately 35,000 daily boardings at four 
stations along the new 1. 7 mile line. Once completed, the project will reduce travel times and congestion 
along some of the most congested vehicular and public transit routes in California. 

The City is also implementing a street repair and improvement program, funded with a $248 million 
general obligation bond, state and local revenue sources. Under this program, 2,540 blocks will be 
repaved or sealed, 1,900 curb ramps for disabled access will be constructed and over 125,000 square 
feet of public sidewalk will be repaired. In commercial corridors, and along busy arterials, the program will 
allow the City to build complete streets that enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety and enhance the 
vibrancy of urban neighborhoods. The bond also provides funds to rehabilitate existing traffic signal 
infrastructure and allow transit signal priority along key transit routes, improving transit efficiency and 
relieving traffic congestion. Now a third of the way through the program, the City projects it will meet or 
exceed its performance goals. 

The City continued to invest in improvements at San Francisco International Airport (SFO) in fiscal year 
2012-13 as part of an approved capital plan of $2.1 billion over the next five years. Projects under 
construction during the fiscal year include ruriway safety area improvements, a new air traffic control 
tower, renovations to Terminal 3, improvements to baggage handling and checked baggage inspection 
systems, and a new West Field cargo facility. The plan also includes funds for programming, planning, 
and construction of the initial phases of the Terminal 1 Renovation Program, which has a projected cost 
of $2.1 billion and anticipated phased completion dates through 2023. These projects are necessitated 
by the continued growth in passenger volumes at SFO, which accounts for 96% of international air travel 
and 71% of all air travel into the Bay Area. 
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Completing Critical Infrastructure Upgrades for Water. Power. and Sewer Services 

The City is approximately 75% complete with a $4.6 billion program to upgrade the City's local and 
regional water system, known as the Water, System Improvement Program (WSIP). The program 
consists of 35 local projects located within San Francisco and 47 regional projects spread over 7 counties 
from the Sierra foothills to San Francisco. The WSIP delivers capital improvemenls that enhance the 
system's ability to provide reliable, affordable, high-quality drinking water to the system's wholesale and 
regional retail customers in Alameda, Santa Clara and San Mateo counties, collectively serving some 1.8 
million people outside of San Francisco, as well as another 800,000 retail customers in San Francisco. 
The program is structured to cost effectively meet water quality requirements, improve seismic and 
delivery reliability, and meet Jong-term water supply objectives. Completion of the two remaining in-city 
projects is expected by 2015, followed by the remaining regional projects by 2019. 

Large-scale sewer improvements are also underway as part of the Sewer System Improvement Program 
(SSIP), a $6.9 billion, three-phased 20-year program. The first phase, totaling $2.7 billion. includes $1.7 
billion in improvements to the Southeast Treatment Plant and funding for other green infrastructure and 
urban watershed assessment projects to minimize stormwater impact on the sewer system. The SSIP will 
upgrade the City's wastewater system, which was predominantly built out over the past century. Although 
significant investment occurred in the mid-1970s through the mid-1990s to comply with the Clean Water 
Act, today many of the existing facilities are in need of upgrade and major improvement to prepare San 
Francisco for the future. 

The City's power enterprise, Hetch Hetchy Power, is in the fifth year of a ·20-year rehabilitation program 
for its aging reservoirs, powerhouses, switchyards and pipelines and tunnels. Funding for the program 
is $33.6 million and $49.1 million in fiscal years 2012-13 and 2013-14, respectively. 

Expanding Access to Healthcare 

Public health and human services are important to the Jong-term health and well-being of City residents, 
and to the overall productivity of the City's workforce. The City offers a host of health and safety net 
services, including operation of two public hospitals, the administration of federal. state, and local 
entitlement programs, and a vast array of community-based health and human services. 

The City continues preparation for implementation of the Affordable Care Act. In the current fiscal year. 
the City's Department of Public Health (DPH) created the San Francisco Health Network, which 
comprises the department's full continuum of direct health care services. The San Francisco Health 
Network is an integrated health care delivery system that will improve the department's ability to provide 
and manage care for insured patients that select our network, organize the elements of the delivery 
system, improve system efficiency, and improve the patient experience. 

While the Affordable Care Act will extend health insurance to an estimated. 35.000 uninsured San 
Franciscans, not everyone will have health insurance. There are an estimated 84,000 uninsured adults in 
San Francisco. Approximately 70% of them (60,000) are enrolled in Healthy San Francisco, the City's 
comprehensive access program for the uninsured. Based upon the City's experience with Healthy San 
Francisco, the department estimates that approximately 49,000 San Franciscans will remain residually 
uninsured after implementation. The residually uninsured will include those ineligible for the insurance 
expansions offered under Health Reform and those who are eligible but who, for a variety of reasons, do 
not enroll. The department will continue to be the safety net for these individuals. 

Amidst these changes, the City is on schedule to replace and modernize the City's two public hospitals. 
The voters approved a general obligation bond measure to fund the replacement of San Francisco 
General Hospital in November 2008. This $887 million project is required given changes to state law 
governing seismic requirements for hospitals. It will replace the current facility with a new nine-story 
building on the existing hospital campus. The hospital is the only trauma center in San Francisco, and 
also acts as the safety net hospital for our residents. Construction of the project is underway, with 
completion expected in fiscal year 2015-16. This project follows substantial completion of the 
reconstruction of the City's skilled nursing facility, Laguna Honda Hospital, in fiscal year 2011-12. 
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Modernizing the Citv's Parks and Libraries 

San Franciscc voters have approved a number Of bond measures to fund capital improvements to the 
City's parks and libraries during the past decade, including the most recent approval in November 2012 of 
a $195 million general obligation bond for improvements to neighborhood parks. Once implemented, the 
City will have completed substantial renovations of 13 recreation centers, 52 playgrounds, and 
9 swimming pools during a ten year period. 

A comprehensive capital improvement program intended to renovate the City's branch library system is 
nearly complete, with planned improvements in 23 of the 24 branch libraries included within the capital 
program now finished. The $196 million program. funded with a mix of general obligation and lease
revenue bonds, and other local sources, focuses on seismic safety, accessibility, and modernization of 
facilities for current uses. Final completion of the improvement program is scheduled by fiscal year 
2013-14. 

Delivering Public and Private Waterfront Improvements 

The Port of San-Francisco celebrates its 1501
h anniversary in 2013. As custodian of over seven miles of 

waterfront property, the Port seeks public/private partnerships to rehabilitate aging port facilities for 
maximum public benefit. Significant waterfront improvements were completed during the past fiscal year, 
increasing public enjoyment during the race events of the 341

h America's Cup. Current completed 
projects include the first phase of a new cruise terminal facility at Pier 27 ($62 million), the Brannan Street 
Wharf ($26 million), the Pier 43 Bay Trail Link ($10 million) and the Jefferson Street Public Realm street 
improvements ($6 million). The Exploratorium, a twenty-first century learning laboratory, opened at 
Pier 15. Additionally, the City is currently negotiating public-private partnerships for several large 
development projects to further activate the waterfront. These opportunities include a potential state of 
the art multi-purpose facility for the Golden State Warriors basketball organization at Piers 30-32, a new 
mixed-use development adjacent to the Giants baseline stadium, and the rehabilitation of the Pier 70 
area, which contemplates sustained ship repair usage, historic preservation, new waterfront parks, and 
over 3. 7 million square feet of new and rehabilitated building space. 

Planning for the City's Growth 

San Francisco's economic recovery has stimulated the demand for new residential and commercial 
space. After years of planning, development continued to pick up during fiscal year 2012-13 in several 
areas of the City. At the end of the fiscal year, over 53,600 housing units and 22.1 million square feet of 
commercial space was in the planning or construction stages. About 5, 100 housing units were under 
construction, along with 1.86 million square feet 9f commercial space. In recent years the City completed 
major area planning efforts in the Eastern Neighborhoods, Market-Octavia, and the Transit Center 
District. It also adopted or approved large-scale development projects in Candlestick Point/Hunters Point 
Shipyard, Treasure Island, and Park Merced. While private construction slowed in San Francisco during 
the recession, development activity is accelerating and may well surpass what was seen during the 
previous upswing in the business cycle. 

Other Long-Term Challenges Remain 

Notwithstanding the City's strong economic and financial performance during the recent recovery and 
despite significant initiatives outlined above, several long-term financial challenges and risks remain 
unresolved. 

While significant investments are proposed in the City's adopted ten-year capital plan, identified 
resources remain below those necessary to maintain and enhance the City's physical infrastructure. As a 
result, over $14 billion in capital needs are deferred from the plan's horizon. Over two-thirds of these 
unfunded needs are for the City's transportation and waterfront infrastructure, where core maintenance 
investments have lagged for decades. Mayor Edwin Lee has convened a taskforce to recommend 
funding mechanisms to bridge a portion of the gaps in the City's transportation needs, but it is likely that 
significant funding gaps will remain even assuming the identification of significant new funding sources for 
these needs. 
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The City has taken significant steps to address long-term unfunded liabilities for employee pension and 
other post employment benefits, including retiree health obligations, yet significant liabilities remain. The 
most recent actuarial analyses estimate unfunded actuarial liabilities of almost $8 billion for these 
benefits, comprised of $4.4 billion for retiree health obligations and $3.4 billion for employee pension 
benefits. In recent years, the City and voters have adopted significant changes that should mitigate these 
unfunded liabilities over time, including adoption of lower-cost benefit tiers, increases to employee and 
employer contribution requirements, and establishment of a trust fund to set-aside funding for future 
retiree health costs. The financial benefit from these changes will phase in over time, however, leaving 
ongoing financial challenges for the City in the shorter term. 

Lastly, while the City has adopted a number of measures to better position the City's operating budget for 
future economic downturns, further progress is needed. Economic stabilization reserves have grown 
significantly during the last three fiscal years and now exceed pre-recession peaks, but remain below 
adopted target levels of 10% of discretionary General Fund revenues. Further progress towards targeted 
level in future fiscal years will allow the City to better weather inevitable negative variances that will be 
driven by future economic volatility. 

OTHER INFORMATION: 

lndeoendent Audit 

The City's Charter requires an annual audit of the Controller's records. These records, represented in the 
basic financial statements included in the CAFR have been audited by the nationally recognized certified 
public accounting firm, Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP. The various enterprise funds, the Health Service 
System, the Employees' Retirement System, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, the San 
Francisco Finance Corporation, and the Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
have been separately audited. The Independent Auditor's Report on our current year's financial 
statements is presented in the Financial Section. 

Award for Financial Reportina 

The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA) awarded a 
Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting to the City for its Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report (CAFR) for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012. This was the 31~ consecutive year, 
beginning with the fiscal year ended June 30, 1982, that the City has achieved this prestigious award. A 
Certificate of Achievement is valid for a period of one year only. In order to be awarded a Certificate of 
Achievement, a government must publish an easily readable and efficiently organized CAFR. The CAFR 
must satisfy both Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) and applicable legal requirements. 
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Independent Auditor's Report 

The Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee 
The Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco, California 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type 
activities, the discretely presented component unit, each major fund, and the aggregate remaining fund 
information of the City and County of San Francisco (City), as of and for the year ended June 30, 2013, and 
the related notes to the financial statements, which collectively comprise the City's basic financial statements 
as listed in the table of contents. 

Management's Responsibility for the Financial Statements 
Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in 
accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America; this includes the 
design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control relevant to the preparation and fair presentation 
of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

Auditor's Responsibility 
Our responsibility is to express opinions on these financial statements based on our audit. We did not audit 
the financial statements of the San Francisco International Airport (major fund), San Francisco Water 
Enterprise (major fund), Hetch Hetchy Water and Power (major fund), San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (major fund), San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise (major fund), San Francisco 
Markel Corporation, and the Health Service System, which collectively represent the following percentages 
of the assets, net position/fund balances, and revenues/additions of the following opinion units. 

Opinion Unit 
Business~type activities 
Aggregate remaining fund information 

Assets 
91.4% 
0.9% 

Net Position/Fund Balances 
87.7% 
0.5% 

Revenues/ Additions 
73.1% 
9.9% 

Those financial statements were audited by other auditors whose reports have been furnished to us, and our 
opinions, insofar as they relate to the amounts included for those entities, are based solely on the reports of 
the other auditors. We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the 
United States of America. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable 
assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement. 

An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in the 
financial statements. The procedures selected depend on the auditor's judgment, including the assessment 
of the risks of material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or error. In making 
those risk assessments, the auditor considers internal control relevant to the entity's preparation and fair 
presentation of the financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are appropriate in the 
circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity's internal 
control. Accordingly, we express no such opinion. An audit also includes evaluating the appropriateness of 
accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant accounting estimates made by management, 
as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial statements. 

We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our 
audit opinions. 

Opinions 
In our opinion, based on our audit and the reports of other auditors, the financial statements referred to 
above present fairly, in all material respects, the respective financial position of the governmental activities, 
the business-type activities, the discretely presented component unit, each major fund, and the aggregate 
remaining fund information of the City as of June 30, 2013, and the respective changes in financial position 
and, where applicable, cash flows thereof and the respective budgetary comparison for the General Fund for 
the year then ended in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of 
America. 
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Other Matters 

Prior-Year Comparative Information 
The financial statements include partial and summarized prior-year comparative information. Such 
information does not include all of the information required or sufficient detail to constitute a presentation in 
conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. Accordingly, such 
information should be read in conjunction with the government"s financial statements for the year ended 
June 30, 2012, from which such partial and summarized information was derived. 

We have previously audited the City's 2012 financial statements, and we expressed, based on our audit and 
the reports of other auditors, unmodified audit opinions on the respective financial statements of the 
governmental activities, the business-type activities, the aggregate discretely presented component units, 
each major fund, and the aggregate remaining fund information in our report dated January 8, 2013. In our 
opinion, the summarized comparative information presented herein as of and for the year ended 
June 30, 2012, is consistent, in all material respects, with the audited financial statements from which it has 
been derived. 

Required Supplementary Information 
Accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America require that the management's 
discussion and analysis, the schedules of funding progress, and the schedule of employer contributions as 
listed in the table of contents be presented to supplement the basic financial statements. Such information, 
although not a part of the basic financial statements, is required by the Governmental Accounting Standards 
Board who considers it to be an essential part of financial reporting for placing the basic financial statements 
in an appropriate operational, economic, or historical context. We and other auditors have applied certain 
limited procedures to the required supplementary information in accordance with auditing standards 
generally accepted in the United States of America, which consisted of inquiries of management about the 
methods of preparing the information and comparing the information for consistency with management's 
responses to our inquiries, the basic financial statements, and other knowledge we obtained during our audit 
Of the basic financial statements. We do not express an opinion or provide any assurance on the information 
because the limited procedures do not provide us with sufficient evidence to express an opinion or provide 
any assurance. 

Other Information 
Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opinions on the financial statements that collectively 
comprise the City's basic financial statements. The combining fund financial statements and schedules and 
the introductory and statistical sections are presented for purposes of additional analysis and are not a 
required part of the basic financial statements. 

The combining fund financial statements and schedules are the responsibility of management and were 
derived from and relate directly to the underlying accounting and. other records used to prepare the basic 
financial statements. Such information has been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit of 
the basic financial statements and certain additional procedures, including comparing and reconciling such 
information directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to prepare the basic financial 
statements or to the basic financial statements themselves, and other additional procedures in accordance 
with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America by us and other auditors. In our 
opinion, based on our audit, the procedures performed as described above, and the reports of the other 
auditors, the combining fund financial statements and schedules are fairly stated in all material respects in 
relation to the basic financial statements as a whole. 

The introductory and statistical sections have not been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the 
audit of the basic finan·cial statements, and accordingly, we do not express an opinion or provide any 
assurance on it. 

Walnut Creek, California 
November 27, 2013 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

This section of the City and County of San Francisco's (the City) Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
(CAFR) presents a narrative overview and analysis of the financial activities of the City for the year ended 
June 30, 2013. We encourage readers to consider the information presented here in conjunction with 
additional information in our transmittal letter. Certain amounts presented as fiscal year 2011-12 
summarized comparative financial information in the basic financial statements have been reclassified to 
conform to the presentation in the fiscal year 2012-13 basic financial statements. 

FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS 

The assets and deterred outflows of resources of the City exceeded its liabilities at the end of the fiscal 
year by approximately $7.49 billion (net position). Of this balance, $6.69 billion represents the City's net 
investment in capital assets and $959. 7 million represents restricted net position. This is offset by a deficit 
in unrestricted net position of $158.0 million. The City's total net position increased by $543.0 million or 
7.8 percent over the previous fiscal year. Of this amount, total net investment in capital assets, restricted 
net position and unrestricted net position increased by $213.2 million or 3.3 percent, $57.7 million or 
6.4 percent and $272.1 million or 63.3 percent, respectively. 

The City's governmental funds reported total revenues of $4.49 billion; a $237.7 million or 5.6 percent 
increase over the prior year. Within this, revenues from property taxes, other local taxes, business taxes, 
sales and use tax, intergovernmental grants and charges for services grew by approximately $68.9 
million, $5.9 million, $42.5 million, $9.8 million, $76.0 million and $31.2 million, respectively. At the same 
time, there was a decline in revenues from hotel room tax, interest and investment income and other 
revenues for a total of $27.3 million. Governmental funds expenditures totaled $4.35 billion for this period, 
a $288.4 million or 7 .1 percent increase, reflecting increases in demand for governmental services of 
$158.4 million and capital outlay of $140.9 million. 

At the end of the fiscal year, total fund balances for the governmental funds amounted to $1.67 billion, an 
increase of $131.5 million or 8.6 percent from prior year, primarily due to a strong growth in most 
revenues and other financing sources over a moderate increase of expenditure and other financing uses 
this year over last year. 

The City's total long-term debt, including all bonds, loans, commercial paper and capital leases increased 
by $649.9 million during this fiscal year. The City issued a total of $1.27 billion in debtthis year. Of this 
amount, a total of $521.9 million in general obligation bonds were issued for improvements for earthquake 
safety and emergency response projects, clean and safe neighborhood park projects, road repaving and 
street safety projects and San Francisco General Hospital rebuild projects. The City also issued 
$11.1 million in equipment lease revenues bonds, $35.6 million certificates of participation for Moscone 
Convention Center project and borrowed $5.9 million for the renovation of the City's west harbor marina. 
The San Francisco International Airport issued a total of $84.7 million refunding revenue bonds to 
remarket its variable rate refunding revenue bonds with fixed interest rates. The San Francisco Water 
Enterprise issued $24.0 million in revenue refunding bonds for cash flow savings and an economic gain. 
The San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise issued a total of $525.0 million in revenue bonds to refund a 
portion of its long term debt, finance capital projects and pay off its outstanding commercial paper notes. 
The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) issued a total of $63.8 million of revenue 
bonds to provide new money for various transit and parking projects and refund outstanding revenue 
bonds issued by the Parking Authority. The balance of commercial paper issued to fund new capital 
projects or to refinance matured commercial paper also increased by $174.8 million this fiscal year. Of 
this increase, $4.7 million was for governmental activities and $170.1 million was for business-type 
activities. 

During fiscal year 2012-13, the City returned $176.6 million of current assets, $29.0 million of capital 
assets and $3.9 million of current liabilities, to the Successor Agency, which had been transferred to the 
City in the prior year. The return of assets and related liabilities was pursuant to State and City law and 
additional State Department of Finance (DOF) guidance clarifying that ongoing enforceable housing 
obligations and related assets and liabilities were supposed to be retained by the Successor Agency upon 
dissolution. Such transfers made prior to the DOF issuing a Finding of Completion on May 29, 2013 are 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

treated as extraordinary items. Therefore, an extraordinary loss of $201.7 million was recorded in the 
statement of activities. A corresponding extraordinary gain of $190.1 million, representing the amount 
transferred by the City less $11.6 million in distributions to taxing entities, was recorded in the statement 
of changes in fiduciary net position. 

OVERVIEW OF THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

This discussion and analysis are intended to serve as an introduction to the City's basic financial 
statements. The City's basic financial statements comprise three components: (1) Government-wide 
financial statements, (2) Fund financial statements, and (3) Notes to the financial statements. This report 
also contains other supplementary information in addition to the basic financial statements themselves. 
These various elements of the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report are related as shown in the 
graphic below. 

Organization of City and County of San Francisco Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 

Introductory 
Section INTRODUCTORY SECTION 

+ 
Management's Discussion and Analysis 

Government -
wide Financial Fund Financial Statements 

Statements 

Governmental Proprietary Fiduciary 
Funds Funds Funds 

Statement of Balance Statement of net position sheet net position Statement of 
fiduciary 

a:: 
u.. 
<( Financial 
0 Section 

Statement of Statement of net position 
revenues, revenues, 

expenditures, and expenses, and 
changes in fund changes in 

Statement of 
Statement of 

balances fund net position changes in 
activities Budgetary fiduciary 

comparison Statement of net position 
statement cash flows 

Notes to the Financial Statements 

Required Supplementary Information Other Than MD&A 

Information on individual non-major funds and other 
supplementary infOrmation that is not required 

+ 
statistical 
Section 

STA T/STICAL SECTION 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

The following table summarizes the major features of the financial statements. The overview section 
below also describes the structure and contents of each of the statements in more detail. 

Government -
Fund Financial Statements 

wide Statements Governmental Proprietary Fiduciary 

Scope Entire entity The day-to-day The day-to-day Instances in which 
{except fiduciary operating activities of operating activities of the City administers 
funds) the City for basic the City for business- resources on behalf 

governmental services type enterprises of others, such as 
employee benefits 

Accounting Accrual Modified accrual Accrual accounting Accrual accounting 
basis and accounting and accounting and current and ecoriomic and economic 
measurement economic financial resources focus resources focus resources focus; 
focus resources focus except agency funds 

do not have 
measurement focus 

Type of asset All assets, Current assets and All assets, deferred All assets held in a 
and liability deferred outflows liabilities that come due outflows of trustee or agency 
information of resources, and during the year or soon resources, and capacity for. others 

liabilities, both thereafter liabilities, both 
financial and financial and capital, 
capital, short-term short-term and long-
and long-term term 

Type of inflow All revenues and Revenues for which All revenues and All additions and 
and outflow expenses during cash is received during expenses during deductions during 
information year, regardless the year or soon year, regardless of the year, regardless 

of when cash is thereafter; expenditures when cash iS of when cash is 
received or paid when goods or services received or paid received or paid 

have been received and 
the related liability is due 
and payable 

Government-wide Financial Statements 

The government-wide financial statements are designed to provide readers with a broad overview of the 
City's finances, in a manner similar to a private-sector business. 

The statement of net position presents intormation on all of the City's assets and deferred outflows of 
resources and its liabilities, with the difference reported as net position. Over time, increases or 
decreases in net position may serve as a useful indicator of whether or not the financial position of the 
City is improving or deteriorating. 

The statement of activities presents information showing how the City's net position changed during the 
most recent fiscal year. All changes in net position are reported as soon as the underlying event giving 
rise to the change occurs, regardless of the timing of related cash flows. Thus, revenues and expenses 
are reported in this statement for some items that will only result in cash ftows in future fiscal periods, 
such as revenues pertaining to uncollected taxes and expenses pertaining to earned but unused vacation 
and sick leave. 

Both of the government-wide financial statements distinguish functions of the City that are principally 
supported by taxes and intergovernmental revenues (governmental activities) from other functions that 
are intended to recover all or a significant portion of their costs through user fees and charges (business-
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

type activities). The governmental activities of the City include public protection, public works, 
transportation and commerce, human welfare and neighborhood development, community health, culture 
and recreation, general administration and finance, and general City responsibilities. The business-type 
activities of the City include an airport, port, public transportation systems (including parking), water and 
power operations, an acute care hospital, a long-term care hospital, sewer operations, and a produce 
market. 

The government-wide financial statements include not only the City. itself (known as the primary 
government), but also a legally separate development authority, the Treasure Island Development 
Authority (TIDA), for which the City is financially accountable. Financial information for this component 
unit is reported separately from the financial information presented for the primary government. Included 
within the governmental activities of the government-wide financial statements are the San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority and San Francisco Finance Corporation. Included within the business
type activities of the government-wide financial statements is the operation of the San Francisco Parking 
Authority. Although legally separate from the City, these component units are blended with the primary 
government because of their governance or financial relationships to the City. The City also considers the 
Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency as a Fiduciary component unit of the City. 

Fund Financial Statements 

The fund financial statements are designed to report information about groupings of related accounts that 
are used to maintain control over resources that have been segregated for specific activities or objectives. 
The City, like other state and local governments, uses fund accounting to ensure and demonstrate 
compliance with finance-related legal requirements. All of the funds of the City can be divided into the 
following three categories: governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary funds. 

Governmental funds. Governmental funds are used to account for essentially the same functions 
reported as governmental activities in the government-wide financial statements - i.e. most of the City's 
basic services are reported in governmental funds. These statements, however, focus on (1) how cash 
and other financial assets can readily be converted to available resources and (2) the balances left at 
year-end that are available and the constraints for spending. Such information may be useful in 
determining what financial resources are available in the near future to finance the City's programs. 

Because the focus of governmental funds is narrower than that of the government-wide financial 
statements, it is useful to compare the information presented for governmental funds with similar 
information presented for governmental activities in the government~wide financial statements. By doing 
so, readers may better understand the long-term impact of the government's near-term financing 
decisions. Both the governmental funds balance sheet and the governmental funds statement of 
revenues, expenditures, and changes in fund balances provide a reconciliation to facilitate this 
comparison between governmental funds and governmental activities. 

The City maintains several individual governmental funds organized according to their type (special 
revenue, debt service, capital projects and permanent funds). Information is presented separately in the 
governmental funds balance sheet and in the governmental funds statement of revenues, expenditures, 
and changes in fund balances for the General Fund, which is considered to be a major fund. Data from 
the remaining governmental funds are combined into a single, aggregated presentation. Individual fund 
data for each of the non-major governmental funds is provided in the form of combining statements 
elsewhere in this report. 

The City, for the first time, adopted a rolling two year budget in July 2012, which appropriated budget for 
its General Fund for fiscal year 2012-13. A budgetary comparison statement has been provided for the 
General Fund to demonstrate compliance with this budget. 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Proprietary funds. Proprietary funds are generally used to account for services for which the City 
charges customers - either outside customers. or internal units or departments of the City. Proprietary 
funds provide the same type of information as shown in the government-wide financial statements, only in 
more detail. The City maintains the following two types of proprietary funds: 

Enterprise funds are used to report the same functions presented as business-type activities in the 
government-wide financial statements. The City uses enterprise funds to account for the operations of 
the San Francisco International Airport (SFO or Airport), San Francisco Water Enterprise (Water), 
Hetch Hetchy Water and Power (Hetch Hetchy), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), San 
Francisco General Hospital Medical Center (SFGH), San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise 
(Wastewater), Port of San Francisco (Port), and the Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH), all of which are 
considered to be major funds of the City. 

Internal Service funds are used to report activities that provide supplies and services for certain City 
programs and activities. The City uses internal service funds to account for its fleet of vehicles, 
management information and telecommunication services, printing and mail services, and for lease
purchases of equipment by the San Francisco Finance Corporation. Because these services 
predominantly benefit governmental rather than business-type functions, they have been included 
within governmental activities in the government-wide financial statements. The internal service funds 
are combined into a single, aggregated presentation in the proprietary fund financial statements. 
Individual fund data for the internal service funds is provided in the form of combining statements 
elsewhere in this report. · 

Fiduciary funds. Fiduciary funds are used to account for resources held for the benefit of parties outside 
the City. The City employees' pension and health plans, retiree's health care, the Successor Agency to 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the external portion of the Treasurer's Office investment pool, 
and the agency funds are reported under the fiduciary funds. Since the resources of these funds are not 
available to support the City's own programs, they are not reflected in the government-wide financial 
statements. The accounting used for fiduciary funds is much like that used for proprietary funds. 

Notes to the Basic Financial Statements 

The notes to the basic financial statements provide additional information that is essential to a full 
understanding of the data provided in the government-wide and fund financial statements. 

Required Supplementarv Information 

In addition to the basic financial statements and accompanying notes, this report presents certain 
required supplementary information concerning the City's progress in funding its obligation to provide 
pension and other postemployment benefits to its employees and the City's schedule of contributions for 
its employees' other postemployment benefits. 

Combining Statements and Schedules 

The combining statements and schedules referred to .earlier in connection with non-major governmental 
funds, internal service funds, and fiduciary funds are presented immediately following the required 
supplementary information on pensions and other postemployment benefits. 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

GOVERNMENT-WIDE FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Net Position 
(in thousands) 

Governmental Business-type 
activities activities Total 

~~~~~~ 
Assets and deferred outflows 

of resources: 
Current and other assets .... $ 3,050,201 $ 2,850,238 I 4,90B,20B I 4,661,192 $ 7,958,409 $ 7,531,430 
Capital assets 4,044,648 3,688,246 12,840,891 11,880,773 16,885,539 15,569,019 
Deferred outnows of resources .•. ---~ ~ ~ ~ 

Total assets and deferred outflows 

of resources .. ................................... 7 094 849 6 538 484 17 813 842 16 660 944 24 908 691 23 199 428 

Liabilities: 
Current liabilities ... 1,333,315 1,195,565 2,013,518 1,608,865 3,346,833 2,804,430 
Noncurrent liabilities 3 941 375 3.422,909 10 126,222 10 020,813 14 067 597 13 443.722 

Total liabilities ... 5 274 690 4 618 474 12 139 740 11629678 17 414 430 16.248 152 

Net position: 
Net investment in capital assets• ..... 2,275,963 2,199,316 4,691,579 4,538,990 6,692,499 6,479,334 

Restricted• .................... 686,216 675,163 371,958 249,434 959,732 902,057 
Unrestricted (deficit)• ... ~ ~ ~ ____ill.lli. ~ ~ 

Total net position. $ 1820159 $1920010 $ 5674102 $5031266 $ 7 494,261 $ 6 951 276 

~ See note 2(k) to the basic financial statements. 

Analysis of Net Position 

Current and other assets increased by $427.0 million of which $200.0 million in governmental activities 
and $227.0 million in business-type activities. Governmental activities increases reflect the overall 
operating results of the year ended June 30, 2013 and the business-type activities increases reflect 
increased receipts from capital grants and contributions and charges for services as discussed in the 
analysis of changes in net position. 

Net position may serve as a useful indicator of the government's financial position. As noted earlier, at the 
end of fiscal year 2012-13, the City's total assets and deferred inflows of resources exceeded its liabilities 
by $7.49 billion. 

The largest portion of the net position reflects the City's $6.69 billion in net investment in capital assets 
(e.g. land, buildings, and equipment). This is 89.3 percent of the City's total net position, a 3.3 percent 
increase over the prior year that is largely due to growth in net capital assets in the governmental 
activities and increases in all business-type activities except the Airport. Since the City uses capital assets 
to provide services, these assets are not available for future spending. Further, the resources required to 
pay the outstanding debt must come from other sources since the capital assets themselves cannot be 
liquidated to pay that liability. 

Another portion of the City's net position, $959.7 million or 12.8 percent represents restricted resources 
that are subject to external limitations regarding their use. The governmental activities.have a $1.14 billion 
deficit in the unrestricted net position, due largely to transfers to business-type activities and the 
recognition of other postemployment benefit expense. This deficit also included $373.5 million of long
term bonds issued to fund the Laguna Honda Hospital rebuilt project, certain park facilities projects at the 
Port, improvement projects for reliable emergency water supply for the Water Enterprise and road paving 
and street safety in MTA (see Note 2(k)). 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Changes in Net Position 
(in thousands) 

Governmental Business-type 
activities activities Tobi 

--'-"-'-~~~~~ Revenues 
Program revenues: 

Charges for services ............................... ·····••H••···· $ 517,660 $ 435,207 
Operating grants and contributions.... .. 1,086,154 998,701 
Capital grants and contributions 29,718 41,174 

GBneral revenues: 
Property taxes ...... . 
Business taxes ................................................. . 
Sales and use tax... . . ... . .................................... .. 
Hotel room tax..... . .................................. . 
Utility usersta1t ... . 
other local taxes ..... . 

Interest and investment income. ····················-············ 
other ................ .. 

Total revenues 

Expenses 
Public protection .. 
Public works, transportation 

and commerce 
Human welfare and 

neighborhood development... 
Community health. 

Culture and recreation ... ···········-·-··························· . 
General administration and finance .... 
General City responsibilities ..... 
Unallocated Interest on long-term debt 
Airport.................. . ................................. . 
Transportation 

Port ............... . 
Waler ...................... . 
Power .... . 
Hospitals .......... .. 
Sewer..... . .............................................. H 

Market ...................................................................... . 

1,415,068 
480,131 
208,025 
238,782 

91,871 
359,808 

7,'62 

~ 
4 487,944 

1,236,922 

189,124 

946,562 
751,491 
338,042 
249.271 

83,895 
107,790 

Total e:r.penses..... . . . . . ............... ....................... 3,903,097 

lncrease/(decrease) in net position 
before transfers and extraordinary items. 584,847 

Transfers.................... (483,028) 
Eiclraordinary gainl(loss) from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment agency ....... . 

Change in net position .... 
Net position at beginning of year. 

Net position al end of year.. .. 

Analysis of Changes in Net Position 

~ 
(99,851) 

1 920,010 

~ 

1,355,855 
437,678 
198,236 
239,567 

91,676 
353,746 

31,453 

~ 
4,274,529 

1,158,618 

210,415 

942,523 
673,905 
307,269 
237,818 

96,147 
110,145 

---
3,736,840 
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The City's total net position increased by $543.0 million during fiscal year 2012-13, the third consecutive 
increase following three years of decline. Although the governmental activities net position decreased 
$99.8 million, the business-type activities increased $642.8 million. With the exception of Laguna Honda 
Hospital, all of the City's business-type activities contributed to this growth. 

The City's governmental aclivities experienced a $213.4 million or 5.0 percent growth in total revenues 
reflecting increases in nearly all of the general city revenues. This included $87.5 million in operating 
grants and contributions, $59.2 million in property taxes, $82.5 million in charges for services, and 
$42.4 million in business taxes. Sales and use tax and other local taxes also had a combined growth of 

9 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

$15.9 million. These improvements were partly offset by a decline in other revenues sources, including a 
$23.6 million decrease in interest and investment income, and a $38.4 million drop in other general 
revenues. The City's governmental activities expenses reported an increase of $166.3 million or 
4.4 percent this fiscal year. The net transfer to business-type activities increased by $231.9 million. A 
discussion Of these and other changes in presented in the governmental activities and business-type 
activities sections that follow. 
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Governmental activities. Governmental activities decreased the City's total net position by 
approximately $99.8 million. Key factors contributing to this change are discussed below. 

Overall. total revenues from governmental activities were $4.49 billion, a $213.4 million or 5.0 percent 
increase over the prior year. For the same period, expenses totaled $3.90 billion before transfers of 
$483.0 million and an extraordinary loss of $201. 7 million, resulting in a total net position decrease of 
$99.8 million by June 30, 2013. 
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Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Property tax revenues increased by $59.2 million or 4.4 percent. This growth was due in large part to 
higher assessed values of secured real property in San Francisco, and.also due to property tax in-lieu of 
vehide license fee revenues tied to the year-over-year increase of the aggregate .secured roll assessed 
value to recent tax rate increases. Further, in the current year, a one-time surrender of low and moderate 
income housing and other assets funds from the Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency resulted in the City, as one of the taxing entities in the county, receiving property tax revenues 
based upon a determination by the California Department of Finance. An increase in parking tax 
revenues by $5.0 million made up the majority of the growth in other local taxes Of $6.1 million. 

Revenues from business and sale and use taxes totaled approximately $688.2 million, a growth Of 
$52.2 million over the prior year. Business taxes grew by $42.4 million due to an increase in employment 
and average weekly wages in San Francisco, and stronger growth in the business and computer services 
sectors resulting in increased payments from companies in these sectors. Sales and use tax also 
increased by $9.8 million. The increase reflected strong sales growth across virtually every economic 
segment, with particularly strong performance in retail and food establishments such as restaurants, 
apparel stores, department stores, and food markets. 

Operating grants and contributions increased $87.5 million. This was largely due to the increases from 
state sources, including $59.8 million for human welfare programs, $20.6 million for public protection, 
$16.1 for community health and $3.1 million for general administration and finance programs. These were 
partly reduced by a combined decrease of $12.1 million in other governmental activities. 

Total charges for services increased $82.5 million, or 18.9 percent, while other revenues decreased 
$38.4 million. The increase in total charges for services is driven by increased fee revenues across 
various departments, partially due to improved economic conditions. Building permit, environmental 
review, and other planning fee revenues increased due to an overall 3 percent increase in the volume of 
cases and building permits and a growing number of larger scale projects. Street and right-of-way permit 
revenues increased due to the improved economy. Fire Department inspection and plan check fee 
revenues increased consistent with increased construction and building activity. Recording fees increased 
resulting from the annualization of a page fee increase from $4 to $10 in the middle of fiscal year 
2011-12. Additional special events as well as increased use fees resulting from improved programming 
opportunities and implementation of a new demand-responsive program delivery model in 2010 improved 
fee revenues for the Recreation and Park Department. These increases were partially offset by a 
reduction in patient charges Of $2.8 million. The decrease in other revenues is related lo decreased gifts 
and bequests received primarily as a result Of reduced America's Cup reimbursements and a reduction in 
funding for services to other agencies. 

Interest and investment income revenue decreased by $23.6 million, or 75.0 percent, primarily due to the 
decreased interest rate on the City's pooled investments from 1.32 percent in the prior year to 
0.95 percent in the current year, and also due to the large unreal.ized loss from the City's pooled 
investments, which is the difference between the fair value and the book value Of the City's investments. 

Net transfers from the governmental activities to business-type activities were $483.0 million, a 
92.4 percent or $231.9 million increase from the prior fiscal year. This was mainly due to increased 
operating subsidies of $84.7 million from the General Fund to Laguna Honda and $13.9 million to the 
MTA. In addition, Water received $63.1 million in general obligation bond proceeds for the improvement 
of the Auxiliary Water Supply System and the Port received $18.3 million for parks and open spaces. The 
General Fund received additional transfers over the prior year of $50.6 million from San Francisco 
General Hospital Medical Center for the Safety Net Care Pool (SNCP) and Delivery System Reform 
Incentive Program (DSRIP) intergovernmental transfers (IGT) matching program reimbursement. Port 
received $1.3 million for certain lost revenues (payment in lieu of rents) during the America's Cup events. 

The moderate increase of total governmental expenses of $166.3 million or 4.4 percent was primarily due 
to increases in demand for the government's services in almost all functional services by $202.2 million, 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

which was partly offset by the decrease of expenses in public works, transportation and commerce, 
general city responsibility and unallocated interest on long term debt functions by $35.9 million. 

The City recorded an extraordinary loss due to the dissolution of the former Redevelopment Agency of 
$201.7 million, which consisted of returning $176.6 million of current assets and $29.0 million of capital 
assets offset by $3.9 million of current liabilities. 

The charts below illustrate expenses and program revenues by functional area, and all revenues by 
source. As shown, public protection is the largest function (31.7 percent), followed by human welfare and 
neighborhood development (24.3 percent) and community health (19.3 percent). General revenues are 
not shown by program or function because they are used to support activities citywide. The distribution of 
these revenues shows property tax (31.5 percent) as the single largest funding source, followed by 
operating grants and contributions (24.2 percent), charges for services (11.5 percent), and business taxes 
(10.7 percent). This relative ranking is equivalent to the prior fiscal year and the actual percentage 
distributions showed only small differences. 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Business-type activities increased the City's net position by $642.8 million. Key factors contributing to this 
increase are: 

The San Francisco International Airport's net position at fiscal year-end was $294.4 million, a 
$3.8 million or 1.3 percent increase over the prior fiscal year. Total operating revenues of 
$726.4 million were offset by operating expenses of $561.5 million, resulting in $164.9 million in net 
operating income for the fiscal year, a $39.3 million or 31.3 percent improvement over the prior fiscal 
year largely due to a rise in passenger traffic and spending. This was offset by an $18.4 million 
increase in total operating expenses. At the same time, non-operating activities deficit was 
$190.6 million, an $84.1 million increase over the prior fiscal year. Non-operating revenues decreased 
by $92.1 million due largely to a decrease in investment income associated with a fair value 
adjustment change. Interest expense, increased by $8.0 million, while capital contributions from 
grants grew by $51.4 million, offset by a $2.5 million increase in transfers to the City. 

The City's Water Enterprise, the third largest municipal water agency in California, ended fiscal year 
2012-13 with a net position of $733.0 million, an increase of $374.5 million over the prior year, a 
104.5 percent increase. Of this, 94.6 percent or $356.1 million, is water service revenue due to a one
time early repayment of capital cost recovery payments from Wholesale Water Customers through 
the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency. Water service revenue also reported an 
additional $20.2 million due primarily to rate increases of 12.5 and 11.5 percent for retail and 
wholesale customers, respectively. Operating expenses decreased slightly by $0.8 million, or 
0.3 percent. Non-operating revenue categories reported a decrease of $29. 7 million due mostly to a 
decrease in investment income of $33.7 million as a result of an unrealized loss in the fair value of 
investments as well as lower interest rates. Interest expense increased by $15.4 million The 
enterprise received $66.4 million in capital contributions from the City due to bond proceeds for 
improvements to the Auxiliary Water Supply System Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response 
Project. Transfers to the City were $2.9 million, a decrease of $12.2 million since the last fiscal year 
as projects related to water conservation were completed in prior years. 

Hetch Hetchy Water and Power's net position at fiscal year-end was $518.5 million, an increase of 
$5.8 million, or 1.1 percent, since the end of the prior fiscal year. $2.4 million is attributable to Hetch 
Hetchy Water and $3.4 million to Power, the enterprise's two segments, which share some assets 
used for both water and power operations. Power's operating revenues increased this fiscal year by 
$1.7 million, which was offset by a $4.9 million decline in non--0perating activities, primarily related to 
grants and an unrealized investment loss reflecting a decline in fair value, resulting in a year over 
year decrease in change in net position from $6.3 million to $3.5 million. Hetch Hetchy Water reported 
a $4.9 million increase to operating revenues and a $2.1 million decline in operating expenses, offset 
by a $14.0 million decrease in transfers in for this fiscal year. In the prior fiscal year, the fund had 
received a transfer in from Water Enterprise for certain water storage and transmission facility 
improvements. 

The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) reported a net position of $2.27 billion at the end of this 
fiscal year, an increase of $171.0 million, or 8.2 percent since the end of last fiscal year. This is 
attributable to increases of: $144.3 million in operating revenues including passenger fares, parking 
and transportation fees and fines, and charges for service; $25.3 million in capital contributions; and 
$22.5 million in transfers from the City. These were offset on the expense side by increases of 
$67.2 million, or 7.0 percent, in contract, personnel, maintenance, and other expenses. The largest 
portion of the MTA's net position reflects its net investment in capital assets, which totaled 
$2.13 billion, an increase of 2.5 percent over the prior year. The MTA's unrestricted net position 
balance is $125.5 million, which increased significantly by $119.0 million over the prior year's 
unrestricted net position balance of $6.5 million. 

General Hospital, the City's acute care hospital, ended the fiscal year with a net deficit of 
$75.9 million compared to a deficit of $90. 7 million the prior year, a decrease in the net deficit of 
$14.8 million or 16.3 percent. Although the Hospital had an overall increase in operating revenues of 
approximately $127.1 million, primarily attributable to increased net patient service revenue, those 
revenues were exceeded by an increase in operating expenses of $23.0 million, mostly in personnel 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

expenses. Non-operating activity showed decreases in grant revenues of $5.6 million, and net 
transfers out of $15.1 million for this year compared to net transfers in of $47.5 million in the prior 
year. Transfers in and out will vary from year to year based upon the City's budget. 

The City's Wastewater Enterprise had a net position of $1.15 billion at June 30, 2013, an increase 
from the prior year of $54.6 million, or 5.0 percent. Total change in net position increased by 
$15.5 million, or 39.6 percent. Of this increase, total non-operating revenues increased by 
$18.6 million, primarily due to two new grants started in April 2013. Operating revenues increased by 
$8.4 million, or 3.4 percent mainly due to increased capacity fee revenues from large commercial and 
residential high-rise projects in the San Francisco South of Market and Mission Bay areas. Revenues 
were offset by increased operating expenses of $12.4 million due in part to $5.9 million in additional 
sewer improvement project costs net of write-offs; $1.7 million in material and supplies and 
contractual services primarily attributable to increases in building, construction, and sewer treatment 
supplies; and $1.5 million in depreciation primarily attributable to Sunnydale Sewer Improvements 
and 525 Golden Gate Headquarters. 

The Port's net position increased by $27.7 million, or 8.3 percent, yielding a total net position of 
$363.2 million at the end offiscal"year 2012-13. The Port is responsible for a seven and one-half mile 
stretch of waterfront land and its revenue is derived primarily from property rentals to commercial and 
industrial enterprises and a diverse mix of maritime operations. Although the Port's operating 
revenues increased by $2.9 million due mostly to fees and transaction cost and expense recoveries 
from developers. its operating expenses increased by $9.4 million due to revisions in pollution 
remediation estimates in the prior year. The Port's increase in net position during the current year 
was largely due to $7.6 million in capital contributions in the form of federal, state, and local grants 
and net transters in of $19.6 million. 

Laguna Honda Hospital, the City's skilled nursing care hospital, had a decrease in net position of 
$9.6 million, or 2.3 percent this year. The decrease is related to additional operating expenses of 
$7.6 million, which offset a small increase in operating revenues of $0.2 million, coupled with a 
decrease in non-operating income of $76.5 million, or 90.6 percent. Although Laguna Honda 
Hospital's loss from operations was $92.6 million compared to $85.3 million in fiscal year 2011-12, 
net transfers in of $75.0 million offset the impact of the loss, leaving Laguna Honda with a net position 
of $407.9 million. · 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF THE CITY'S FUNDS 

As noted earlier, the City uses fund accounting to ensure and demonstrate compliance with finance
related legal requirements. 

Governmental Funds 

The focus of the City's governmental funds statements is to provide information on near-term inflows, 
outflows, and balances of resources available for future spending. Such information is useful in assessing 
the City's financing requirements. In particular, unrestricted fund balance may serve as a useful measure 
of a government's net resources available for spending at the end of the fiscal year. Types of 
governmental funds reported by the City include the General Fund, Special Revenue Funds. Debt Service 
Funds, Capital Project Funds, and the Permanent Fund. 

At the end of fiscal year 2012-13, the City governmental funds reported combined fund balances of 
$1.67 billion, an increase of $131.5 million or 8.6 percent over the prior year. Of the total fund balances, 
$384.0 million is assigned and a negative $94.5 million is unassigned. The total of $289.5 million or 
17.3 percent of the total fund balances constitutes the fund balances that are accessible to meet the 
City's needs. Within these fund balance classifications, the General Fund had an assigned fund balance 
of $353.2 million. The remainder of the governmental funds fund balances includes $24.1 million 
nonspendable for items that are not expected to be converted to cash such as inventories and long-term 
loans, $1.22 billion restricted for programs at various levels and $137.5 million committed for other 
reserves. 
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The General Fund is the chief operating fund of the City. As a measure of liquidity, both the sum of 
assigned and unassigned fund balances and total fund balance can be compared to total fund 
expenditures. As of the end of the fiscal year, assigned and unassigned fund balances totaled 
$353.2 million while total fund balance reached $540.9 million. Combined assigned and unassigned fund 
balances represent 12.6 percent of total expenditures, while total fund balance represents 19.4 percent of 
total expenditures. For the year, the General Fund's total revenues exceeded expenditures by 
$532.3 million, before transfers and other items of $447.2 million, resulting in total fund balance 
increasing by $85.1 million. Overall, the significant growth in revenues, particularly in real estate property 
taxes, business taxes and charges for services were offset by an increased rate of expenditure growth 
due to growing demand for services and personnel costs across City functions and resulted in an 
increased fund balance this fiscal year. 

The City recorded an extraordinary loss due to the dissolution of the former Redevelopment Agency of 
$201.7 million, which consisted of $176.6 million of current assets and $29.0 million of capital assets 
offset by $3.9 million of current liabilities. Of this loss, $172.7 million related to the assets and liabilities in 
the governmental funds. 

Proprietary Funds 

The City's proprietary fund statements provide the same type of information found in the business-type 
activities section of the government-wide financial statements, but in more detail. 

At the end of fiscal year 2012-13, the unrestricted net position for the proprietary funds was as follows: 
Airport: $187.3 million, Water Enterprise: $198.4 million, Hetch Hetchy Water and Power: $187.3 million, 
Wastewater Enterprise: $70.3 million, MTA: $125.5 million, the Port: $16.2 million and Market 
Corporation: $5.0 million. In addition, the San Francisco General Hospital and Laguna Honda Hospital 
had deficits in unrestricted net position of $137.0 million and $42.5 million, respectively. 

The following table shows actual revenues, expenses and results of operations for fiscal year 2012-13 in 
the City's proprietary funds (in thousands). As seen here, the total net position for these funds increased 
by approximately $642.8 million due to current year financial activities. Reasons for this change are 
discussed in the previous section on the City's business-type activities. 

Airport 
Waler .... 
Helch Hetchy .... 
Municipal Transportation Agency .... 
General Hospital... 
Wastewater Enterprise. 
Port .... 
Laguna Honda Hospital 
Markel Corporation 

Non· 
Operating Operating Capital lnlerlund Change 

Operating Operating Income Revenues Contributions Transfers, In Net 

~~~~ andothers --"-''-~ 
$ 726,358 $ 561,.1158 $ 164,900 $ (190,587) $ 65,958 $ (36,46.11) $ 3,807 

721,470 303,739 .1117,731 (106,752) 63,484 374,.1163 
133,927 128,160 5,767 254 (196) 5,825 
494,805 1,023,885 (529,0BO) 145,799 178,218 376,020 170,957 
734,498 758,137 {23,639) 53,558 (15,120) 14,799 
252,554 208,260 44,294 9,377 888 54,559 

80,202 79,982 220 328 7,577 19,565 27,690 
133,746 226,371 (92,625) 7,96.11 75,029 (9,632) 

~ __ 1_,23_1 ___ 48_4 _____JlW --- ---~ 
Total.. .. . . .......... $ 3,279.275 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ 642,836 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

The City maintains fiduciary funds for the assets of the San Francisco Employees' Retirement System, 
Health Service System and Retiree Health Care Trust, and manages the investment of monies held in 
trust to benefit public service employees. At the end of fiscal year 2012-13, the net position of the 
Retirement System, Health Services System and Retiree Health Care Trust combined totaled 
$17.12 billion, representing a $1.76 billion increase over the prior year, an 11.5 percent change. This 
increase is primarily a result of net appreciation in the fair value of investments. The Private Purpose 
Trust Fund accounts for the Successor Agency, which had a net deficit of $457.0 million at year's end. 
This 31.2 percent, or $207.2 million, decrease in the net deficit is due to the extraordinary gain from 
dissolution of the former Redevelopment Agency. The Investment Trust Fund's net position was 
$328.0 million at year's end, and the 1.4 percent increase represents the excess of contributions over 
distributions to external participants. 

Genera/ Fund Budgetary Highlights 

The City's final budget differs from the original budget in that it contains carry-forward appropriations for 
various programs and projects, and supplemental appropriations approved during the fiscal year. 

During the year, actual revenues and other resources were $117.8 million higher than the final budget. 
The City realized $36.0 million, $29.0 million, $26.8 million and $12.8 million more revenue than budgeted 
in property taxes, real property transfer tax, business tax, and Recreation and Park garage charges, 
respectively. These increases were partly offset by $31.8 million shortfall of actual versus budgeted 
revenue in other categories, namely, hotel room tax, federal grants and subventions, charges for 
services, other financing sources and other resources. 

Differences between the final budget and the actual (budgetary basis) expenditures resulted in 
$29.1 million in expenditure savings. Major factors include: 

$9.4 million savings in the Human Services Agency, due largely to lower than budgeted payments for 
Foster Care and Adoption Aid, other aid, and a State policy change in Home Supportive Services. 

$4.3 million savings from general city responsibilities due to expenditure savings in fringe benefits, 
especially savings from retiree health subsidy. 

$4.2 million in savings due to close-out of unspent General Fund reserves not used for supplemental 
appropriation or other contingencies during fiscal year 2012-13. 

$3.8 million in salary and benefit savings mainly in TreasurerfTax Collector, Elections, Board of 
Supervisors, Controller, and other departments in general administration and finance. 

The remaining lower than budgeted expenditures are savings from public protection and community 
health. 

The net effect of substantial revenue increases, savings in expenditures and reduction in reserve 
balances was a budgetary fund balance available for subsequent year appropriation of $240.4 million at 
the end of fiscal year 2012-13. The City's fiscal year 2013-14 Adopted Original Budget assumed an 
available balance of $122.7 million, and $117.7 million remains available for future appropriations. (See 
also Note 4 to the Basic Financial Statements for additional fund balance details). 
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Capital Assets and Debt Administration 

Capital Assets 

The City's capital assets for its governmental and business-type activities as of June 30, 2013, increased 
by $1.32, billion, 8.5 percent, to $16.89 billion (net of accumulated depreciation). Capital assets include 
land, buildings and improvements, machinery and equipment, park facilities, roads, streets, bridges, and 
intangible assets. Governmental activities contributed $358.1 million or 27 .2 percent to this total while 
$960.4 million or 72.8 percent was from business-type activities. Details are shown in the table below. 

Business-type 
Governmental Activities Activities 

2013 2012 2013 2012 
Land...................................... 257,089 $ 281,858 $ 214,992 $ 201,334 
Construction in progress....... 863,080 573,461 2,617,539 2,179,509 
Facilities and improvements.. 2,354,846 2,343, 122 8,390, 105 7,809,110 
Machinery and equipment..... 54,532 49,061 796,341 845,937 
Infrastructure......................... 471,431 402,510 739,865 759,052 
Property held under lease..... 5 
Intangible assets ................... ~~~4;.;3'=,6"'70,_ 38,234 82,049 85,826 

Total............................. 4,044,648 $3.6s8.245 $12,840,891 $11,880,773 

Major capital asset events during fiscal year 2012-13 included the following: 

Tobi 
2013 
472,081 

3,480,619 
10,744,951 

850,873 
1,211,296 

125,719 
$16,885,539 

2012 
483,192 

2,752,970 
10,152,232 

894,998 
1,161,562 

5 
124,060 

$ 15,569,019 

Under governmental activities, net capital assets increased by $356.4 million mainly due to the 
increase in construction in progress and completed assets at various park and recreational sites, 
branch libraries, various street improvement and traffic signal upgrades. About $186.8 million worth of 
construction-in-progress work was substantially completed and capitalized as facilities and 
improvement and infrastructure. Of the completed projects, about $11.9 million in public library 
improvements and approximately $81.9 million is for various parks and recreation centers such as 
Chinese Recreation Center, West Harbor Renovation and various park improvement projects 
including the Golden Gate Park. Intangible assets of about $35.6 million were capitalized. The 
remaining completed projects include public works and traffic signal projects. 

The Water Enterprise's net capital assets increased by $624.8 million or 19.3 percent. Close to 
$139.8 million, or 22.4 percent, of the change reflects the net increase in construction-in-progress on 
the enterprise's ten-year capital plan, including the Water System Improvement Program. Major 
additions to construction work included Bay Division Pipeline Reliability Upgrade, San Joaquin 
Pipeline, Irvington Tunnel, Calaveras Dam Replacement, and other Water System Improvement 
Program (WSIP). As of June 30, 2013, the Water Enterprise is 72 percent through construction of its 
multi-billion dollar, multi-year program to upgrade the Hetch Hetchy Regional and Local Water 
Systems, known as the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). The program consists of 
35 local projects within San Francisco and 47 regional projects spread over seven different counties 
from the Sierra foothills to San Francisco. Based on latest Public Utilities Commission approval dated 
on April 23, 2013, the program's revised target completion dates are June 2015 for local projects and 
April 2019 for regional projects. The WSIP delivers capital improvements that enhance the Water 
Enterprise's ability to provide reliable, affordable, high quality drinking water to its customers. 
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Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

MTA's net capital assets increased by $77.0 million or 3.6 percent, compared to the previous year, 
which was attributed to an increase in construction work for new and existing projects with a 
corresponding increase in depreciation expense for existing assets. Construction in progress is made 
up of various transit pedestrian and bike projects. The four projects that have the highest balances on 
June 30, 2013, are the New Central Subway, rail replacement, Historic Street Car Renovation and the 
wayside fare collection. The Central Subway Project will link the existing 5.2 mile Phase I T-line, 
beginning at 4th Street and King Streets, to BART, Muni Metro Market Street, Union Square and 
Chinatown to the north. Detailed design contracts for the Chinatown, Moscone and Union Square 
Market Street Stations are now completed; all advanced utility relocation construction and the Tunnel 
Boring Machine (TBM) Launch Box construction were also completed this year. The first of two TBMs 
was installed and began tunneling. The final construction contract for all stations, track and systems 
was awarded and issued a Notice to Proceed. The Federal Transportation Agency (FTA) executed 
the Full Funding Grant Agreement dedicating a total of $942.2 million in federal Section 5309 funds 
through project completion; this was followed by an FTA allocation Of $85.0 million to the project; the 
remaining funds will be awarded annually over the next five years. The California Transportation 
Commission awarded the full amount of $61.3 million in Proposition 1A Connectivity funds grant for 
the project tunnel construction and $117.0 million in Prop. 1B PTMISEA funds right-of-way, final 
design and construction. 

Laguna Honda Hospital's net capital assets increased by $9.2 million or 1. 7 percent due primarily to 
construction-in-progress on the remaining projects to rebuild the hospital. In December 2010, Laguna 
Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center occupied its newly constructed modern patient care facility 
that provides 780 resident beds in three state of the art buildings on Laguna Honda's 62-acre 
campus. As of June 30, 2013, LHH has entered into various purchase contracts totaling 
approximately $8. 7 million that are related to the old building remodel phase of the Replacement 
Project. 

General Hospital's net capital assets increased by $8.0 million or 11.1 percent primarily due to the 
increase in construction-in-progress related to the hospital rebuild project. As of June 30, 2013, 
General Obligation Bonds, in the amount of $677.4 million have been sold to fund the hospital rebuild. 
The General Obligation Bonds are accounted for as a governmental activity and transactions are 
accounted for in the City's governmental capital projects funds. Upon completion of the new facility, it 
will be contributed to the SFGH enterprise fund. 

The Wastewater Enterprise net capital assets reported an increase of $126.7 million or 8.0 percent 
mainly in construction activities. These include the Mission/Cesar Chavez Improvements, Sunnydale 
Sewer Improvements, Spot Sewer Repair, Sewer Repair and Replacement, and other capital projects 
throughout the system. The SFPUC is underway with the initial phase of the Sewer System 
Improvement Program (SSIP), a multi-year and multi-billion dollar Citywide investment to upgrade the 
aging sewer system to provide a reliable, sustainable, and seismically safe sewer system. The 
$6.93 billion program includes three phases over the span of next 20 years: Phase I consists of 
$2. 71 billion in authorized funds for mission-critical repairs, Phase II consists of $3.29 billion in critical 
grey and green infrastructure improvements, and Phase Ill consists of $0.93 billion to complete 
seismic and reliability project upgrades to the system and ensures full implementation of green 
infrastructure projects. Phase I includes rebuilding of the aging solids processing and energy recovery 
facilities at the Southeast Treatment Plant, construction of the eight green infrastructure projects, as 
well as planning, design, and environmental review of improvements for the Central Bayside project. 
As of June 30, 2013, Phase I expenditures totaled $66.8 million. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Hetch Hetchy net capital assets increased by $13.5 million or 4.0 percent during the year, resulting 
from an increase of $21.4 million in construction in progress offset by decreases of $7.4 million in 
facilities, improvements, machinery and equipment, and $0.5 million in intangible assets, net of 
depreciation and $1.6 million in capital write-offs. 

The Airport's net capital assets decreased $13.6 million or 0.4 percent primarily due to the disposition 
of capital assets. 

The Port's net capital assets increased by $114.3 million or 38.8 percent mainly in construction 
activities that include James R. Herman Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, Pier 15 Substructure 
Improvements, and the Brannan Street Wharf. 

At the end of the year, the City's business-type activities had approximately $1.28 billion in commitments 
for various capital projects. Of this, Water Enterprise had an estimated $712.7 million, MTA had 
$349.5 million, Wastewater had $130.4 million, Airport had $35.9 million, Hetch Hetchy had $27.0 million, 
Port had $11.0 million, Laguna Honda Hospital had $8.7 million and the General Hospital had 
$4.3 million. In addition, there was approximately $244.6 million reserved for encumbrances in capital 
project funds for the general government projects. 

For government-wide financial statement presentation, all depreciable capital assets were depreciated 
from acquisition date to the end of the fiscal year 2012-13. Governmental fund financial statements record 
capital asset purchases as expenditures. 

Additional information about the City's capital assets can be found in Note 7 to the Basic Financial 
Statements. 

Debt Administration 

At the end of fiscal year 2012-13, the City had total long-term and commercial paper debt outstanding of 
$13.01 billion. Of this amount, $1.89 billion is general obligation bonds secured by ad valorem property 
taxes without limitation as to rate or amount upon all property subject to taxation by the City and 
$11.12 billion is revenue bonds, loans, certificates of participation, capital leases, and other debts of the 
City secured solely by specified revenue sources. 

As noted previously, the City's total long-term debt including all bonds, loans, commercial paper notes 
and capital leases increased by $649.9 million or 5.3 percent during the fiscal year. The net increase in 
debt obligations in the governmental activities was $444.4 million primarily due to issuance of new debt. 
For the business-type activities, the net increase in debt obligations was $205.5 million due primarily to 
the issuance of revenue bonds by the San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise and commercial paper by 
the Airport for various capital projects. 

The business-type activities issued a combined total of $697.5 million revenue bonds, of which 
$525.0 million was issued by the San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise to refund a portion of its long-term 
debt for economic gain and for cash flow savings, finance its capital projects and pay off all outstanding 
commercial paper notes. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) issued a total of 
$63.8 million of revenue bonds of which $25.8 million was issued to finance MTA's various transit and 
parking projects and to refund, for economic gain, $38.0 million outstanding revenue bonds issued by the 
Parking Authority. The San Francisco Water Enterprise issued $24.0 million revenue refunding bonds for 
cash flow savings and economic gain. The Airport remarketed $84. 7 million of revenue refunding bonds 
and issued additional $170.1 million commercial paper notes to finance capital improvement projects. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

The City issued a total of $521.9 million in general obligation bonds to fund the City's earthquake safety 
and emergency response projects, clean and safe neighborhood projects, road repaving and street safety 
projects and San Francisco General Hospital rebuild projects. The City and County of San Francisco 
Finance Corporation issued $11.1 million in lease revenue bonds to finance equipment purchases. The 
City issued $35.6 million certificates of participation to retire outstanding commercial paper issued to 
finance the Moscone Convention Center im.provement project and drew an additional loan for $5.9 million 
for the renovation of the City's west harbor marina. An additional $4.7 million of commercial paper notes 
was issued by the City for interim financing of its capital projects and capital projecl acquisitions. 

The City's Charter imposes a limit on the amount of general obligation bonds the City can have 
outstanding at any given time. That limit is three percent of the taxable assessed value of property in the 
City- estimated at $167.67 billion in value as of the close of the fiscal year. As of June 30, 2013, the City 
had $1.89 billion in authorized, outstanding general obligation bonds, which is equal to approximately 
1.08 percent of gross (1.13 percent of net) taxable assessed value of property. As of June 30, 2013, there 
were an additional $750.7 million in bonds that were authorized but unissued. If all of these general 
obligation bonds were issued and outstanding in full, the total debt burden would be approximately 
1.51 percent of gross (1.57 percent of net) taxable assessed value of property. 

The City's underlying ratings on general obligation bonds as of June 30, 2013 were: 

Moody's Investors Service, Inc. 
Standard & Poor's 
Fitch Ratings 

Aa1 
AA 
AA 

During the fiscal year, Moody's Investors Service (Moody's) and Fitch Ratings upgraded the City's ratings 
to "Aa1" and "AA", respectively, with a stable outlook. Standard & Poor's affirmed its rating at "AA" and 
revised the outlook from negative to stable on all the City's outstanding bonds. 

The City's enterprise activities maintained their underlying debt ratings for fiscal year 2012-13. Moody's, 
Standard and Poor's and Fitch Ratings affirmed their underlying credit ratings of the Airport of "A 1", "A+" 
and "A+" with stable rating outlooks, respectively. The San Francisco Water Enterprise and the San 
Francisco Wastewater Enterprise both carried underlying ratings of "Aa3" and "AA-" from Moody's and 
Standard & Poor's, respectively. MTA carried underlying debt ratings of "Aa3" and "A" from Moody's and 
Standard & Poor's, respectively as of June 30, 2013. 

In October 2013, Standard & Poor's (S&P) raised its long-term rating and underlying rating (SPUR) to 
"AA+" from "AA" on the City's general obligation bonds outstanding and raised its long-term rating and 
SPUR to "AA" from "AA-" on the City's lease revenue bonds and certificates of participation ·(COP). At the 
same time, S&P assigned its "AA" rating with a stable outlook to COP Series 2013B and 2013C issued by 
the Port Commission. On MTA's Series 2012 and Series 2013 revenue bonds, S&P revised its rating to 
"A" and Moody's reaffirmed its "Aa3" rating. 

Additional information in the City's long-term debt can be found in Note B to the Basic Financial 
Statements. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Economic factors and future budgets and rates 

San Francisco has continued to experience improvement in the economy. The following economic factors 
were considered in the preparation of the City's budget for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15. This two
year budget was adopted by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. It is a rolling budget for all 
departments, except for the Airport, PUC enterprises, MTA, and the Port, which each have a fixed two
year budget. 

Average unemployment for fiscal year 2012-13 was 6.5 percent, a 1.5 percent decrease from fiscal 
year 2011-12. 

Housing prices, residential and commercial rent, hotel revenues, and retail sales all continued to 
show significant signs of recovery. The average median home price in fiscal year 2012-13 was 
$765,583, up 18.4 percent from the previous fiscal year. Residential and commercial rents also grew 
by 6.6 percent and 14.8 percent, respectively, from the prior fiscal year. 

The hotel sector saw significant growth in fiscal year 2012-13 over the prior year. Hotel room average 
occupancy rose to 84.3 percent. Average daily room rates grew by 7.4 percent to $212 per room
night. 

The City's taxable sales have also continued to grow, with fiscal year 2012-13 sales tax revenue up 
4.9 percent over fiscal year 2011-12, when sales had already exceeded pre-recession revenue levels. 

The Mayor and Board of Supervisors approved a final two-year budget for fiscal years 2013-14 and 
2014-15 in July 2013, which assumes use of prior year fund balance from General Fund of $122. 7 million 
and $111.6 million, respectively. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Management's Discussion and Analysis (Unaudited) (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION 

This financial report is designed to provide our citizens, taxpayers, customers, and investors and creditors 
with a general overview of the City's finances and to demonstrate the City's accountability for the money it 
receives. Below are the contacts for questions about this report or requests for additional financial 
information. · 

City and County of San Francisco 
Office of the Controller 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 316 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694 

Individual Department Financial Statements 

San Francisco International Airport 
Office of the Airport Deputy Director 
Business and Finance Division 
PO Box 8097 
San Francisco, CA 94128 

San Francisco Water Enterprise 
Hetch Hetchy Water and Power 
San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise 
Chief Financial Officer 
1155 Market Street, 11th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Municipal Transportation Agency 
SFMTA Finance and Information Technology Services 
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 8" Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center 
Chief Financial Officer 
1001 Potrero Avenue, Suite 2A7 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

Successor Agency to the 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 51

" Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Port of San Francisco 
Public Information Officer 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Laguna Honda Hospital 
Chief Financial Officer 
375 Laguna Honda Blvd. 
San Francisco, CA 94116 

Health Service System 
Executive Director 
1145 Market Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

San Francisco Employees' Retirement System 
Executive Director 
30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 3000 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Blended Component Units Financial Statements 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
Deputy Director for Administration and Finance 
1455 Market Street, 22"' Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

San Francisco Finance Corporation 
Office of Public Finance 
City Hall, Room 336 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

WWW.SFGOV.ORG 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Net Position 

June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Primary Government 

Governmental Business~Type 

Activities Activities 
Assets and Deferred Outflows of Resources 
Assets: 
Current assets: 

Deposits and investments with City Treasury........................ $ 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ••..••..••..••..... 
Receivables (net of allowance for uncollectible amounts 

of $193,814 for the primary government): 
Property taxes and penalties ...•........................................... 
Other local taxes ................................................................. . 
Federal and state grants and subventions .•••...................... 
Charges for services ..•...•...•...........................................••..•• 
Interest and other ................................................................ . 

Due from component unit ..................................................... . 
lnventorieS .............................................................................. . 

2,110,054 
72,417 

56,771 
238,282 
306,498 

53,402 
5,152 
2,636 

Deferred charges and other assets........................................ 18, 183 
Restricted assets: 

Deposits and investments with City Treasury .................... . 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury................ 55,337 
Grants and other receivables............................................. -----

Total current assets...................................................... -~2=.9'-18~,7~3=2 

Noncurrent assets: 
Loans receivable (net of allowance for uncollectible 

amounts of $945,031) ......................................................... . 
Advances to component units ............................................... . 
Deferred charges and other assets ....................................... . 
Restricted assets: 

Deposits and investments with City Treasury .................... . 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ............... . 
Grants and other receivables ............................................. . 

Capital assets: 
Land and other assets not being depreciated .................... . 
Facilities, infrastructure, and equipment, net of 

70,326 
30,403 
25,963 

4,777 

1,127,701 

depreciation...................................................................... 2,916,947 

Total capital assets....................................................... 4 044 648 

Total noncurrent assets................................................ ----"4"', 1-"76"-, 1,_,1'-7 
Total assets................................................................................ 7,094,849 

Deferred outflows of resources for accumulated 
decreases in fair value of hedging derivatives .. 

Total assets and deferred outflows of resources .................... . 7,094,849 

1,806,112 
9,808 

139,951 
230,425 
110,834 

200 
78,225 
6,087 

160,179 
165,919 

13 772 
2,721,512 

3,427 
66,776 

1,449,790 
596,558 

70,145 

2,837,693 

10,003,198 

12 840 891 
15,027,587 

17,749,099 

64,743 
17,813,842 

Total 

3,916,166 
82,225 

56,771 
238,282 
446,449 
283,827 
115,986 

2,836 
78,225 
24,270 

160,179 
221,256 

13 772 
5,640 244 

70,326 
33,830 
92,739 

1,449,790 
601,335 

70,145 

3,965,394 

12,920,145 

16 BBS 539 
19,203 704 

24,843,948 

64 743 
24,908 691 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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6,429 

834 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Net Position (Continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Governmental 
Activities 

Liabilities 
Current liabilities: 

Accounts payable ..••..................................••..••..••..•................. $ 
Accrued payroll.. ....................•..••..••........................................ 
Accrued vacation and sick leave pay ..••................................. 
Accrued workers' compensation ...•................................••....... 
Estimated claims payable ....................•...••..•...•...................... 
Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables ......••..••..••.. 
Capital lease payable to other governmental agency •..••..•.... 
Accrued interest payable .............••..••....•................................ 
Unearned grant and subvention revenues ..••.••..••.................. 
Due to primary government ..............•...••..••............................ 
Due to component unit. ................•..••..••••..•............................. 
Internal balances ................................•...•................................ 
Deferred credits end other liabilities ............................•..••...•.. 
Liabilities payable from restricted assets: 

Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables .............. . 
Accrued interest payable ...••................................•.•..•.••..••..• 

307,421 
133,289 

78,428 
39,759 
37,374 

402,928 
870 

12,784 
13,324 

280 
(10,524) 

317,382 

Other .••..••..••........................ : ............................................... ---~~ 

Total current liabilities ........•..••...................................... -~1~,3~3~3,~31=5 

Noncurrent liabilities: 

Accrued vacation and sick leave pay .................................... . 
Accrued workers' compensation ••........................................... 
other postemployment benefits obligation •............................ 
Estimated claims payable ...........................•.••........................ 
Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables ................. . 
Advances from primary government... ...•..••......••................... 
Capital lease payable to other governmental agency •..••..••..• 
Deferred credits and other liabilities •.•••.••.••............................ 
Derivative instruments liabilities .....•..•.••...•.. · ......................... . 

Total noncurrent liabilities .•............................••.••...•..••.. 

Total liabilities .....................•...••...•...•............................•....•...... 

Net Position 
Net investment in capital assets, Note 2(k) .............................. . 
Restricted for: 

Reserve for rainy day ....................•..••..•••..•............................. 
Debt service ................................••..••..••.................................. 
Capital projects, Note 2(k) ..................................................... . 
Community development. .....•..••..••...•..•..............................•..• 
Transportation Authority activities ......................................... . 
Building inspection programs: ...........•...•..••..•......................... 
Children and families .•..•.............................•.•....•.••..••............. 
Culture and recreation ....................•..••....••............................. 
Grants ..........................••..•.........................................••••..•....... 
Other purposes .........................••..••..••..•.........................••..•• 

Total restricted ....................••........................................ 

Unrestricted (deficit), Note 2(k) .........•.••..••..•............................. 

Total net position (deficit) ..••..••..••..••........................•..••..••..••..••• $ 

73,739 
189,573 
899,970 

73,627 
2,693,597 

8,507 
2,362 

3 941 375 
5,274,690 

2,275,963 

26,339 
98,754 

154,502 
109,423 

10,924 
71,131 
56,170 
66,065 
71,202 
21,706 

686,216 
(1,142,020) 

1,820,159 

Prima'ry Government 

Business-Type 
Activities 

212,498 
103,099 
55,019 
24,002 
24,284 

635,557 

51,380 

10,524 
436,740 

207,708 
28,158 

224 549 
2,013,518 

44,415 
124,442 
658,008 

39,297 
9,067,306 

111,416 
81,338 

10,126,222 

12,139,740 

4,691,579 

58,970 
299,942 

13 046 

371,958 

610,565 

5,674,102 

Total 

519,919 
236,388 
133,447 
63,761 
61,658 

1,038,485 
870 

64,164 
13,324 

280 

754,122 

207,708 
28,158 

224 549 
3,346 833 

118,154 
314,015 

1,557,978 
112,924 

11,760,903 

8,507 
113,778 

81 338 

14 067 597 

17.414,430 

6,692,499 

26,339 
157,724 
356,002 
109,423 

10,924 
71,131 
56,170 
66,065 
71,202 
34 752 

959,732 

(157,970) 

7,494 261 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Component Unit 

Treasure Island 
Development 

Authority 

443 

420 

1,016 

1,879 

13,763 

13 763 

15,642 

(8,377) 

(8,377) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Activities 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Net (Expense) Revenue and 
Changes In Net Position 

Program Revenues Primarv Government 
Component Unit 

Operating Capital Govern- Business- Treasure Island 
Charges for Grants and Grants and mental Type Development 

Functions/Programs 
Primary government: 

Expenses Services Contributions Contributions Activities Activities ~ -~A~"~'h~o,~lty~-

Governmental activities: 

Public protection ..... $1,236,922 
Public works, transportation 

and commerce .... 169,124 

Human welfare and 
neighborhood development.... 946,562 

Community health....... 751 ,491 
Culture and recreation...... 336,042 
General administration and 

finance.... 249,271 
General City responsibilities..... 63,695 
Unallocated interest on 

long-term debt.............. 107,790 
Total governmental 

activities... . . .. ...... 3 903,097 
Business-type acl.ivilies: 

Airport........ 756,961 
Transportation... 1,026,726 
Port.. 81,422 
Water... 445,804 
Power .... 
H0spitals. 

129,790 
992,687 

Sewer...... 223,727 
Market..... . ........ ~ 

Total business-type 
activities..... .. .. . 3 658.348 

Total primary government. .......... $7,561 445 

Component unit· 

• 60,190 ' 163,641 • 
105,981 42,450 24,024 

69,997 562,327 
60,856 282,121 3,896 
93,612 2,014 1,796 

76,903 8,998 
50,121 4,603 

--- ---

517 660 1 086154 ~ 

726,358 65,958 
494,805 144,450 178,218 

80,202 1,647 7,'517 
721,470 4,593 
133,927 373 
668,244 54,269 
252,554 19,050 

~ 

3279275 224 382 ~ 
$3796935 $ 1310536 L..2fil&1 

Treasure Island Development 

Authority ...... 
.. .!........Lfil ~ -·---- -·----

General Revenues. 

Taxes: 
Property taxes .. 
Business laxes ..................................... . 
Sales and use lax. ... 
Hotel room tax. ... . 
Uti11tyuserstax.. .. . 
Other local taxes .. . 

Interest and investment income ....... . 
Other ..... 

' (993,091) 

(16,669) 

(314,238) 
(404,618) 
(240,618) 

(163,370) 
(29,171) 

~ 

!2.269 565) 

---
(2 269 5651 

1,415,068 
460,131 
208,025 
238,782 
91,871 

359,808 
7,862 

52,665 

~ Transfers • internal activities of primary government 
Total general revenues and \ransfe1s .... . . . ...... 2 371 384 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of\he 
Redevelopment Agency ..... 

Change in net position .... 
Net position - beginning 

Net position - ending ... 

~ 
(99,851) 

1.920010 
$ 1820159 

• 

---

35,355 
(209,253) 

8,004 
280,259 

4,510 
(70,174) 
47,877 

~ 

____fil.Qg 

~ 

1,009 
61,737 

463028 
545774 

642,636 
5 031 266 

$5674102 

The notes lo the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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$ (993,091) 

(16,669) 

{314,238) 
(404,618) 
(240,618) 

(163,370) 
(29,171) 

~ 

(2269565) 

35,355 
(209,253) 

6,004 
280,259 

4,510 
(70,174) 
47,677 

~ 

~ 
12172503) 

1,415,068 
460,131 
206,025 
238,782 
91,871 

359,608 
8,871 

114,602 

---
2 917 158 

~ 
542,985 

6 951,276 

$ 7 494.261 

' 

' 

1 017 

10 

10 

1,027 
(9404) 
(8377) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Balance Sheet 

Governmental Funds 
June 30, 2013 

(with comparative financial information as of June 30, 2012) 
(In Thousands) 

Assets 
Deposrts and investments with City Treasury ... 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury .... 
Receivables (net of allowance for. uncollectible 

amounts of $149,635 in 2013; $128,739 m 2012): 
Property taxes and penalties ........................ 
Other local taxes ............................ 
federal and state grants and subventions. 
Charges for services .................... 
Interest and other. 

Due from other funds .. 
Due from component unit 
Advances to component unit ......... 
Loans receivable (net of allowance for uncollectible .... 

amounts of ~945,031 in 2013; $559,893 in 2012) 
Deferred charges and other assets. 

Total assets ... 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 
Liabilities: 

..... 
...... 

General 
Fund 

2013 2012 --------

$ 720,132 $ 530,443 
1,004 635 

47,791 47,374 
223,091 211,788 
197,190 186,838 
41,864 43,435 
2,318 BOB 

11,753 47,281 
2,179 1,786 

20,067 16,551 

157 157 

~ ~ 
$1 272 019 $1 090 925 

Accounts payable. ... $ 152,649 $ 108,407 
Accrued payroll. ...... . 107,889 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues. 146,221 
Due to other funds ........................................ . 870 
Due to component umt. 
Deferred credits and other liabilities .... 323,519 
Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables .... 

Total liabilities .... ··········~ 

Fund balances· 
Nonspendable. . ................................. . 
Restricted .•........................... 
Committed ......................................•. 
Assigned ..................•..•.....•..•.................................. 

23,854 
26,339 

137,487 
353.191 

Unassigned ... 

Total fund balances ..••.•..•.... ......... 540 871 

Total liabilities and fund balances .... $1,272,019 

99,721 
113,684 

1,212 

312,176 

---
635 200 

19,598 
34,109 
79,276 

305,413 

~ 
455 725 

$1,090,925 

other 
Governmental 

Funds 
2013 2012 

$ 1,357,554 $ 1,323,276 
71,413 80,613 

8,980 8,454 
15,191 16,246 

109,308 139,676 
11,538 16,326 

2,071 6,288 
29,460 5,149 

457 879 
10,336 9,725 

70,169 66,973 

~ ~ 
$ 1 698 881 $ 1685613 

149,246 $ 145,675 
23,009 22,637 
44,306 81,359 
27,856 49,664 

280 
124,948 108,088 

~ ~ 
____fil1Jfil_ ~ 

274 1,104 
1,191,189 1,189,102 

30,759 28,006 

~ ~ 
~ ~ 
$ 1 698 881 $ 1 685,613 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Total 
Governmental 

Funds 
2013 2012 

$ 2,077,666 1,853,719 
72,417 81,248 

56,771 55,828 
238,282 228,034 
306,498 326,514 

53.402 59,761 
4,389 7,096 

41,213 52,430 
2,636 2,665 

30,403 26,276 

70,326 67,130 

~ ~ 
$ 2 970 900 $ 2 776 538 

301,895 $ 254,082 
130,898 122,358 
190,527 195,043 
28,7'26 50,876 

280 
448,467 420,264 

~ ~ 
1 302,339 1 239 457 

24,128 20,702 
1,217,528 1,223,211 

137,487 79,276 
383,950 333,419 

___ill2B) ~ 
~ 1537081 

$ 2,970,900 ~ 

City and County of San Francisco 
Reconciliation of the Governmental Funds Balance Sheet 

to the Statement of Net Position 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Fund balances - total governmental funds 

Amounts reported tor governmental activities in the statement of net position are different 
because: 

Capital assets used in governmental activities are not financial resources and, 
therefore, are not reported in the funds. 

Bond issue costs are not financial resources and, therefore, are not reported in 
the funds. 

Long-term liabilities, including bonds payable, are not due and payable in the 
current period and therefore are not reported in the funds. 

Interest on long-term debt is not accrued in the funds, but rather is recognized as 
an expenditure when due. 

Because the focus of governmental funds is on short-tenn financing, sohle assets 
will not be available to pay for current period expenditures. Those assets are 
offset by deferred revenue in the funds. 

Internal service funds are used by management to charge the costs of capital lease 
financing, equipment maintenance services, printing and mailing services, and 
telecommunications and information systems to individual funds. The assets and 
liabilities of the internal service funds are included in governmental activities in the 
statement of net position. 

Net position of governmental activities 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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$ 1,668,561 

4.038,728 

19,128 

(4,011,220) 

(11,134) 

306,501 

(190,405) 

1,820,159 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes 

in Fund Balances 
Governmental Funds 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(with comparative total financial information for the year ended June 30, 2012) 

(In Thousands) 

General 
Fund 

Other 
Governmental 

Funds 

Total 
Governmental 

Funds 

Revenues: 
~~~~~~ 

Property taxes. ............... $1,122,008 $1,056,143 $ 299,756 $ 296,714 $ 1,421,764 $ 1,352,857 
Business taxes .... 479,627 435,316 504 2,362 480,131 437,678 
Sales and use tax ... 122,271 117,071 85,754 81,165 208,025 198,236 
Hotel room tax ...... 182,300 188,665 56,386 50,902 238,782 239,567 
Utility users tax. 91,871 91,676 91,871 91,676 
other local taxes. 359,808 353,889 359,808 353,889 
License5, permits and franchises ... 26,273 25,022 14,628 14,748 40,901 39,770 
Fines, forfeitures and penalties .. 6,226 8,444 43,615 21,646 49,841 30,090 
Interest and investment income ... 2, 125 10,262 5,364 21,109 7,489 31,371 
Rents and concession5 35,273 24,932 63,497 64,251 98,770 89,183 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal... 174,753 198,642 246,022 222,332 420,775 420,974 
State ..... 542,800 480,166 113,341 108,366 656,141 588,532 
other ... 3,072 38,717 33,181 41,789 33,181 

Charges for services ... 164,391 145,797 131,668 119,059 296,059 264,856 
Other .. ........ ~ ~ ~ 66544 ~ ~ 

Totel revenues. ···································· 3 327 036 3153115 1166124 1102379 4 493160 4,255 494 
Expenditures· 

Current 
Public protection ... 1,057,451 991,275 88,433 87,928 1,145,884 1,079,203 
Public works, transportation and commerce ... 68,014 52,815 155,204 198,064 223,218 250,879 
Human welfare and neighborhood development... 660,657 626,194 284,449 292,220 945,106 918,414 
Community health ... _ 634,701 545,962 100,035 107,301 734,736 653,263 
Culture and recreation ......... 105,870 100,246 222,924 210,910 328,794 311,156 
General administration and finance ... 186,342 182,898 24,796 20,259 211,138 203,157 
General City responsibilities ... 81,657 96,132 118 18 81,775 96,150 

Debt service: 
Principal rebrement.. ... 154,542 167,465 154,542 167,465 
Interest and fiscal charges ... 108,189 103,706 108,189 103,706 
Bond issuance costs ... 2,913 5,386 2,913 5,386 

Capital outlay .......... 410 994 270.094 410 994 270.094 
Total expenditures. ... 2 794 692 2 595 522 ~ 1463 351 4 347 289 4 058 873 
Excess (deficiency) of revenues over (under) expenditures ... 532 344 557 593 (386 473) {360,972) ~ 196621 

other financing sources (uses): 
Transfernin 195,272 120,449 252,462 215,151 447,734 335,600 
Transfers out (646,912) (553,190) (283,881) (189,529) (930,793) (742,719) 
Issuance of bonds and loans: 

Face value of bonds issued ... 557,490 804,090 557,490 804,090 
Face value of loans issued 5,890 4,359 5,890 4,359 
Premium on issuance of bonds. 64,469 89,336 64,469 89,336 

Payment to refunded bond escrow agent .... (487,390) (487,390) 
other financing sources-capital leases ... ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Total other financing sources (uses) ..... !447198) (429 059) 605458 444.639 158 260 ~ 
Extraordinary gainl([oss) from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency .... . ·································_·_·_· B514~ ____{ill) ~ 198,129 ~ ~ 
Net change in fund balances ..... ---1fLZ.12 ~ 281 796 ~ 409 515 

Fund balances at beginning of year ................... 455 725 328 006 1 081 356 799 560 1 537 081 1.127 566 
Fund balances at end of year. ..... ...................... $ 540 871 ~ $1127690 $1 081 356 $ 1668561 $1 537 081 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this 5tatement 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Reconciliation of the Statement of Revenues, 

Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balances of Governmental Funds 
to the Statement of Activities 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Net change in fund balances - total governmental funds 

Amounts reported for governmental activities in the statement of activities are different because: 

Governmental funds report capital outlays as expenditures. However, in the statement of activities 
the cost of those assets is allocated over their estimated useful lives and reported as depreciation 
expense. This is the amount by which capital outlays exceeded depreciation and loss on disposal of 
capital assets in the current period plus extraordinary loss on capital assets from dissolution of the 
Redevelopment Agency. 

Some expenses reported in the statement of activities do not require the use of current financial 
. resources and therefore are not reported as expenditures in governmental funds. This is the amount by 

which the increase in certain liabilities reported in the statement of net position of the previous year 
exceeded expenses reported in the statement of activities that do not require the use of current financial 
resources. 

Property tax revenues in the statement of activities that do not provide current financial resources 
are not reported as revenues in the funds. 

Some other revenues that do not provide current financial resources are not reported as revenues 
in the governmental funds but are recognized in the statement of activities. 

Governmental funds report expenditures pertaining to the establishment of certain deferred credits 
related to long-term loans made. These deferred credits are not reported on the statement of net 
position and, therefore, the corresponding expense is not reported on the statement of activities. 

Lease payments on the Moscone Convention Center Oncluding both principal and interest) are reported 
as expenditures in the governmental funds when paid. For the City es a whole, however, the principal 
portion of the payments serves to reduce the liability in the statement of net position. This is the amount 
of property rent payments expended in the governmental funds that were reclassified as capital lease 
principal and interest payments in the current period. 

Bond issue costs are expended in the governmental funds when paid and are capitalized and amortized 
in the statement of activities. This is the amount by which current year bond issue costs exceed 
amortization expense in the current period. 

The issuance of long-term debt and capital leases provides current financial resources to governmental 
funds, while the repayment of the principal of long-term debt and capital leases consume the current 
financial resources of governmental funds. These transactions, however, have no effect on net position. 
This is the amount by which bond and other debt proceeds exceeded principal retirement in the current 
period. 

Bond premiums are reported in the governmental funds when the bonds are issued, and 
are capitalized and amortized in the statement of net position. This is the amount of bond premiums 
capitalized during the current period. 

Interest expense in the statement of activities differs from the amount reported in the governmental 
funds because of additional accrued and accreted interest; amortization of bond discounts, premiums 
and refunding losses. 

The net revenues of the activities of internal service funds are reported with governmental activities. 

Change in net position of governmental activities 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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$ 131,480 

355,953 

(145,009) 

(6,696) 

(4,894) 

15,217 

14,560 

1,755 

(408,838) 

(64,469) 

6,382 

4,708 

(99,851) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Budgetary Comparison Statement - General Fund 

Year Ended June 30, 2013. 

Budgetary Fund Balance, July 1 

Resource~ (lnHows): 
Property la11es .••. 

Business taxes ............................ . 
Other local taxes: 

Sales lax .... 
Hotel room lax 
Utility users tax ..... 
Parking tax .... 
Real property transl'er tax .•..•••••...••••••••••••••••••••..•.••••.•••••• 

Licenses, permits, and franchises: 

Licenses and permits ...•... 
Franchise tax ... 

(In Thousands) 

Fines, forfeitures, and penalhes ................................................................................. . 

Interest and investment income..................... . .......................................... . 
Rents and concessions: 

Garages - Recreation and Park ..... 

Renls and concessions - Recreation and Park ....... 
Other rents and concessions ... 

lntargovernmental. 
Federal grants and subventions ... 
Stale subventions: 

Social service sub¥enlions ..... 
Health I mental heanh subventions ... . 

Health and welfare realignment. ................................... . 

Pubfic safety sales tax ·--··-···-····················· 
Motor vehicle in-lieu - county •...... 
Other grants and subventions 
Allowance for state revenue reduction 

Other ....................................................................................... ·· ............. . 
Charges for services: 

General government service charges... . ...................................... . 

Public safely service charges ..................................... . ................................................................ . 
Recreation charges - Recn!allon and Park ............................... . 
MediCal, MediCare and health service charges ... 

Other financing sources: 

Transfers from other lunds 

Repayment of loan from Component Unit ... 

Original 
Budge! 

Final 
Budget 

1,078,083 1,078,083 
452,606 452,806 

121,736 121,736 
193,966 193,966 

91,900 91,900 

76,530 76,530 
249,163 249,163 

9,462 9,462 

15,870 15.870 
7,174 7,194 

6,776 6,776 

7,286 
12,131 

2,007 

196,844 

61,415 

135,285 
210,937 

78,967 
805 

28;932 
(15,000) 

50,095 

24.444 
13,907 

78,317 

155,950 

6'Z7 

7.286 
12,131 

2,007 

200,761 

61,416 
137,858 

210,937 

78,967 
805 

28,552 

2,671 

53,150 
23,433 

13,913 

78,467 

195,388 

m 
Other resources (inflo"WS) ..... ······································ ____!l,§1Q. ~ 

3,436 699 

3,993 796 

Subtotal - Resources (lnfbl'l'S) 3 366,055 

Tolal amounts available for appropriation .... . ...................................... ··········-········ 3,486,709 

The notes lo !he financlal slalemenls are an integral part of this statement. 
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Actual Variance 
Budgetary Positive 

Basis (Negative) 

1,114,078 
479,627 

122,271 
182,396 

91,871 

81,645 

278.163 

10,130 

16,143 
6,226 

10,335 

20,081 

13,290 
3,014 

197,145 

86,186 
112,355 

235,402 
83,238 

805 

32,826 

3,072 

58,384 

27,886 

17,101 
61,137 

195,061 

~ 
3,554,513 

~ 

35,995 
26,821 

535 

(11,570) 

(29) 
5,115 

29,000 

668 
273 

(968) 

3,559 

12,795 
1,159 

1,007 

(3,616) 

24,770 
(25,503) 

24,465 

4,271 

4,274 

5,234 
4,453 

3,188 

(17,330) 

(327) 

(627) 

~ 
~ 

---11!&!.i 
(Continued) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Budgetary Comparison Statement - General Fund (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Original 
Budget 

Final 
Budget 

Charges to Appropriations {Outflows): 
Public Protection 

Actual Variance 
Budgetary Positive 

Basis {Negative) 

Adult Probation ............ . ................. $ Z2,514 $ 

37,029 

40,321 
297,706 

34,482 

417,610 

26,651 
147,315 

21,394 $ 20,830 $ 
36,763 

43,076 
296,587 

29,273 
430,426 

27,338 
138,481 

564 
322 

21 

435 

District Attorney .............. . 
Emergency Communications ... . 

Fire Department.. .......................... . 

Juvenile Probation .. . 
Police Department.. .. 

Public Defender. ... 
Sheriff .... 

Super\or Court ........... . 

Sublolal- Public Protection 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Board of Appeals................. . ................................. .. 
Business and Economic Development .... 

General Services Agency - Public Works ... 

Hetch Helohy ..... . 
Municipel Transportation Agency ... 

Subtotal - Public Worli;s, Transportation and Commerce 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 

. .. .. ........................ .. .... 32 848 

932 

28,698 

37,699 

Children, Youth and Their Families ................................................................. . 27,760 
3,593 

116 

Commission on the Status or Women ................................ . 

County Education Office ................................. . 
Environment..... . ....................................................... . 
Human Rights Commission...... . .............................. . 
Human Services .... 
Mayor - Housing/Neighborhoods .................................. . 

Subtotal - Human Well'are and Neighborhood Development 

Community Health 

Public Health ......... . 

Culture and Recreation 
Academy of Sciences 

Art Commission ... . 
Asian Art Museum ........................................... . 

Fme Arts Museum .............. . 
Law Library 

Recreation and Park Commission 

Subtotal - Culture and Recreation 

1,216 
637,690 

.. 609 892 

4,027 

9,700 
7,831 

12,865 
738 

...... -··········· ... ....... 75,905 

111,066 

The notes lo the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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37,0B5 

43,097 
297,022 

30,617 

430,432 
27,356 

138,519 
32,602 

1,056 324 

918 

17,046 

49,632 
398 

_____ill 

26,606 

3,964 

116 
153 

1.210 
633,354 

4,027 
B,732 

7.538 
12,637 

736 

~ 
105,580 

~ 
1,055,457 

861 

17,046 

49,062 
385 

25,567 

3,960 
116 
153 
992 

623,927 

3,975 

8,731 
7,477 

12.203 
648 

1,344 

18 

38 
__ 1_19 

~ 

57 

570 
13 

1,119 
24 

218 
9,427 

52 

1 

61 
434 

" -(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Net Position - Proprietary Funds 

June 30, 2013 
(with comparative financial information as of June 30, 2012) 

(In Thousands) 

Business-type Activities • Enterprise Funds 

Major Funds 

Son Helch Son 

Other Fund 

S•n 
Francisco Francisco Hetchy Municipal 

Transportation 
Agency 

General 
Hospital 
Medical 
Center 

Francisco Port of Laguna Francisco Governmental Activities. 
International Waler Water and Wastewater San Honda Market Total Internal Service Funds 
~ Enterprise Power Enterprise Francisco Hospital Corporation ~ ~, ~~ 

Assets and Deferred Outnows or Resources 
Assets: 
Current Assets· 

DepositsandlnvestmentswithCityTreasury... $ 364,687 $ 322,090 $196,263 $ 665,860 $ 62,135 $ 91,400 $ 80,366 $ 23,291 $1,606,112 $1,284,156 $ 32,366 $ 33,639 
Deposits and lnvestmenls outside City Treasury.. 10 138 10 3,735 10 161 5 2 5,737 9,806 10,067 10 
Receivables (net of allowance for 

uncollect1ble amounts of $44, 179 and 
$44,315 in 2013 and 2012, respectively): 

Federal and state grants and subventions .... 
Charges for services .. . 
lnlerest and other ..... . 

Capita.I lease receivable .. . 
Due from other funds .. . 
D4e from component un!I.... 
Inventories .... 
Dererred charges and other assets ... 
Restrlcled assefs: 

32,485 
939 

87 
BT7 

Deposits and Investments with City Treasury.... 89,816 

2,345 142 
49,717 11,622 

9,164 n 

268 12,790 
200 

7,564 
3,712 

Deposits and Investments outsrde City Treasury.... 55,416 60, 111 1,814 
Grants and other receivables... ~ 

Total current assets......................................... 558,089 451,397 

Noncurrenl assets. 
Dererred charges and other assets ..... 
Capital lease receivable ..... 
Advances to component unit.: .. 
Restricted assets· 

26,329 31,966 300 

3,427 

96,007 108 
16,262 62,806 
6,351 91,361 

6,462 

56,986 7.727 

'" 

'" 

16,439 
34,426 

1,035 

" 
3,202 

1,364 21,546 
2,655 20,422 
1,634 73 

435 

1,192 
147 

1,131 
909 

43,234 27,129 
40,394 3,258 4,780 

4,133 1,853 1,407 

30 

29 

146 

139,951 
230,425 
110,834 

20,043 
200 

78,225 
6,087 

160,179 
165,919 

____BZE 
2,741 555 

66,776 

3,427 

94,275 
237,630 
85,697 

32,174 
200 

75,700 
7,699 

137,632 
189,098 

~ 
2,t67,444 

81,217 

3,627 

Deposits and investments with City Treasury .. 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ... 
Grants and other receivables ... 

84,561 1,090,566 14,908 6,316 
5,530 
3,138 

251,439 1,449,790 1,746,544 
300,318 210, 709 708 5,162 13,971 

15,014 
160 596,558 688,881 

36,116 5,963 101 7,813 70, 145 25,653 
Capital assets: 

Land and olherassetsnot being depreciated .... 
Facilities, Infrastructure, and 

230,352 1, 550, 675 93, 737 585,622 43, 170 215,494 115,354 3,289 2,837,693 

equipment, net of depreciation ........................... 3 490 439 2 308 253 255173 ~ 37 175 1 445,349 293 678 562 969 
562,989 
593 381 

692,744 

~ 
~ 
~ 

10003198 
12,840,891 
15,027 587 

17,769,142 

To1al capital assels... ...... ..... 3 720,791 3,658,928 348,910 2,192,682 80,345 1,660,643 409,032 
Total noncurrenl assets.... .. . ............. ~ 5258132 368354 2,210454 65507 1924228 410885 

Total assets .. 4,728,204 5,709,529 595,340 3,062,450 309,654 2,113,373 545,375 12,473 
Deferred oulflows of resources for ac.cumula\ed 
decreases In fair value of hedging derivatives... ~ 

Total assets and dererred ournows of resources .......... 4 792 947 

The notes lo the financial slalements are an integral part of this sla.lemenl. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Fund Net Position 

Proprietary Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(with comparative total financial infonmation for the year ended June 30, 2012) 
(In Thousands) 

Business-type Activities - Enterprise Funds 

Major Funds Other Fund 

San San Helch Son Son 
Francisco Francisco Helchy Municipal 

Transportation 
Agency' 

General 
Hospital 
Medical 
Center 

Francisco Port of Laguna Francisco Governmental Activities· 
lnternalional Water Water and Wastewater San Honda Market Total lnlernal Service Funds 
·~ Enterprise Power Enterprise Francisco Hospltal Corporation --1!!..!!_ ~ ~ ___!!:!!____ 

Operating revenues: 
Aviatlon ... 413,916 $ - $ 
Waler and power service ... 
Passenger fees ... 
NetpaUenlservlcerevenue ..... 
Sewerser11lce ... 
Renlsandconcesstons ..... . 
Parking and transportation .. . 
Other charges for services ... . 

129,545 
113,551 

700,513 133,662 

9,599 245 

218,939 
726,711 

2,696 
235,479 

56,116 
17,774 

132,520 

Other revenues .... 

Total operating revenues .... 
······~~ 

·····················~~133927 

7,547 
212,732 

17,677 
_.ELl1Q 

~ 
----2.Qfil. ----1LQ!§. ~ ~ 

734 496 252 554 BO 202 133 748 

Operating expenses: 
Personal services ... 
Contracfualservlces .. 
Light, heat and power .. .. 
Materlalsandsupp!les ... .. 
Depreciation and amortization ..... 
General and administrative .... 
Serv!cesprovldedbyother 

239,194 
62,939 
19,250 
14,036 

176,522 
2,607 

departments..... 14,576 
Other .................................................. ~ 

Totaloperallnge)(penses ................................ ~ 

Operalinglncome(loss) ................................. ~ 

Nonoperating revenues(expenses): 
Operating grants· 

Federal. ... 
Stale/other .... 

lnlerestandlnvesl.menllncome(loss) .... 1,666 
(195,503) lnlelllstexpense ..... 

Other, nel.... ............... ~ 
Totalnonoperalingrevenues 

(expenses) ... 

lncome(loss)beforecapl\al 
conl.r1bullonsandtransfers... .. (25,667) 

Capitalconlrtbutlons.... 65,958 
Transfers In .... 
Transrersoul .................................................... ~ 

Change lnnelposlllon... 3,807 
Netposltlon(deficit)albeglnnlngofyear ............ ~ 
Net position (deficit) al end of year... .. . . . $ 294 419 

119,151 
12,619 

13,074 
75,448 
25,563 

57,684 

48,621 
5,645 

20,891 
3,002 

15,457 
29,636 

6,706 

606,707 
109,755 

86,750 
122,479 

37,066 

454,299 
184,777 

73,061 
5,701 
1,216 

64,155 
13,416 

10,461 
48,347 
19,716 

32,694 
6,630 
2,040 
1,546 

16,367 
3,616 

57,036 39,061 34,141 17,221 

~ ~ 

177,729 
7,643 

16,626 
15,792 

6,161 

~ 126160 ~ 756137 206260 79962 226371 

____ilL_ill. ____§lfil_ ~ (236391 ~ ~ (92 625) 

4,593 

(261) 
(142,065) 

_21.i.QQ!. 

310,979 

66,375 

~ 
374,463 
358495 

$ 732956 

373 

(205) 
(1,630) 

~ 

6,021 

---1!QID 
5,625 

512652 

$ 518 477 

11,387 
133,063 

(623) 
(2,841) 

~ 

(363,261) 
178,216 
379,631 

_____Q&!1) 
170,957 

~ 
$ 2 266 437 

54,269 

(711) 

29,919 

138,356 
(153476) 

14,799 

~ 
$ 175650) 

19,050 

524 
(15,467) 

____§_.llQ. 

53,671 

919 
_____fill 

54,559 
1 100353 

$ 1154912 

1,469 

24 (120) 
(1,440) (7,466) 

~~ 

54B 
7,5n 

19,565 

27,690 
335476 

$363166 

(64,661) 

69,306 

....illiilll 
(9,632) 

417509 

$407 877 

Thenotestothefinanclal&tatementsareanlnlegralpartofthlsstatement. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Net Position - Proprietary Funds (Continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(with comparative financial information as of June 30, 2012) 

(In Thousands) 

Business-type Activities - Enterprise Funds 

1,715 

270 
665 

6 
280 

9 

36' 

Major Funds Other Fund 
San San Hetch General San --.,-,-

$ 413,918 
634,195 
218,939 
661,231 
235,479 
207,748 
344,057 

19,592 

~ 
3279275 

1,761,020 
404,691 

42,181 
216,786 
474,393 
119,657 

$ 374,767 
451,235 
200,972 
733,647 
233,626 
199,313 
230,719 

3,905 
124973 

2 553 359 

1,718,401 
356,903 

43,746 
210,373 
444,961 
134,564 

234,630 216,967 

~~ 
3 291 223 3156 391 

~ (603032) 

36,672 
187,332 

1,009 
(387,125) 

~ 

33,157 
167,161 
62,533 

(353,868) 
267778 

(92,123) (366,271) 
251,753 173,975 
694,352 552,441 

~~ 
642,636 36,792 

5031266 4992474 

$5674102 $5031266 

90 

106,662 97,266 

44,661 43,465 
34,654 29,727 

19,098 15,041 
1,677 1,691 

509 365 

6,403 5,331 
_____ru. ---12± 

106 189 96 344 

_(!.fill ~ 

6,260 6,475 
(5,983) (6,005) 

-. __ 1 ------11± 

(1,139) 

177 

~ 
(1,286) 

~ 
~ 

1,516 

29 

~ 
329 

~ 
~ 

Francisco Francisco Hetchy Municlpal Hospital Francisco Port ol Laguna Francisco Governmental Activities • 
International Waler Waler and Transportation Medical WHtewater San Honda Markel Total Internal Service Funds 
~ Enterprise~~~ Enterprise Francisco Hospital Corporation ~ ~ ~___!!:!!____ 

Llabllllles 
Current liabilities: 

Accountspaysble.... . ........................ $ 33,222 $ 6,214 $ 10,791 $ 99,631 
34,107 
17,207 
14,366 
15,301 

Accrued payroll. .. 13,571 9,421 3,099 
Accruedvaca11onandslckleavepay .... 
Accruedworkera'compensalion ..... 

8,167 6,044 1,761 
1,121 1,364 418 

Esllmatedclalmspayable ...... . 755 2,976 1,152 
DuetootherfUnds ... 33 
Deferred credits and other llabHities.... 51,923 21,833 122 234,566 
AccNed Interest payable.... 37,251 229 948 
Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables.... 391, 752 196,860 1,585 3,315 
Llabl!Ulespayablefromrestrlcleclassets: 

Bonds, loans, capital leases, and o\herpayables.... 207,706 
Accrued Interest payable..... 28,158 
other...... . ............................ ~ 133884 ____12g -----1.QlQ 

Totalcurrenlllabilitles ................................... ~ 415687 ---29.i.1ll!. ~ 
Noncurrentllabllllies 

AccNedvacaUonandslck1eavepay .... 
AccNedwor1rers'compensatlon .... 
otherposlemploymentbenefilsobllga\lon .... 
Estimated claims payable .... 
Deferredcreclttsandotherllabllltles .. 

7,432 
4,112 

90,713 
607 

5,673 
7,135 

85,829 
7,909 

23,972 
Bonds, Joans, capital leases, and otherpayab!es...... 3,517,917 4,430,166 
Oerlva11velnstrumentsllabllltle&... .~ 

Totalnoncurrentllabilllies ..... ....... ..... ....... .. . 3702319 4560684 
Totalllabllltles.... . . . .............................. 4 498 528 4 976 571 

1,537 11,947 
2,005 74,636 

17,559 160,657 
2,265 22,336 

22,336 
33,056 63,357 

56444~ 

76863~ 

$ 36,163 $ 6,479 
24,9.49 5,716 
12,027 3,176 
3,433 748 

2,768 
1,198 2,006 

63,159 2,161 
116 10,190 

2,419 33,343 

----1J.2:§!_ 
163464 ~ 

9,633 2,837 
18,994 3,583 

171,476 32,565 
5,610 

571 
21,937 818,951 

222,040 864117 
~ 958461 

$ 12,740 $ 6,694 
2,098 10,138 
1,239 5,396 

390 2,162 
1,332 

27,290 
14,768 28,005 

826 1,816 
840 5,443 

1,091 4,265 
2,325 11,452 

16,056 63,153 
350 

84,537 
36,325 145,595 

NetPoaillon 
Netlnvestmenllncapllalassets ..... 
Reslricted: 

(52,561) 398,190 323,437 2,125,062 61,123 1,060,681 319,829 429,467 

Debt service .... 
Capltalprojects. 

19,757 32,723 
139,981 103,616 

5,530 
7,75'2 

Olherpuiposes.... 10,384 

,., 
2,931 

Unrestrlcted(deficit) ......................................................... ~ 198429 187268 ~ (138973) ~ 

Totalnetposlllon(delicil) .................................. ~ $732958 $518477 ~ $(75850) $1154,912 

27,139 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of 1hls 5latement. 

34 

18,523 
2,357 

(42,470) 

~ 

564 

203 

$ 212,498 
103,099 
55,019 
24,002 
24.284 
30,567 

436,740 
51,300 

635,557 

207,700 
26,158 

224549 
2033561 

44,415 
124,442 
658,000 

39,297 
111.416 

9,067,306 

~ 
10126222 
12159 763 

$ 211,620 
100,384 

53,306 
25,230 
20,849 
30,907 

325,979 
45,467 

562,010 

35,842 
26,837 

180626 
1 641 039 

44,660 
119,226 
552,217 
36,144 
64,225 

9,067,262 

~ 
10020813 
11661852 

6,371 4,691,579 4,538,990 

58,970 53,951 
299,942 176,570 

13,046 18,913 
610 565 242 642 

~ $5,031,266 

$ 5,526 $ 7,544 
2,391 2,323 
1,.406 1,475 

290 183 

1,963 2,821 
60,114 65,664 

1,650 1,758 
21,144 19,390 

1,3:24 
1,218 

17,847 

242,718 

5,556 

1,604 
612 

15,300 

255,696 

4,652 

~~ 
~~ 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Cash Flows (Continued) 

Proprietary Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(with comparative total financial information for the year ended June 30, 2012) 
(In Thousands) 

Business·typeActivilies-EnterpriseFunds 
Major Funds Other Fund 

San San Hetch General San --s,-,-
Fr;incisco Francisco Hetchy Municipal Hospital Francisco Laguna Francisco Governmental Activities. 

International Water Waterand Transportation Medical Wastewi!lte.- PortofS:m Honda Market Total lnlernalServiceFunds 

Reconciliationofoperallngincome(loss)lo 
~~~~~Enterprise Francisco~ Corporation ~___l21L_~~ 

netcash~vldedby(usedin)operellngac~villes: 

Opera~r.g!ncome(loss) ......................................................... ~ ~ L...3.Zfil ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Adjustmentsfornon-cashandolheraclivities: 

Depraciatl:lnandamor1izallon ... . 
ProvlslonloruncoHeclibles ..... . 
Wrlta-oftofcapilalassets ...... . 
Olher .. 
Changesinassel5'1J:abllilies· 

Receivables,nst .... . 
Duefromolherfunds ... . 
Inventories ..... 
Deferredchargesandolherassets ...... . 
Accounl3payable ...... . 
Accnedpayroll ..... . 
Accruedvacationand3ickleavepay .... 
Accrued workers' compensation ... 
01\ler poslemployment benefrts obligation ..... . 
Estimated claims payable ... 
DLll!lootherflJnds .... 
Deferredcredrtsandolherliabillties ..... . 

Total adjustments ...... . 
Netcashprov1dedby(used in) operating 

acbvrties ....... . 

Reconc11iabonofceshandcashequivalents 
tolhesbtementafnetposition: 

DepositsandinVe5!mentswflhCityTreesury: 

176,522 
(811) 

4,J93 

8,423 

26 

4,290 
36 
(3~ 
158 

14,689 

75,448 
483 

2,392 
1,691 

36,226 
(34) 

318 

(2,276) 
66 

(826) 
SJS 

12,820 
1,790 

·······~~ 

15.457 

1,562 

(1,7J1) 
831 
(40) 

1,228 
(8,837) 

306 
214 
102 

3,257 

122.479 
52 

33,132 

(18,000) 

(2,205) 
200 

15,990 
978 
875 

1,363 
27,288 

3,006 
(3,698) 

~ 
~ 

5,701 

(49,061) 
271 

(55J) 

5,911 

'" 765 
432 

29,278 

46,347 
140 

5,621 
978 

(1,594) 
(60) 
63 

05~ 
(15,011) 

393 
31S 
404 

6,052 
(160) 
(132) 

~ 
~ 

16,367 
(295) 

274 
(160) 
(128) 

(00) 
(243) 

16 
(82) 

2,666 
'6 

15,792 

5,135 

947 
404 
(8~ 

1,076 
9,541 

~ ---1MQ! 
~~ 

280 

(1~ 

(1) 
HE 

Unreslncled .... . .................... $ 364,687 $ 
174,377 

322,090 $ 196,283 $ 665,860 $ 
6,316 

62,135 $ 91,400 s 
251,439 

50,366 $ 
43,234 

23,291 $ 
Restricted .... 

DeposHsandinvestmentsoutsideo!CityTreasury· 
Unrestricted. 

1,090,566 14,908 

10 138 
Restricted ..... . .............................. ~330820 
Totaldeposhsandlnvestments .... 
Less·lnveslmenl3outsideofCiiyTreasurynol 
meetingthedeflnltlonofcashequivalenls ..... . 

Cashandcashequivatentsatendofyear 

894,806 1,74J.614 

27,129 

3,735 10 161 5 2 

~~~~~ 
683,441 67,XJ7 383,394 126,863 69,173 

5,737 
-----1Q§ 

6,043 

474,393 
(431) 

9,575 
41,053 

(19,005) 
1,282 

(2,525) 
800 

1,040 
2,62.8 
1,247 
3,968 

105,791 
6,358 

(J,830) 

~ 
~ 

444,961 
(2,450) 
12,397 

111,525 

(13,574) 
(8,500) 

(130) 
(4,320) 
19,068 
19,157 

7,626 
(3,730) 

103,251 
(31,219) 

3,605 

~ 
687051 

1,677 

22,591 

(1,627) 
68 

'"n S1J 
2,467 

1,691 

124 

17,044 

1.749 
3'8 
3S 

121 
2,474 

190 (72) 

~~ 
~~ 

$ 1,506,112 $ 1,284,156 $ 32,368 $ 33,639 
1,609,969 1,884,176 

9,808 10,067 10 
782477 877979 ---2QJ.1.i 66529 

4,188,300 4,056,378 92.482 100,178 

onstatemenlofcashflows........ . ........................ ~ S1572669 $212781 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $3637539 ~ s 82905 ~ 
Non-cashcapilalandrelatedfinanclngactlvities· 

Acqulsitl:lnofcapitalassetsonaccountspayable 
and capital lease...... . .................. $ 57,050 $ 133,884 S 1,262 $ - $ $ 27,757 $ 8.484 $ 4,139 $ 20 S 232,5.96 $ 2CD,950 $ 2,104 S 3,455 

ln-klndconlribulionforpierdemolition ...... . 22 
Tenantlmprovemen1sr1nencedbyrentcredits ...... . 45,670 
Natcapilab'zedlnterest. ... . 3,710 78,131 37 6,0'.20 305 
Accruedfireinsurance3etUement .... 
Donatedmvenlory ..... 2,759 
Capitalcontribulionsandotllernoncashcapil.alitems .... 1,777 
Bond refunding... 68,875 
lnterfundloan.... 40 1,573 

Thenoleslolhefir.ancialstatemen1sareanl'ltegralpar1of\h'sstatement 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Cash Flows 

Proprietary Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(with comparative total financial information for the year ended June 30, 2012) 
(In Thousands) 

Business-tyee Activitiu ·Enterprise Funds 
Major Funds 

San Hetch General 

22 4,100 
45,670 
68,203 82,117 

4,500 
2,759 2,996 
1,777 159,927 

68,875 1,204,069 
1,613 6,401 

OlherFund --.. -,-
Francisco Francisco Hetchy Municipal HosplLal Francisco Laguna Francisco Governmental AcUYities • 

International Water Waler and Tram1portation Medical Wastewater Port of San Honda Markel Total Internal Service Funds 
~ Enterprise~~~ Enterprise~~ Corporation ~___l21L_~~ 

Cashnowsfromoperatingactivities· 
Cashreceivedfromcustomers,includlngcashdepos1ts.... . .. S 744,328 $ 753,474 $ 136,786 $ 511,133 

5,176 
{570,351) 
(289,505) 

~ 
~ 

$ 679,040 
2,6915 

{423,137) 
(292,779) 

s 247,632 $ 15,199 
62,576 

(30,471) 
(32,799) 

$ 152,683 $ 1,695 
Cashrecei'iedlromlenarrtsforrent....... 9,15J 249 
Cashpaidtoemployaasforservices...... (224,141) (104,394) (42,234) 
Cashpaidlosuppliersforgoodsandiillrvices.... (152,825) (104,669) (72,918) 
Cash paid for judgments and claims.... . . ........................ ----~ _____Q.11§ 

Netcashprovidedby(uiilldin}cperatlngaclivilies ....... ~ 549938~ 
Cashflowsl'romnonc:apitalfinanclngacti'iities: 

Operating grants ..... . 
Translersin .... 
Transfers out ... (36,464) 
Othernoncapitalfinancinglncreases ... . 
Othernoncapitallinancingdecreases ... . ......... : ............. ~ 

Nelcashprovidedby(usedin) 
noncapitalfinancingactivilles ..... 

Cashflowsrtumcapitaland1el!ltedfinancingactivl~as: 

Capttalgrentsandothertaxasrestricledforcapilalpurposes .... 
Transfersin .... . 
Transfers out .... . 
Bondsaleproceactsandloansrecei'ied ..... . 
Proceedsfromsaleltranslerofcapitalassels ....... . 
Proceeds lftlm commert:lal paper borrowings ........ . 
Proceedsrrompassengerfacilitycharges .. 
Acquls1ll:lnofcapitalassets ..... . 
Rellremen!ofcapttalleases,bondsandloans ....... . 
Bondissuecostspaid ...... . 
lnterestpa1dondebl. .. 
Othercapitalfinanc1nglncreases ... . 

37,983 

170,075 
87,033 

(181,029) 
(152,555) 

(195,639) 

2,5SIO 
60,984 

2,500 

26,295 
3,259 

(636,189') 
(100,271) 

(66~ 
(236,269) 

26,051 

(196) 

(27,235) 
(1,277) 

(1,877) 
925 

149,700 
310,481 

(J,901) 
6,1XJ 

255,648 
69,440 

70,153 
4 

{220,397) 
{45,765) 

(643) 
(1,77J) 

62,177 
138,356 

{153,476) 

{13,745) 
(2,349) 

(711) 
1,776 

877 
(75,353) 
(84,913) 

~ 

2,XJ4 
919 
(31) 

580,179 

65,000 

(153,300) 
(329,619) 

(1,791) 
(22,245) 

4,292 

2,329 
1,310 

4,296 

6,650 
18,255 

(82,597) 
(""l 

(2,334) 
36,187 

(186,790) 
(31,876) 

11 
89,279 
(9,312) 

~ 

27 
(4,965) 

(XJ,410) 
(5,213) 

(7,584) 

(270) 
(575) -

(628) 

Other capital financing decreases ... . ~~~ 
Netcashprovidedby(usedin} 

capital and related linanc\n9ac~vlties .... 
CashOowsfrominvestingac\Pl!ties: 

Purohasesafinvestrnentswithtruslees .... (2,148,780) 
Proceedsrromsaleofinvestmenbwithtrustees...... 2,147,700 
tnterestandlnvestmentincome~oss)...... 15,376 
OlherinveslingactivHies...... ··----

Netcashprovidedby(usedin)inves\ingaclivities ................ ~ 
Netincrease(decrease)incashandcashequiva~nts..... 82,407 
Cashandcashequivalents-beglnningofyaar ................... ~ 

Cashandcashequivalents-endofyear. . ............. $ 539647 

(228,368) 
321,321 

(23) 

(2,133) 
2,'62 
{156) (562) 

(168,503) 
178,589 

861 

(12,691) 
151 

(251) 

92,930 7J~ ~--77~ 
(276,849)(10,449) 239,842~)260,140(10,348)(45,847) 

1651538 223210~~~136796101049 

$1,572,669~$683,441~$374,305$126450$55,202 

Thenoleslothefinancialstatementsarean1ntegralpartoflhisstatement 
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4 
-------,OS 
_2fil! 

~ 

$3,241,970 $2,649,449 
50,727 74,941 

(1,637,141) (1,588,200) 
{1,083,061) (1,025,677) 

~~ 
605967~ 

219,404 176,545 
601,329 454,624 

(203,380) (185,240) 
10,426 10,822 

~~ 

301,0'.20 
90,222 
{4,965) 

676,627 
3,352 

255,075 
87,033 

(1,347,530) 
(705,654) 

(J,101) 
(468,432) 

69,231 

~ 

(2,560,575) 
2,650,123 

15,328 

362,89'3 
47,766 

1,530,942 
2,636 

34,450 
78,156 

(1,276,776) 
{373,212) 

(12,03J) 
(430,459) 

64,003 

~ 

(2,803,695) 
2,824,462 

84,447 

$133,734 

(41,960) 
(79,920) 

177 
(324) 

11,829 

(1,9915) 
(22,970) 

(143) 
(5,915) 

(4,727) 
5,042 

293 

~ 
107 

-----c7.3e1> 
~ 
$ 82,905 

$118,566 

(40,480) 
(69,035) 

29 
(1,216) 

10,150 

(929) 
(17,545) 

(532) 
{6,00'.2) 

14,489 
S93 

__@ 

~ 
8,080 

82206 

$ 90,286 

(Continued) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Fiduciary Net Position 

· Fiduciary Funds 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ... 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury: 

Cash and deposits 
Short-term investments ..• 
Alternative investments ........................ ·······-········-·-·· 
Debt securities. 
Equity securities. .. 
Real estate ... 
Foreign currency contracts, net ... 

Invested in securities lending collateral ... 
Receivables: 

Employer and employee contributions 
Brokers, general partners and others 
Federal and state grants end subventions 

June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Due from pnmary government. ......................................... . 
Interest and other ........................................................................................ .. 

Deferred charges and other assets.. . ...........................• 
Capital assets (net of accumulated depreciabon)... .. ..................................................... . 

Total assets ................................................. . 

Llabllltfes 
Accounts payable ............. . 
Estimated claims payable .. 
Due to primary government ............................... .. 
Agency obligations .............................. .. ................................. .. 
Bond interest payable ..................................................... . 
Payable to brokers..... . .......................... . 
Deferred Retirement Option Program liabilities 
Payable to borrowers of securities .. 
Deferred credits and other liabilities ..... . 
Advances from primary government .......................................... . 
long-term obligations. 

Total liabilrbes 

Net Position 
Agency funds .................. . 
Held in trust for. 

Pension and other employee benefits .. 
External pool participants ... 
Redevelopment dissolution ......... . 

Pension, Other 
Employee and 

Other Post-
Employment 
Benefit Trust lnvesbnent 

Funds Trust Fund 

173,164 • 329,891 

60,874 105 
572,556 

2,129,578 
4,290,577 
8,621,434 
1,430,711 

(7,403) 
1,004,266 

78,714 
315,076 

40,165 154 

---
18709712 ~ 

34,331 2,174 
25,593 

445,447 
20,502 

1,005,161 
58,596 

1 589630 ---6..'!Zi 

17,120,082 
327,976 

Private-
Purpose Agency 

Trust fund Funds 

• 190,781 • 155,244 

145 
170,160 

59,737 

3,541 
260 

15,047 174,324 
13,432 34,538 

~ 
594,923 423988 

11,740 • 23,796 

2,416 
400,192 

21,351 

1,808 
20,067 

994 532 

1 051.914 423 988 

~---
Total net position (deficit). 17,120,082 ~ .$ (456,991) -·----

The notas to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statement of Changes in Fiduciary Net Position 

Fiduciary Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Additions: 

Pension, other 
Employee and 

Other Post-
Employment Private-
Benefit Trust Investment Purpose 

Funds Trust Fund ~ 

Redevelopment property tax revenue ............................... . """""' $ 
Charges for services ..................................................... . 
Contributions: 

Employees' contributions. 
Employer contributions ............................................... . 
Contributions to pooled investments .. . 

Total contnbubons. 

Investment income: 
Interest. ................................. . 
Dividends. 
Net appreciation in fair val.ue of investments. . ........................... . 
Securities lending income.. . ......................... . """"'"""'""""'---="' 

Total investment income ..... ' """""' "' """"' """"' """"""""""""" ---'=="'-
Less investment expenses: 

Securities lending borrower rebates and expenses. 
Other investment expenses..... ..... .................... .. . ........................................ . 

Total investment expenses. 
Other add1bons. 

Total additions, net... 

Deductions: 
Neighborhood development .............................. . 
Depreciation .... 
Interest on debt ... 
Benefit payments .................. . 
Refunds of contributions ........................................ . 

····························-----

Distribution from pooled investments ................................................ . 
Administrative expenses .................................................................................... .. 

Total deductions. 

Extraordinary gain from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency ...................................... . 

Change in net position .... 
Net position (deficit) at begmnmg of year ..... 

Net posibon (deficit) at end ofyear .... 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Notes to Basic Financial Statements 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

(1) THE FINANCIAL REPORTING ENTITY 

San Francisco is a city and county chartered by the State of California and as such can exercise the 
powers as both a city and a county under state law. As required by generally. accepted accounting 
principles, the accompanying financial statements present the City and County of San Francisco (the 
City or primary government) and its component units. The component units discussed below are 
included in the City's reporting entity because of the significance of their operations or financial 
relationships with the City. 

As a government agency, the City is exempt from both federal income taxes and California State 
franchise taxes. 

Blended Component Units 

Following is a description of those legally separate component units for which the City is financially 
accountable that are blended with the primary government because of their individual governance or 
financial relationships to the City. 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) -The voters of the City created SFCTA in 
1989 to impose a voter-approved sales and use tax of one-half of one percent, for a period not to 
exceed 20 years, to fund essential traffic and transportation projects. In 2003, the voters approved 
Proposition K, extending the city-wide one-half of one percent sales tax with a new 30 year plan. A 
board consisting of the eleven members of the City's Board of Supervisors serving ex officio governs 
the SFCTA The SFCTA is reported in a special revenue fund in the City's basic financial statements. 
Financial statements for the SFCTA can be obtained from their finance and administrative offices at 
1455 Market Street, 22"' Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

San Francisco City and County Finance Corporation (The Finance Corporation) - The Finance 
Corporation was created in 1990 by a vote of the electorate to allow the City to lease-purchase 
$20 million (plus 5% per year growth) Of equipment using tax-exempt obligations. Although legally 
separate from the City, the Finance Corporation is reported as if it were part of the primary 
government because its sole purpose is to provide lease financing to the City. The Finance 
Corporation is governed by a three-member board Of directors approved by the Mayor and the Board 
of Supervisors. The Finance Corporation is reported as an internal service fund. Financial statements 
for the Finance Corporation can be obtained from their administrative offices at City Hall, Room 336, 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

San Francisco Parking Authority (The Parking Authority) - The Parking Authority was created in 
October 1949 to provide services exclusively to the City. In accordance with Proposition D authorized 
by the City's electorate in November 1988, a City Charter amendment created the Parking and Traffic 
Commission (PTC). The PTC consists of five commissioners appointed by the Mayor. Upon creation 
Of the PTC, the responsibility to oversee the City's off-street parking operations was transferred from 
the Parking Authority to the PTC. The staff and fiscal operations of the Parking Authority were also 
incorporated into the PTC. Beginning on July 1, 2002, the responsibility for overseeing the operations 
of the PTC became the responsibility of the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) pursuant to 
Proposition E, which was passed by the voters in November 1999. Separate financial statements are 
not prepared for the Parking Authority. Further information about the Parking Authority can be 
obtained from the MTA administrative offices at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 71

" Floor, San Francisco, 
CA 94102. 

Discretely Presented Component Unit 

Treasure Island Development Authority (The TIDA) - The TIDA is a nonprofit public benefit 
corporation. The TIDA was authorized in accordance with the Treasure Island Conversion Act of 
1997. Seven commissioners who are appointed by the Mayor, subject to confirmation by the City's 
Board of Supervisors, govern the TIDA. The specific purpose Of the TIDA is to promote the planning, 
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redevelopment, reconstruction, rehabilitation, reuse, and conversion of the property known as Naval 
Station Treasure Island for the public interest, convenience, welf~re, and common benefit of the 
inhabitants of the City. The TIDA has adopted as its mission the creation of affordable housing and 
economic development opportunities on Treasure Island. 

The TIDA's governing body is not substantively the same as that of the City and does not provide 
services entirely or almost entirely to the City. The TIDA is reported in a separate column to 
emphasize that it is legally separate from the City. The City is financially accountable for the TIDA 
through the appointment of the TIDA's Board and the ability of the City to approve the TIDA's budget. 
Disclosures related to the TIDA, where significant, are separately identified throughout these notes. 
Separate financial slatements are not prepared for TIDA. Further information about TIDA can be 
obtained from their administrative offices at 410 Palm Avenue, Building 1, Room 223, Treasure 
Island, San Francisco, CA 94130. 

Fiduciary Component Unit 

Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco 
(Successor Agency) - The Successor Agency was created on February 1, 2012 to serve as a 
custodian for the assets and to wind down the affairs of the former San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency pursuant to California Redevelopment Dissolution Law. The Successor Agency is governed 
by the Successor Agency Commission, commonly known as the Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, and is a separate public entity from the City. The Commission has five 
members, which serve at the pleasure of the City's Mayor and are subject to confirmation by the 
Board of Supervisors. The City is financially accountable for the Successor Agency through the 
appointment of the Commission and a requirement that the Board of Supervisors approve the 
Successor Agency's annual budget. 

The financial statements present the Successor Agency and its component units, entities for which 
the Successor Agency is considered to be financially accountable. The City and County of San 
Francisco Redevelopment Financing Authority (Financing Authority) is a joint powers authority formed 
between the former Agency and the City to facilitate the long-term financing of the former Agency 
activities. The Financing Authority is included as a blended component unit in the Successor 
Agency's financial statements because the Financing Authority provides services entirely to the 
Successor Agency. 

Per Redevelopment Dissolution Law, certain actions of the Successor Agency are also subject to the 
direction of an Oversight Board. The Oversight Board is comprised of seven-member representatives 
from local government bodies: four City representatives appointed by the Mayor of the City subject to 
confirmation by the Board of Supervisors of the City; the Vice Chancellor of the San Francisco 
Community College District; the Board member of the Bay Area Rapid Transit District; and the 
Executive Director of Policy and Operations of the San Francisco Unified School District. 

In general, the Successor Agency's assets can only be used to pay enforceable obligations in 
existence at the date of dissolution (including the completion of any unfinished projects that were 
subject to legally enforceable contractual commitments). In future fiscal years, the Successor Agency 
will only be allocated revenue in the amount that is necessary to pay the estimated annual installment 
payments on enforceable obligations of the former Agency until all enforceable obligations of the 
former Agency have been paid in full and all assets have been liquidated. Based upon the nature of 
the Successor Agency's custodial role, the Successor Agency is reported in a fiduciary fund (private
purpose trust fund). Complete financial statements can be obtained from the Successor Agency's 
finance department at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5~ Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

Non-Disclosed Organizations 

There are other governmental agencies that provide services within the City. These entities have 
independent governing boards and the City is not financially accountable for them. The City's basic 
financial statements, except for certain cash held by the City as an agent, do not reflect operations of 
the San Francisco Airport Improvement Corporation, San Francisco Health Authority, San Francisco 
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Housing Authority, San Francisco Unified School District and San Francisco Community College 
District. The City is represented in two regional agencies, the Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, both of which are also excluded from the City's reporting 
entity. 

(2) SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

(a) Government-wide and fund financial statements 

The government-wide financial statements (i.e., the statement of net position and the statement of 
activities) report information on all of the non-fiduciary activities of the primary government and its 
component units. Governmental activities, which normally are supported by taxes and 
intergovernmental revenues, are reported separately from business-type activities, which rely, to a 
significant extent, on fees and charges for support. Likewise, the primary government is reported 
separately from certain legally separate component units for which the primary government is 
financially accountable. 

The statement" of activities demonstrates the degree to which the direct expenses Of a given function 
or segment is offset by program revenues. Direct expenses are those that are clearly identifiable with 
a specific function or segment. Program revenues include (1) charges to customers or applicants who 
purchase, use, or directly benefit from goods, services, or privileges provided by a given function or 
segment, and (2) grants and contributions that are restricted to meeting the operational or capital 
requirements of a particular function or segment. Taxes and other items not properly included among 
program revenues are reported instead as general revenues. 

Separate financial statements are provided for governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary 
funds, even though the latter are excluded from the government-wide financial statements. Major 
individual governmental funds and major individual enterprise funds are reported as separate 
columns in the fund financial statements. 

The basic financial statements include certain prior year summarized comparative information. This 
information is presented only to facilitate financial analysis. 

(b) Measurement focus, basis of accounting, and financial statement presentation 

The government-wide financial statements are reported using the economic resources measurement 
focus and the accrual basis of accounting, as are the proprietary fund and fiduciary fund financial 
statements. Agency funds, however, report only assets and liabilities and cannot be said to have a 
measurement focus. Revenues are recorded when earned and expenses are recorded when a 
liability is incurred, regardless of the timing of related cash flows. Property taxes are recognized as 
revenues in the year for which they are levied. Grants and similar items are recognized as revenue as 
soon as all eligibility requirements hav.e been met. 

Governmental fund financial statements are reported using the current financial resources 
measurement focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are recognized as soon 
as they are both measurable and available. Revenues are considered to be available when they are 
collectible within the current period or soon enough thereafter to pay liab.ililies of the current period. 
The City considers property tax revenues to be available if they are collected within 60 days of the 
end of the current fiscal period. All other revenues are considered to be available if they are generally 
collected within 120 days of the end of the current fiscal period. It is the City's policy to submit 
reimbursement and claim requests for federal and state grant revenues within 30 days of the end of 
the program cycle and payment is generally received within the first or second quarter of the following 
fiscal year. Expenditures generally are recorded when a liability is incurred, as under accrual 
accounting. However, debt service expenditures, as well as expenditures related to vacation, sick 
leave, claims and judgments, are recorded only when payment is due. 

Property taxes, other local taxes, grants and subventions, licenses, and interest associated with the 
current fis~I period are all considered susceptible to accrual and so have been recognized as 
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revenues of the current fiscal period. All other revenue items are considered to be measurable and 
available only when the City receives cash. 

The City reports the following major governmental fund: 

The General Fund is the City's primary operating fund. It accounts for all financial resouices of 
the City except those required to be accounted for in another fund. 

The City reports the following major proprietary (enterprise) funds: 

The San Francisco International Airport Fund accounts for the activities of the City-owned 
commercial service airport in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

The San Francisco Water Enterprise Fund accounts for the activities of the San Francisco 
Water Enterprise (Water Enterprise). The Water Enterprise is engaged in the distribution of water 
to the City and certain suburban areas. 

The Hetch Hetchy Water and Power Enterprise Fund accounts for the activities of Hetch 
Hetchy Water and Power Department (Hetch Hetchy). The department is engaged in the 
collection and conveyance of approximately 85% of the City's water supply and in the generation 
and transmission of electricity. 

The Municipal Transportation Agency Fund accounts for the activities of the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA). The MTA was established by Proposition E, passed by the City's 
voters in November 1999. The MTA includes the San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI), San 
Francisco Municipal Railway Improvement Corporation (SFMRIC), and the operations of the 
Sustainable Streets (previously named as Department of Parking and Traffic), which includes the 
Parking Authority. MUN I was established in 1912 and is responsible for the operations of the 
City's public transportation system. SFMRIC is a nonprofit corporation established to provide 
capital financial assistance for the modernization of MUNI by acquiring, constructing, and 
financing improvements to the City's public transportation system. Sustainable Streets is 
responsible for proposing and implementing street and traffic changes and oversees the City's 
off-street parking operations. Sustainable Streets is a separate department of the MTA. The 
parking garages fund accounts for the activities of various non-profit corporations formed by the 
Parking Authority to provide financial and other assistance to the City to acquire land, construct 
facilities, and manage various parking facilities. 

The San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center Fund accounts for the activities of the 
San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center (SFGH), a City-owned acute care hospital. 

The San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise Fund was created after the San Francisco voters 
approved a proposition in 1976, authorizing the City to issue $240 million in bonds for the 
purpose of acquiring, construction, improving, and financing improvements to the City's municipal 
sewage treatment and disposal system. 

The Port of San Francisco Fund accounts for the operation, development, and maintenance of 
seven and one-half mites of waterfront property of the Port of San Francisco (Port). This was 
established in 1969 after the San Francisco voters approved a proposition to accept the transfer 
of the Harbor of San Francisco from the State of California. 

The Laguna Honda Hospital Fund accounts for the activities of Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH), 
the City-owned skilled nursing facility, which specializes in serving elderly and disabled residents. 
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Additionally, the City reports the following fund types: 

The Permanent Fund accounts for resources that are legally restricted to the extent that only 
earnings, not principal, may be used tor purposes that support specific programs. 

The Internal Service Funds account for the financing of goods or services provided by one City 
department to another City department on a cost-reimbursement basis. Internal Service Funds 
account for the activities of the equipment maintenance services, centralized printing and mailing 
services, centralized telecommunications and information services, and lease financing through 
the Finance Corporation. 

The Pension, Other Employee and Other Postemployment Benefit Trust Funds reflect the 
activities of the Employees' Retirement System, the Health Service System and the Retiree 
Health Care Trust Fund. The Retirement System accounts for employee contributions, City 
contributions, and the earnings and profits from investments. It also accounts for the 
disbursements made for employee retirement benefits, withdrawals, disability and death benefits 
as well as administrative expenses. The Health Service System accounts for contributions from 
active and retired employees and surviving spouses, City contributions, and the earnings and 
profits from investments. It also accounts for the disbursements to various health plans and 
health care providers for the medical expenses of beneficiaries. The Retiree Health Care Trust 
Fund currently accounts for employee contributions from· active employees hired after 
January 9, 2009, related City contributions, and the earnings and profits from investments. No 
disbursements, other than to defray reasonable expenses of administering the trust, will be made 
before January 2015. 

The Investment Trust Fund accounts for the external portion of the Treasurer's Office 
investment pool. The funds of the San Francisco Community College District, San Francisco 
Unified School District, the Trial Courts of the State of California and the Transbay Joint Powers 
Authority are accounted for within the Investment Trust Fund. 

The Private-Purpose Trost Fund accounts for the custodial responsibilities that are assigned to 
the Successor Agency with the passage of the Redevelopment Dissolution Act. 

The Agency Funds account for the resources held by the City in a custodial capacity on behalf 
of: the State of California, human welfare, community health, and transportation programs. 

The City applies all applicable Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) pronouncements. 

In general, the effect of interfund activity has been eliminated from the government-wide financial 
statements. Exceptions to this rule are charges to other City departments from the General Fund, 
Water Enterprise and Hetch Hetchy. These charges have not been eliminated because elimination 
would distort the direct costs and program revenues reported in the statement of activities. 

Proprietary funds distinguish operating revenues and expenses from nonoperating items. Operating 
revenues and expenses generally result from providing services in connection with the fund's 
principal ongoing operations. The principal operating revenues of the City's enterprise and internal 
service funds are charges for customer services including: water, sewer and power charges, public 
transportation fees, airline fees and charges, parking tees, hospital patient service fees, commercial 
and industrial rents, printing services, vehicle maintenance fees, and telecommunication and 
information system support charges. Operating expenses for enterprise funds and internal service 
funds include the cost of services, administrative expenses, and depreciation on capital assets. All 
revenues and expenses not m~eting this definition are reported as nonoperating revenues and 
expenses. 

When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is the City's policy to use 
restricted resources first, then unrestricted resources as they are needed. 
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The City adopts two-year rolling budgets annually for all governmental funds on a substantially 
modified accrual basis of accounting except for capital project funds and certificates of participation 
and other debt service funds, which substantially adopt project length budgets. 

The budget of the City is a detailed operating plan, which identifies estimated costs and results in 
relation to estimated revenues. The budget includes (1) the programs, projects, services, and 
activities to be provided during the fiscal year, (2) the estimated resources (inflows) available for 
appropriation, and (3) the estimated charges to appropriations. The budget represents a process 
through which policy decisions are deliberated, implemented, and controlled. The City Charter 
prohibits expending funds for which there is no legal appropriation. 

The Administrative Code Chapter 3 outlines the City's general budgetary procedures, with Section 3.3 
detailing the budget timeline. A summary of the key budgetary steps are summarized as follows: 

Original Budget 

(1) Departments and Commissions conduct hearings to obtain public comment on their proposed 
annual budgets beginning in December and submit their budget proposals to the Controller's 
Office no later than February 21. 

(2) The Controller's Office consolidates the budget estimates and transmits them to the Mayor's 
Office no later than the first working day of March. Staff of the Mayor's Office analyze, review and 
refine the budget estimates before transmitting the Mayor's Proposed Budget to the Board of 
Supervisors. 

(3) By the first working day of May, the Mayor submits the Proposed Budget for selected 
departments to the Board of Supervisors. The selected departments are determined by the 
Controller in consultation with the Board President and the Mayor's Budget Director. Criteria for 
selecting the departments include (1) that they are not supported by the City's General Fund or 
(2) that they do not rely on the State's budget submission in May for their revenue sources. 

(4) By the first working day of June, the Mayor submits the complete Proposed Budget to the Board 
of Supervisors along with a draft of the Annual Appropriation Ordinance prepared by the 
Controller's Office. 

(5) Within five working days of the Mayor's proposed budget transmission to the Board of 
Supervisors, the Controller reviews the estimated revenues and assumptions in the Mayor's 
Proposed Budget and provides an opinion as to their ~ccuracy and reasonableness. The 
Controller also may make a recommendation regarding prudent reserves given the Mayor's 
proposed resources and expenditures. 

(6) The designated Committee (usually the Budget Committee) of the Board of Supervisors conducts 
hearings, hears public comment, and reviews the Mayor's Proposed Budget. The Committee 
recommends an interim budget reflecting the Mayor's budget transmittal and, by June 30, the 
Board _of Supervisors passes an interim appropriation and salary ordinances. 

(7) Not later than the last working day of July, the Board of Supervisors adopts the budget through 
passage of the Annual Appropriation Ordinance, the legal authority for enactment of the budget. 

Final Budget 

The final budgetary data presented in the basic financial statements reflects the following changes to 
the original budget: 

(1) Certain annual appropriations are budgeted on a project or program basis. If such projects or 
programs are not completed at the end of the fiscal year, unexpended appropriations, including 
encumbered funds, are carried forward to the following ·year. In certain circumstances, other 
programs and regular annual appropriations may be carried forward after appropriate approval. 
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Annually appropriated funds, not authorized to be carried forward, lapse at the end of the fiscal 
year. Appropriations carried forward from the prior year are included in the final budgetary data. 

(2) Appropriations may be adjusted during the year with the approval Of the Mayor and the Board of 
Supervisors, e.g. supplemental appropriations. Additionally. the Controller is authorized to make 
certain transfers of surplus appropriations within a department. Such adjustments are reflected in 
the final budgetary data. 

The Annual Appropriation Ordinance adopts the budget at the character level of expenditure 
within departments. As described above, the Controller is authorized to make certain transfers of 
appropriations within departments. Accordingly. the legal level of budgetary control by the Board 
of Supervisors is the department level. 

Budgetary data, as revised, is presented in the basic financial statements for the General Fund. 
Final budgetary data excludes the amount reserved for encumbrances for appropriate 
comparison to actual expenditures. 

(d) Deposits and Investments 

Investment in the Treasurer's Pool 

The Treasurer invests on behalf of most funds of the City and external participants in accordance with 
the City's investment policy and the California State Government Code. The City Treasurer who 
reports on a monthly basis to the Board of Supervisors manages the Treasurer's pool. In addition, the 
function of the County Treasury Oversight Committee is to review and monitor the City's investment 
policy and to monitor compliance with the investment policy and reporting provisions of the law 
through an annual audit. 

The Treasurer's investment pool consists of two components: 1) pooled deposits and investments 
and 2) dedicated investment funds. The dedicated investment funds represent restricted funds and 
relate to Successor Agency separately managed funds, bond issues of the Enterprise Funds, and the 
General Fund's cash reserve requirement. In addition to the Treasurer's investment pool, the City has 
other funds that are held by trustees. These funds are related to the issuance of bonds and certain 
loan programs of the City. The investments of the Employees' Retirement System are held by 
trustees (Note 5). 

The San Francisco Unified School District (School District), San Francisco Community College 
District (Community College District), and the City are involuntary participants in the City's investment 
pool. As of June 30, 2013, involuntary participants accounted for approximately 98.8% of the pool. 
Voluntary participants accounted for 1.2% of the pool. Further, the School District, Community 
College District, the Trial Courts of the State of California and the Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
are external participants of the City's pool. At June 30, 2013, $328.0 million was held on behalf of 
these external participants. The total percentage share of the City's pool that relates to these four 
external participants is 5.0%. Internal participants accounted for 95.0% of the pool. 

Investment Valuation 

Investments are carried at fair value, except for certain non-negotiable investments that are reported 
at cost because they are not transferable and have terms that are not affected by changes in market 
interest rates, such as collateralized certificates of deposits and public time deposits. The fair value of 
investments is determined monthly and is based on current market prices. The fair value of 
participants' position in the pool approximates the value of the pool shares. The method used to 
determine the value of participants' equity is based on the book value of the participants' percentage 
participation. In the event that a certain fund overdraws its share of pooled cash, the overdraft is 
covered by the General Fund and a payable to the General Fund is established in the City's basic 
financial statements. 

Employees' Retirement System (Retirement System) - Investments are reported at fair value. 
Securities traded on national or international exchanges are valued at the last reported sales price at 
current exchange rates. Investments that do not have an established market are reported at 
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estimated fair value derived from third-party pricing services. Purchases and sales of investments are 
recorded on a trade date basis. 

The fair values of the Retirement System's real estate investments are based on net asset values 
provided by the investment managers. Partnership financial statements are audited annually as of 
December 31 and net asset values are adjusted monthly or quarterly for cash flows to/from the 
Retirement System, investment earnings and expenses, and changes in fair value. The Retirement 
Sy stem has established leverage limits tor each investment -style based on the risk/return profile of 
the underlying investments. The leverage limits for core and value-added real estate investments are 
40% and 65%, respectively. The leverage limits for high return real estate investments depend on 
each specific offering. Outstanding mortgages for the Retirement System's real estate investments 
were $1.51 billion including $70.4 million in recourse debt at June 30, 2013. The underlying real 
estate holdings are valued periodically based on appraisals performed by independent appraisers in 
accordance with Uniform Standards of Protessional Appraisal Practice (USPAP). Such fair value 
estimates involve subjective judgments of unrealized gains and losses, and the actual market price of 
the real estate can only be determined by negotiation between independent third-parties in a 
purchase and sale transaction. 

Alternative investments represent the Retirement System's interest in limited partnerships. The fair 
values of alternative investments are based on net asset values provided by the general partners. 
Partnership financial statements are audited annually as of December 31 and net asset values are 
adjusted monthly or quarterly for cash flows to/from the Retirement System, investment earnings and 
changes in fair value. Such fair value estimates involve subjective judgments of unrealized gains and 
losses. and the actual market price of the investments can only be determined by negotiation 
between independent third-parties in a sales transaction. 

The Charter and Retirement Board policies permit the Retirement System to use investments to enter 
into securities lending transactions - loans of securities to broker-dealers and other entities for 
collateral with a simultaneous agreement to return the collateral for the same securities in the future. 
The collateral may consist of cash or non-cash; non-cash collateral is generally U.S. Treasuries or 
other U.S. government obligations. The Retirement System's securities custodian is the agent in 
lending the domestic securities for collateral of 102% and international securities for collateral of 
105%. Contracts with the lending agent require them to indemnify the Retirement System if the 
borrowers fail to return the securities (and if the collateral were inadequate to replace the securities 
lent) or fail to pay the Retirement System for income distributions by the securities' issuers while the 
securities are on loan. Non-cash collateral cannot be pledged or sold unless the borrower defaults. 

All securities loans can be terminated on demand by either the Retirement System or the borrower, 
although the average term of the loans as of June 30, 2013 was 70 days. For fiscal year 2013 all 
cash collateral received was invested in a separately managed account by the lending agent using 
investment guidelines developed and approved by the Retirement System. As of June 30, 2013, the 
weighted average maturity of the reinvested cash collateral account was 26 days. The term to 
maturity of the loaned securities is generally not matched with the term to maturity of the investment 
of the related collateral. Cash collateral may also be invested separately in term loans, in which case 
the maturity of the loaned securities matches the term of the loan. 

Cash collateral invested in the separate account managed by the lending .agent is reported at fair 
value. Payable to borrowers of securities in the statement of fiduciary net position represents the cash 
collateral received from borrowers. Additionally, the income and costs of securities lending 
transactions, such as borrower rebates and fees, are recorded respectively' as revenues and 
expenses in the statement of changes in fiduciary net position. 

San Francisco International Airport - The Airport has entered into certain derivative instruments, 
which it values at fair value. in accordance with GASB Statement No. 53 - Accounting and Financial 
Reporting for Derivative Instruments. The Airport applies hedge accounting for changes in the fair 
value of hedging derivative instruments, in accordance with GASB Statement No. 53 and GASB 
Statement No. 64 - Derivative Instruments: Application of Hedge Accounting Termination Provisions. 
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an amendment of GASB Statement No. 53. Under hedge accounting, the changes in the fair value of 
hedging derivative instruments are reported as either deferred outflows of resources or deferred 
inflows of resources in the statement of net position. 

Other funds - Non-pooled investments are also generally carried at fair value. However, money 
market investments (such as short-term, highly liquid debt instruments including commercial paper, 
bankers' acceptances, and U.S. Treasury and agency obligations) that have a remaining maturity at 
the time of purchase of one year or less and participating interest-earning investment contracts (such 
as negotiable certificates of deposit, repurchase agreements and guaranteed or bank investment 
contracts) are carried at amortized cost, which approximates fair value. The fair value Of non-pooled 
investments is determined annually and is based on current market prices. The lair value of 
investments in open-end mutual funds is determined based on the fund's current share price. 

Investment Income 

Income from pooled investments is allocated ·at month-end to the individual funds or external 
participants based on the fund or participant's average daily cash balance in relation to total pooled 
investments. City management has determined that the investment income related to certain funds 
should be allocated to the General Fund. On a budget basis, the interest income is recorded in the 
General Fund. On a generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) basis, the income is reported in 
the fund where the related investments reside. A transfer is then recorded to transfer an amount 
equal to the interest earnings to the General Fund. This is the case for certain other governmental 
funds, Internal Service, Investment Trust and Agency Funds. 

It is the City's policy to charge interest at month-end to those funds that have a negative average 
daily cash bal,mce. In certain instances, City management has determined that the interest expense 
related to the fund should be allocated to the General Fund. On a budget basis, the interest expense 
is recorded in the General Fund. On a GAAP basis, the interest expense is recorded in the fund and 
then a transfer from the General Fund for an amount equal to the interest expense is made to the 
fund. This is the case for certain other funds, MTA, LHH, SFGH, and the Internal Service Funds. 

Income from non-pooled investments is recorded based on the specific investments held by the fund. 
The interest income is recorded in the fund that earned the interest. 

(e) Loans Receivable 

The Mayor's Office Of Housing (MOH) and the Mayor's Office of Community Development (MOCD) 
administer several housing and small business subsidy programs and issue loans to qualified 
applicants. In addition, the Department of Building Inspection manages other receivables from 
organizations. Management has determined through policy that many of these loans may be forgiven 
or renegotiated and extended long into the future if certain terms and conditions of the loans are met. 
At June 30, 2013, it was determined that $945.0 million of the $1,015.3 million loan portfolio is not 
expected to be ultimately collected. 

For the purposes of the fund financial statements, the governmental funds expenditures relating to 
long-term loans arising from loan subsidy programs are charged to operations upon funding and the 
loans are recorded, net of an estimated allowance for potentially uncollectible loans, with an offset to 
a deferred credit account. For purposes of the government-wide financial statements, long-term loans 
are not offset by deferred credit accounts. 

(f) Inventories 

Inventories recorded in the proprietary funds primarily consist of construction materials and 
maintenance supplies, as well as pharmaceutical supplies maintained by the hospitals. Generally, 
proprietary funds value inventory at cost or average cost and expense supply inventory as it is 
consumed. This is referred to as the consumption method of inventory accounting. The governmental 
fund types use the purchase method to account for supply inventories, which are not material. This 
method records items as expenditures when they are acquired. 
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(g) Property Held for Resale 

Property held for resale includes both residential and commercial property and is recorded as other 
assets at the lower of estimated cost or estimated conveyance value. Estimated conveyance value is 
management's estimate of net realizable value of each property parcel based on its current intended 
use. Property held for sale may, during the period it is held by the City, generate rental income, which 
is recognized as it becomes due and is considered collectible. 

(h) Capital Assets 

Capital assets, which include land, facilities and improvements, machinery and equipment, 
infrastructure assets, and intangible assets, are reported in the applicable governmental or business
type activities columns in the government-wide financial statements and in the private-purpose trust 
fund. Capital assets, except for intangible assets, are defined as assets with an initial individual cost 
of more than $5 thousand and have an estimated life that extends beyond a single reporting period or 
more than a year. Intangible assets have a capitalization threshold of $100 thousand. Such assets 
are recorded at historical cost or estimated historical cost ii purchased or constructed. Donated 
capital assets are recorded at estimated fair value at the date of donation. Capital outlay is recorded 
as expenditures of the General Fund and other governmental funds and as assets in the government
wide financial statements to the extent the City's capitalization threshold is met. Interest incurred 
during the construction phase of the capital assets Of business-type activities is reflected in the 
capitalized value of the asset constructed, net of interest earned on the invested proceeds of tax
exempt debt over the same period. Amortization of assets acquired under capital leases is included in 
depreciation and amortization. Facilities and improvements, infrastructure, machinery and equipment, 
easements, and intangible assets of the primary government, as well as the component units, are 
depreciated using the straight-line method over the following estimated useful lives: 

Assets 
Facilities and improvements 
Infrastructure 
Machinery and equipment 
Intangible assets 

Years 
15 to 175 
15to70 
2 to 75 

Varies with type 

Works of art, historical treasures and zoological animals held for public exhibition, education, or 
research in furtherance of public service, rather than financial gain, are not capitalized. These items 
are protected, kept unencumbered, cared for, and preserved by the City. It is the City's policy to 
utilize proceeds from the sale of these items for the acquisition of other items for collection and 
display. 

(i) Accrued Vacation and Sick Leave Pay 

Vacation pay, which may be accumulated up to ten weeks depending on an employee's length of 
service, is payable upon termination. Sick leave may be accumulated up to six. months. Unused 
amounts accumulated prior to December 6, 1978 are vested and payable upon termination of 
employment by retirement or disability caused by industrial accident or death. 

The City accrues for all salary-related items in the government-wide and proprietary fund financial 
statements for which· they are liable to make a payment directly and incrementally associated with 
payments made for compensated absences on termination. The City includes its share of social 
security and Medicare payments made on behalf of the employees in the accrual for vacation and 
sick leave pay. 

49 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Notes to Basic Financial Statements (continued) 
June 30, 2013 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

UJ Bond Issuance Costs, Premiums, Discounts and Interest Accretion 

In the government-wide financial statements, the proprietary fund type and fiduciary fund type 
financial" statements, long-term debt and other long-term obligations are reported as liabilities in the 
applicable governmental activities, business-type activities, proprietary fund or· fiduciary fund 
statement of net position. San Francisco International Airport's bond premiums and discounts, as well 
as issuance costs, are deferred and amortized over the life of the bonds using the effective interest 
method. The remaining bond premiums, discounts, and issuance costs are calculated using the 
straight-line method. Bonds payable are reported net of the applicable bond premium or discount. 
Bond issuance costs are reported as deferred charges and amortized over the term of the related 
debt. 

In the fund financial statements, governmental funds recognize bond premiums and discounts as 
other financing sources and uses, respectively, and bond issuance costs as debt service 
expenditures. Issuance costs, whether or not withheld from the actual debt proceeds received are 
reported as debt service expenditures. 

Interest accreted on capital appreciation bonds is reported as accrued interest payable in the 
government-wide, proprietary fund and fiduciary fund financial statements. 

(k) Fund Equity 

Governmental Fund Balance 

As prescribed by Statement No. 54, Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type 
Definitions, governmental funds report fund balance in one of five classifications that comprise a 
hierarchy based primarily on the extent to which the City is bound to honor constraints on the specific 
purposes for which amounts in the funds can be spent. The five fund balance classifications are as 
follows: 

Nonspendable - includes amounts that cannot be spent because they are either not in spendable 
form or legally or contractually required to be maintained intact. The not in spendable form 
criterion includes items that are not expected to be converted to cash, such as prepaid amounts, 
as well as certain long-term receivables that would otherwise be classified as unassigned. 

Restricted - includes amounts that can only be used for specific purposes due to constraints 
imposed by external resource providers, by the City's Charter, or by enabling legislation. 
Restrictions may effectively be changed or lifted only with the consent of resource providers. 

Committed - includes amounts that can only be used tor specific purposes pursuant to an 
ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors and signed by the Mayor. Commitments may be 
changed or lifted only by the City taking the same formal action that imposed the constraint 
originally. 

Assigned - includes amounts that are not classified as nonspendable, restricted, or committed, 
but are intended to be used by the City for specific purposes. Intent is expressed by legislation or 
by action of the Board of Supervisors or the City Controller to which legislation has delegated the 
authority to assign amounts to be used for specific purposes. 

Unassigned - is the residual classification for the General Fund and includes all amounts not 
contained in the other classifications. Unassigned amounts are technically available for any 
purpose. Other governmental funds may only report a negative unassigned balance that was 
created after classification in one of the other four fund balance categories. 

In circumstances when an expenditure is made for a ·purpose tor which amounts are available in 
multiple fund balance classifications, fund balance is generally depleted in the order of restricted, 
committed, assigned, and unassigned. 
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Fund balances for all the major and nonmajor governmental funds as of June 30, 2013, were 
distributed as follows: 

Non major Total 
General Governmental Governmental 

Fund Funds Funds 
Nonspendable 

Imprest Cash, Advances, and Long-Term 
Receivables .. 23,854 82 23,936 

Gift Fund Principal 192 192 

TC?tal Nonspendable ..... 23,854 274 24,128 

Restricted 
Rainy Day .. 26,339 26,339 
Public Protection .. 22,626 22,626 
Public Works, Transportation & Commerce 105,966 105,966 
Human Welfare & Neighborhood De~lopment. .. 169,343 169,343 
Community Health .. 29,932 29,932 
Culture & Recreation ............... ·····-················ 98,903 98,903 
General Administration & Finance 16,739 16,739 
General City Responsibilities ... 775 775 
Capital Projects ············································ 613,179 613,179 
Debt SerAce ... 133,726 133,726 

Total Restricted .. .... ······················· 26,339 1,191,189 1,217,528 

Committed 
Budget Stabilization .. 121,580 121,580 
Recreation and Parks Expenditure Savings .. 15,907 15,907 

Total Committed ... 137,487 137,487 

Assigned 
Public Protection. ························ 12,632 1,609 14,241 
Public Works, Transportation & Commerce .. 12,166 14,324 26,490 
Human Welfare & Neighborhood De~lopment ........ 26,377 4,736 31,113 
Community Health .. 30, 762 30,762 
Culture & Recreation ...... 3,437 3, 147 6,584 
General Administration & Finance ··············-····· 29,438 6,943 36,381 
General City Responsibilities 29,962 29,962 
Capital Projects .. 42,368 42,368 
Litigation and Contingencies .. ··················· 30,254 30,254 
Subsequent Year's Budget .. 135,795 135,795 

Total Assigned ... ························· 353, 191 30,759 383,950 

Unassigned .. .................. (94,532) (94,532) 

Total.. .... $ 540,871 1, 127,690 1,668,561 
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General Fund Stabilization and Other Reserves 

Rainy Day Reserve - The City maintains a "Rainy Day11 or economic stabilization reserve under 
Charter Section 9.113.5. In any year when the City projects that total General Fund revenues for the 
upcoming budget year are going to be more than 5 percent higher than the General Fund revenues 
for the current year, the City automatically deposits one-half of the "excess revenues," in the Rainy 
Day Reserve. The total amount of money in the Rainy Day Reserve may not exceed 10 percent of the 
City's actual total General Fund revenues. The City may spend money from the Rainy Day Reserve 
for any lawful governmental purpose, but only in years when the City projects that total General Fund 
revenues for the upcoming year will be less than the current year's total General Fund revenues, i.e., 
years when the City expects to take in less money than it had taken in for the current year. In those 
years, the City may spend up to half the money in the Rainy Day Reserve, but no more than is 
necessary to bring the City's total available General Fund revenues up to the level of the current year. 
The City may also spend up to 25 percent of the balance of the Rainy Day Reserve to help the San 
Francisco Unified School District in years when certain conditions are met. The City does not expect 
to routinely spend money from the Rainy Day Reserve after evaluating its recent General Fund 
revenues trends and its Five-Year Financial Plan covering fiscal years 2013-14 through 2017-18. 

Budget Stabilization Reserve - The City sets aside as an additional reserve 75 percent of (1) real 
estate transfer taxes in excess of the average collected over the .previous five years, (2) proceeds 
from the sale of land and capital assets, and (3) ending unassigned General Fund balances. The City 
will be able to spend those funds in years in which revenues decline or grow by less than two percent, 
after using the amount legally available from the Rainy Day Reserve. The City, by a resolution of the 
Board of Supervisors adopted by a two-thirds' vote, may temporarily suspend these provisions 
following a natural disaster that has caused the Mayor or the Governor to declare an emergency, or 
tor. any other purpose. The City does not expect to routinely spend money from the Budget 
Stabilization Reserve after evaluating its recent General Fund revenues trends and its Five-Year 
Financial Plan covering fiscal years 2013-14 through 2017-18. 

Recreation and Parks Expenditure Savings Reserve - The City maintains a Recreation and Parks 
Expenditure Savings Reserve. under Charter Section 16.107, which sets aside and maintains such an 
amount, together with any interest earned thereon, in the reserve account, and any amount unspent 
or uncommitted at the end of the fiscal year shall be carried forward to the next fiscal year and, 
subject to the budgetary and fiscal limitations of the Charter, shall be appropriated then or thereafter 
for capital and/or facility maintenance improvements to park and recreation facilities and other one
time expenditures of the Park and Recreation Department. 

Encumbrances 

The City establishes encumbrances to record the amount of purchase orders, contracts, and other 
obligations, which have not yet been fulfilled, cancelled, or discharged. Encumbrances outstanding at 
year-end are recorded as part of restricted or assigned fund balance. At June 30, 2013, 
encumbrances recorded in the General Fund and nonmajor governmental funds were $7 4.8 million 
and $368.6 million, respectively. 

Restricted Net Position 

The government-wide and proprietary fund financial statements utilize a net position presentation. Net 
position is categorized as net investment in capital assets, restricted, and unrestricted. 

Net Investment In Capital Assets - This category groups all capital assets, including 
infrastructure, into one component of net position. Accumulated depreciation and the outstanding 
balances of debt that are attributable to the acquisition, construction, or improvement of these 
assets reduce the balance in this category. 

Restnded Net Position - This category represents net position that has external restrictions 
imposed by creditors, granters, contributors or laws or regulations of other governments and 
restrictions imposed by law through constitutional provisions or enabling legislation. At 
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June 30, 2013, the government-wide statement of net position reported restricted net position of 
$686.2 million in governmental activities and $372.0 million in business-type activities, of which 
$10.6 million and $10.4 million are restricted by enabling legislation in governmental activities and 
business-type activities, respectively. 

Unrestricted Net Position..., This category represents net position of the City, not restricted for any 
project or other purpose. 

The City issued general obligation bonds and certificates of participation for the purpose of rebuilding 
and improving Laguna Honda Hospital. General obligation bonds were also issued for the purpose of 
reconstructing and improving waterfront parks and facilities on Port property and for the retrofit and 
improvement work to ensure a reliable water supply (managed by the Water Enterprise) in an 
emergency or disaster and tor certain street improvements managed by the MTA. These capital 
assets are reported in the City's business-type activities. However, the debt service will be paid with 
governmental revenues and as such these general obligation bonds and certificates of participation 
are reported with unrestricted net position in the City's governmental activities. In accordance with 
GASS guidance, the City reclassified $373.5 million of unrestricted net position of governmental 
activities, of which $275.1 million reduced net investment in capital assets and $98.4 million reduced 
net position restricted for capital projects to reflect the total column of the primary government as a 
whole perspective. 

Deficit Net Position/Fund Balances 

The Senior Citizens' Program Fund had a deficit of $28 as of June 30, 2013. The deficit relates to 
increases of deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues on various programs, which are expected to 
be collected beyond 120 days of the end of fiscal year 2013. In addition, the Court's Fund and the 
Culture and Recreation Fund had deficits of $4.2 million and $3.3 million, respectively, as of June 30, 
2013, which are expected to be covered with future charges for services. 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority Fund had a $67.9 million fund deficit as of 
June 30, 2013. This condition exists because the SFCTA uses short-term debt financing to accelerate 
the delivery of sales tax funded projects that are owned and operated by other agencies. The 
negative fund balance will be covered as future sales tax revenues are realized or when the SFCTA 
refinances the outstanding short-term debt to long-term debt. 

The Moscone Convention Center Fund had a $8.0 million deficit as of June 30, 2013. The deficit will 
be covered as hotel tax revenues are realized. 

The Central Shops Internal Service Fund had a deficit in total net position of $3.9 million as of 
June 30, 2013 mainly due to the other postemployment benefits liability accrued as per GASS 
Statement No. 45. The deficits are expected to be reduced in future years through anticipated rate 
increases or reductions in the operating expenses. The rates are reviewed and updated annually. 

Prior to February 1, 2012, the California Redevelopment Law provided tax increment financing as a 
source of revenue to redevelopment agencies to fund redevelopment activities. Once a 
redevelopment area was adopted, the former Agency could only receive tax increment to the extent 
that it could show on an annual basis that it has incurred indebtedness that must be repaid with tax 
increment. Due to the nature ofthe redevelopment financing, the former Agency liabilities exceeded 
assets. Therefore, the former Agency historically carried a deficit, which was expected to be reduced 
as future tax increment revenues were received and used to reduce its outstanding long-term debt. 
This deficit was transferred to the Successor Agency on February 1, 2012. At June 30, 2013, the 
Successor Agency has a deficit of $457.0 million, which will be eliminated with future redevelopment 
property tax revenues distributed from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund administered by 
the City's Controller. 
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(I) lnterfund Transfers 

lnterfund transfers are generally recorded as transfers in (out) except for certain types of transactions 
that are described below. 

Charges for services are recorded as revenues of the performing fund and expenditures of the 
requesting fund. Unbilled costs are recognized as an asset of the performing fund and a liability of 
the requesting fund at the end of the fiscal year. 

Reimbursements for expenditures, initially made by one fund, which are properly applicable to 
another fund, are recorded as expenditures in the reimbursing fund and as a reduction of 
expenditures in the fund that is reimbursed. 

(m) Refunding of Debt 

Gains or losses occurring from advance refundings, ccmpleted subsequent to June 30, 1993, are 
deferred and amortized into. expense for both business-type activities and proprietary funds. For 
governmental activities and the private-purpose trust fund (former Agency), they are deferred and 
amortized into expense if they occurred subsequent to June 30, 2000. 

(n) Pollution Rem_ediation Obligations 

Pollution remediation obligations are measured at their current value using a cost-accumulation 
approach, based on the pollution remediation outlays expected to be incurred to settle those 
obligation_s. Each obligation or obligating event is measured as the sum of probability-weighted 
amounts 1n a range of possible estimated amounts. Some estimates of ranges of possible cash flows 
may be limited to a few discrete scenarios or a single scenario, such as the amount specified in a 
ccntract for pollution remediation services. 

(o) Cash Flows 

Statement~ of cash flows are presented for proprietary fund types. Cash and cash equivalents include 
all unrestricted and restricted highly liquid investments with original purchase maturities of three 
months or less. Pooled cash and investments in the City's Treasury represent monies in a cash 
management pool and such accounts are similar in nature to demand deposits. 

(p) Extraordinary Items 

Extraordinary items are both 1) unusual in nature (possessing a high degree of abnormality and 
clearly unrelated to, or only incidentally related to, the ordinary and typical activities of the entity) and 
2) infrequent in occurrence (not reasonably expected to recur in the foreseeable future, taking into 
account the environment in which the entity operates). 

The dissolution of all redevelopme_nt agencies in the State of California qualifies as an extraordinary 
item since this state-wide d1ssolut1on was both unusual and infrequent. Accordingly, the transfer of 
assets and liabilities in accordance with the Department of Finance's (DOF) guidance relating to the 
management of housing assets of the former Agency prior to DOF's Finding of Completion were 
recorded as an extraordinary item in the City's financial statements. 

Accordingly, $176.6 million of current assets, $3.9 million of current liabilities, and $29.0 million of 
capital assets related to the Retained Housing Obligations were returned to the Successor Agency 
effective July 1, 2012 and an extraordinary gain was recorded in the Successor Agency's financial 
statements and an extraordinary loss was recorded in the City's financial statements. Completed 
housing assets for which the Successor Agency has no remaining enforceable obligations remain 
with the City. 

In addition, on May 17, 2013, the DOF determined that the results of the Successor Agency's "Low 
and Moderate Income Housing Fund" and "Other Funds and Accounts" Due Diligence Reviews show 
the Successor Agency has $10.6 million and $1.0 million, respectively, of funds including interest 
accumulated, available_ to the Trust Fund for distribution to the taxing entities. The Successor Agency 
included these d1stnbut1ons as offsets to the extraordinary gain above. 
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The components of the extraordinary loss recognized are as follows: 

Governmental Funds/Governmental Activities: 
Transfers out of the former Agency's housing noncapital assets: 

Cash and investments 
Other current assets 

Transfers out of the former Agency's housing related liabilities 

Governmental Fund's extraordinary loss from 
dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency 

Transfers out of the former Agency's housing capital assets 

Governmental Activities' extraordinary loss from 
dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency 

(q) Estimates 

(175,957) 
(648) 

3,954 

(172,651) 

(29,019) 

(201,670) 

The _preparation of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles 
r~quires managem~nt to make estimates and assumptions that affect certain reported amounts and 
disclosures. Acccrd1ngly, actual results could differ from those estimates. 

(r) Reclassifications 

Certain amounts, presented as 2011-12 Summarized Comparative Financial Information in the basic 
financial statements, have been reclassified for comparative purposes, to conform to the presentation 
in the 2012-13 basic financial statements. 

(s) Effects of New Pronouncements 

During fiscal year 2013, the City implemented the following accounting standards: 

In November 2010, GASB issued Statement No. 60, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Service 
Concession Arrangements. This statement addresses how to account for and report service 
concession arrangements (SCAs), a type of public-private or public-public partnership that state and 
local governments are increasingly entering into. Common examples of SCAs include long-term 
arrangements between a transferor (a government) and an operator (governmental or 
nongovernmental entity) in which the transferor conveys to an operator the right and related 
o_bligation to provide services through the use of infrastructure or another public asset in exchange for 
s1gnif1cant cons1derat1on and the operator ccllects and is compensated by fees from third parties. 
Application of this statement is effective for the City's fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. The 
implementation of this statement did not have a significant impact on the City for the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 2013. 

In November 2010, GASB issued Statement No. 61, The Financial Reporting Entity: Omnibus - An 
Amendment of GASS Statements No. 14 and No. 34, is designed to improve financial reporting for 
governmental entities by amending the requirements of GASB Statement No. 14, The Financial 
Reporting Entity, and GASB Statement No. 34, Basic Financial Statements-and Management's 
Discussion and Analysis-for State and Local Governments, to better meet the needs of users and 
address reporting entity issues that have come to light since these statements were issued in 1991 
and 1999, respectively. GASB Statement No. 61 improves the information presented about the 
financial reporting entity, which is comprised of a primary government and related entities (ccmponent 
units) and amends the criteria for blending - reporting component units as if they were part of the 
primary government - in certain circumstances. Application of this statement is effective for the City's 
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fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. The implementation of this statement did not have a significant 
impact on the City for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. 

In December 2010, GASB issued Statement No. 62, Codification of Accounting and Financial 
Reporting Guidance Contained in Pre-November 30, 1989 FASB and A/CPA Pronouncements. The 
objective of this statement is to incorporate into the GASB's authoritative literature certain accounting 
and financial reporting guidance that is included in the pronouncements issued on or before 
November 30, 1989, which does not oonflict with or contradict GASB pronouncements. This 
statement also supersedes Statement No. 20, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Proprietary 
Funds and Other Governmental Entities That Use Proprietary Fund Accounting. Application of this 
statement is effective for the City's fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. The implementation of this 
statement did not have a significant impact on the City for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. 

In June 2011, GASB issued Statement No. 63, Financial Reporting of Deferred Outflows of 
Resources, Deferred Inflows of Resources, and Net Position. This statement provides financial 
reporting guidance for deferred outflows of resources and deferred inflows of resources. This 
statement also amends the net asset reporting requirements in Statement No. 34, Basic Financial 
Statements-and Management's Discussion and Analysis-for State and Local Governments, and 
other pronouncements by incorporating deferred outflows of resources and deferred inflows of 
resources into the definitions of the required components of the residual measure and by renaming 
that measure as net position, rather than net assets. Application of this statement is effective for the 
City's fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. The implementation of this statement did not have a 
significant impact on the City for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. 

The City is currently analyzing its accounting practices to determine the potential impact on the 
financial statements for the following GASB Statements: 

In March 2012, the GASB issued Statement No. 65, Items Previously Reported as Assets and 
Liabillties, which is intended to clarity the appropriate reporting of deferred outflows of resources and 
deferred inflows of resources to ensure consistency in financial reporting. The statement also 
recognizes, as outflows of resources or inflows of resources, certain items that were previously 
reported as assets and liabilities. Application of this statement is effective for the City's fiscal year 
ending June 30, 2014. 

In March 2012, the GASB issued Statement No. 66, Technical Corrections- 2012 - An Amendment 
of GASB Statements No. 10 and No. 62, to resolve conflicting accounting and financial reporting 
guidance that could diminish the consistency of financial reporting. This statement amends Statement 
No. 10, Codification of Accounting and Financial Reporting for Risk Financing and Related Insurance 
Issues, by removing the provision that limits fund-based reporting of a state and local government's 
risk financing activities to the general fund and the internal service fund type. This statement also 
amends Statement No. 62, Codification of Accounting and Financial Reporting Guidance Contained 
in Pre-November 30, 1989 FASB and A/CPA Pronouncements, by modijying the specific guidance on 
accounting for (1) operating lease payments that vary from a straight-line basis, (2) the difference 
between the initial investment (purchase price) and the principal amount of a purchased loan or group 
of loans, and (3) servicing fees related to mortgage loans that are sold when the stated service fee 
rate differs significantly from a current servicing fee rate. Application of this statement is effective for 
the City's fiscal year ending June 30, 2014. 

In June 2012, the GASB issued two new standards, GASB Statement No. 67, Financial Reporting for 
Pension Plans - An Amendment of GASB Statement No. 25 and GASB Statement No. 68, 
Accounting and Financial Reporting for Pensions - An Amendment of GASB Statement No. 27 to 
improve the guidance for accounting and reporting on the pensions that governments provide to their 
employees. 
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Separating how the accounting and financial reporting is determined from how pensions are 
funded. 

Employers with defined benefit pension plans will recognize a net pension liability, as defined by 
the standard, in their government-wide, proprietary and fiduciary fund financial statements. 

Incorporating ad hoc cost-of-living adjustments and other ad hoc postemployment benefit 
changes into projections of benefit payments, if an employer's past practice and future 
expectations of granting them indicate they are essentially automatic. 

Using a discount rate th?t applies (a) the expected long-term rate of return on pension plan 
investments for which plan assets are expected to be available to make projected benefit 
payments, and (b) the yield or index rate on tax-exempt 20-year general obligation municipal 
bonds with an average rating of AP.JAa or higher to projected benefit payments for which plan 
assets are not expected to be available for long-term investment in a qualified trust. 

Adopting a single actuarial cost allocation method - entry age normal - rather than the current 
choice among six actuarial cost methods. 

Requiring more extensive note disclosures and required supplementary information. 

The statements relate to accounting and financial reporting and do not apply to how governments 
approach the funding of their pension plans. At present, there generally is a close connection 
between the ways many governments fund pensions and how they account for and report information 
about them in financial statements. The statements would separate how the accounting and financial 
reporting is determined from how pensions are funded. Application of Statement 67 is effective for 
financial statements for the City's fiscal year ending June 30, 2014. Application of Statement 68 is 
effective for the City's fiscal year ending June 30, 2015. 

In January 2013, the GASB issued Statement No. 69, Government Combinations and Disposals of 
Government Operations. The statement establishes accounting and financial reporting standards for 
governments that combine or dispose of their operations. The new standard is effective for periods 
beginning after December 15, 2013. Application of this statement is effective for the City's fiscal year 
ending June 30, 2015. 

In April 2013, the GASB issued Statement No. 70, Accounting and Financial Reporting for 
Nonexchange Financial Guarantees. The statement establishes accounting and financial reporting 
standards for governments that offer or receive financial guarantees that are nonexhange 
transactions. The new standard is effective for periods beginning after June 15, 2013. Application of 
this statement is effective for the City's fiscal year ending June 30, 2014. 

(I) Restricted Assets 

Certain proceeds of the City's enterprise and internal service fund revenue bonds, as well as certain 
resources set aside for their repayment, are classified as restricted assets on the statement of net 
position because the use of the proceeds is limited by applicable bond covenants and resolutions. 
Restricted assets account for the principal and interest amounts accumulated to pay debt service, 
unspent bond proceeds, and amounts restricted for future capital projects. 
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(3) RECONCILIATION OF GOVERNMENT-WIDE AND FUND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

(a) Explanation of certain differences between the governmental funds balance sheet and the 
government-wide statement of net position 

Total fund balances of the City's governmental funds, $1,668,561, differs from net position of 
governmental activities, $1,820, 159, reported in the statement of net position. The difference primarily 
results from the long-term economic focus in the statement of net position versus the current financial 
resources focus in the governmental funds balance sheets. 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury .... . 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ... . 
Receivables, net 

Property taxes and penalties ..... . 

other local taxes ···········-- ................ . 
Federal and state grants and subventions ..... 
Charges for services 
Interest and other... 

Due from other funds .. 
Due from component unit 
Mvances to component units ..... 
Loans receivable, net 
Capital assets, net.. .. 
Deferred charges and other assets ... 

Total assets 

Liabilities 
Pccounts payable 
Pccrued payroll ...... . 
Pccrued vacation and sick leave pay ... . 
Pccrued workers' compensation ....... . 
other postemployment benefits obligation 
Estimated claims payable .. . 
Pccrued interest payable ......................................................................... .. 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues 
Due to other funds/internal balances .. 
Due to component units 
Deferred credits and other liabilities 

Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables ..... 

Total liabilities ... 

Fund balances/net position 
Total fund balances/net position .... 

Total liabilities and fund balances/net position .... 

Total Long-term Internal Reclassi- Statementof 
Governmental Assets, Service fications and Net Position 

Funds Uabrhtiesl1l Funds/2) ~ Totals 

2,077,686 
72,417 

56,771 
238,282 
306,498 

53,402 
4,389 

41,213 
2,636 

30,403 
70,326 

32,368 
60,114 

763 

4,038,728 5,920 

---'16'-',8"'7-'-7 ~ ~ 

(41,213) 

$2,110,054 
132,531 

56,771 
238,282 
306,498 

53,402 
5,152 

2,636 
30,403 
70,326 

4,044,648 

~ 
2,970,900 4,057,856 107,306 __ J~.!.:.~ .. !.~) 7,094,849 

301,895 5,526 
130,898 2,391 

149,435 2,732 
227,824 1,508 
882, 123 17 ,84 7 
111,001 

11,134 1,650 
190,527 (177,203) 

28.726 1,963 
280 

(41,213) 

307,421 
133,289 
152,167 
229,332 
899,970 
111,001 

12,784 
13,324 

(10,524) 
280 

448,467 (128,955) 232 319,744 

201,546 2,640,494 263,862 3,105,902 

1,302,339 3,715,853 297,711 ~I 5,274,690 

1,668,561 342,003 (190,405) 1,820,159 

2,970,900 ~ ~ ~) ~ 

58 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Notes to Basic Financial Statements (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

(1) When capital assets (land, infrastructure, buildings, equipment, and intangible 
assets) that are to be used in governmental activities are purchased or 
constructed, the costs of those assets are reported as expenditures in 
governmental funds. However, the statement of net position includes those 
capital assets, net of accumulated depreciation, among the assets of the City as 
a whole. 

Cost of capital assets ............................................................................................... $ 5,272,009 
Accumulated depreciation ........................................................................................ 11233281) 

Bond issuance costs are expended in governmental funds when paid and are 
capitalized and amortized over the life of the corresponding bonds for purposes 

$ 4 038 728 

of the statement of net position ....................................................................................... $ 19 128 

Long-term liabilities applicable to the City's governmental activities are not due 
and payable in the current period, and accordingly, are not reported as fund 
liabilities. All liabilities, both current and long-term, are reported in the statement 
of net position. 

Accrued vacation and sick leave pay ....................................................................... $ (149,435) 
Accrued workers' compensation............................................................................... (227,824) 
Other postemployment benefits obligation............................................................... (882, 123) 
Estimated claims payable......................................................................................... (111,001) 
Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables .................................................... (2,640,494) 
Deferred credits and other liabilities......................................................................... !343) 

$(4 011 220) 

Interest on long-term debt is not accrued in governmental funds, but rather is 
recognized as an expenditure when paid. t11 134) 

Because the focus of governmental funds is on short-term financing, some 
assets will not be available to pay for current period expenditures. Those assets 
(for example, receivables) are offset by deferred revenues in the governmental 
funds and thus are not included in fund balance. 

Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues .......................................................... $ 177,203 
Deferred credits and other liabilities......................................................................... 129 298 

$ 306 501 

(2) Internal service funds are used by management to charge the costs of certain 
activities, such as capital lease financing, equipment maintenance services, 
printing and mailing services, and telecommunications and information systems, 
to individual funds. The assets and liabilities of the internal service funds are 
included in governmental activities in the statement of net position. 

Net position before adjustments .................................................................................... $ 8,650 
Adjustments for internal balances with the San Francisco Finance Corporation: 

Capital lease receivables from other governmental and enterprise funds............... (262,543) 
Deferred charges and other assets.......................................................................... 3,606 
Deferred credits and other liabilities ......................................................................... ,~_,5"'9"'8"'8"'2· 

$ (190 405) 

In addition, intrafund receivables and payables among various internal service 
funds of $198 are eliminated. 
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(b) Explanation of certain differences between the governmental funds statement of revenues, 
expenditures, and changes in fund balances and the government-wide statement of 
activities 

The net change in fund balances for governmental funds, $131,480, differs from the change in net 
position for governmental activities, $(99,851), reported in the statement of activities. The differences 
arise primarily from the long-term economic focus in the statement of activities versus the current 
financial resources focus in the governmental funds. The effect of the differences is illustrated below. 

Total Long-term Capital- Internal Long-term 
Governmental Revenues/ related Service Debt 

Funds Expenses (3) Items (4) Funds (5) Transactions {6) 

Revenues 
Property taxes ... 
Business taxes .... 
Sales and use tax. ... 
Hotel room tax. .. . 
Utilityusersta)(. .......... . 
other local taxes .. . 
Licenses, permits and franchises ..... 
Fines, forfeib.Jres and penalties ... 
Interest and investment income 
Rents and concessions .. 

Intergovernmental: 
Federal.. .. 
Stele 
other ...... 

Charges for services ..... . 

Other revenues .••••••........•...•.••...........•••••......•. 

Total revenues ••.......••...••••••.............•.•. 

Expenditures/Expenses 
Expenditures: 

Public protection ..... 
Public works, transportation and commerce ... 
Human welfare and neighborhood development. 
Community health .............................. . 
Culb.Jre and recreation .. . 
General administration and finance ........ . 
General C1tyrespons1bilities ..... 

Debtservice: 
Principal relirement.. .... 
Interest and fiscal charges .. 
Bond issuance costs ......... . 

Capital ouday ........ . 

Total expendib.Jres/expenses . 

other ftnanclng sources (uses)/changes in 
net position 

Nettransfers (to) fi'om other funds 
Issuance of bonds and loans: 

Face value of bonds issued ..... . 
Face value of loans issued ............ . 

$ 1.421,764 
480,131 
208,025 
238,782 

91,871 
359,808 

40,901 
49,841 

7,489 
98,770 

420,775 
656,141 

41,789 
296,059 

~ 
4,493,160 

1,145,884 
223,218 
945,106 
734,736 
328,794 
211,138 

81,775 

154,542 
108,189 

2,913 

~ 
4,347,289 

(483,059) 

557,490 
5,890 

Premium on issuance of bonds... 64,469 
Other financing sources-capitel leases ~ 

Total other financing sources (uses)/changes 

innetposition.. ~ 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency .... ......... (172,651) 

Net change for the year .... 

$ {6,696) $ 

(117) 
130 

373 
3,212 

10,493 
7,468 

(23,415) 
(2,133) 

~) ~ 1 

~) ~ 374 

79,059 18,095 (6,116) 
S,447 (37,413) (2,128) 
1,280 349 (173) 

17,080 (325) 
10,124 30,984 (17,300) (14,560) 
16,997 20,510 626 

(195) 1,157 1,158 

(154,542) 
5,983 (6,382) 

(2,913) 

(410,994) ---

129,792 (378,794) (17,951) (177,239) 

178 (147) 

(557,490) 
(5,890) 

(64,469) 

(13,470) ----

(627 849) 178 (13,617) -~-~ 

(29,019) 

(450,610) 
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Statement of 
Activities 

Totals 

$ 1,415,068 
480,131 
208,025 
238,782 

91,871 
359,808 

40,784 
49,971 

7,862 
101,982 

431,268 
663,609 

18,374 
293,926 

~ 
4,487,944 

1,236,922 
189,124 
946,562 
751,491 
338,042 
249,271 

83,895 

107,790 

3,903,097 

{483,028) 

(483,028) 

(201,670) 
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(3) Because some property taxes Will not be collected for several months after the 
City's fiscal year ends, they are not considered as available revenues in the 
governmental funds. 

Some other revenues that do not provide current financial resources are not 
reported as revenues in the governmental funds but are recognized in the 
statement of activities. 

Some expenses reported in the statement of activities do not require the use of 
current financial resources and therefore are not reported as expenditures in 
governmental funds. Certain long-term liabilities reported in the prior year 
statement of net position were paid during the current period resulting in 
expenditures in the governmental funds. This is the amount by which the 
increase in long-term liabilities exceeded expenditures in funds that do not 
require the use of current financial resources. 

Some expenditures reported in the governmental funds pertain to the 
establishment of deferred credits on long-term loans since the loans are not 
considered "available" to pay current period expenditures. The deferred credits 
are not reported in the statement of net position and, therefore, the related 
expenditures are not reported in the statement of activities. 

(4) When capital assets that are to be used in governmental activities are purchased 
or constructed, the resources expended for those assets are reported as 
expenditures in governmental funds. However, 1n the statement of activities, the 
cost of those assets is allocated over their estimated useful lives and reported as 
depreciation expense. As a result, fund balance decreases by the amount of 
financial resources expended, whereas net position decreases by the amount of 
depreciation expense charged for the year and the loss on disposal of capital 
assets. 

$ (6,696) 

!4894) 
$ (11 590f 

$ (145,009) 

15 217 
$ (129 792) 

Capital expenditures ................................................................................................. $ 480,870 
(98,677) 

(32) 
178 

(3,367) 

Depreciation expense .............................................................................................. . 
Loss on disposal of capital assets ........................................................................... . 
Transfer of asset from enterprise fund .................................................................... . 
Write off construction of progress ............................................................................ . 
Capital assets acquired by donation or funded by other revenues ....................... . 
Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency ...................... . 

Difference ........................................................................................................... $ 

(5) Internal service funds are used by management to charge the costs of certain 
activities, such as capital lease financing, equipment maintenance, printing and 
mailing services, and telecommunications, to individual funds. The adjustments 
for internal service funds "close" those funds by charging additional amounts to 
participating governmental activities to completely cover the internal service 

6,000 
(29 019) 
355 953 

funds' costs for the year. 4 IDB 

(6) Lease payments on the Moscone Convention Center (note 8) are reported as a 
culture and recreation expenditure in the governmental funds and, thus, have the 
effect of reducing fund balance because current financial resources have been 
used. For the City as a whole, however, the principal payments reduce the 
liability in the statement of net position and do not result in an expense in the 
statement of activities. The City's capital lease obligation was reduced because 
principal payments were made to lessee. 

Total property rent payments .................................................................................... $ 14 560 
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Bond issuance costs are expended in governmental funds when paid, and are 
capitalized and amortized over the life of the corresponding bonds for purposes 
of the statement of activities. 

Bond issuance costs ................................................................................................. $ 2,913 
Amortization of bond issuance costs ........................................................................ _---'r'-'1..,1"'5"'8) 

Difference ............................................................................................................. $ .... ..d1bd7b>51>!5 

Bond premiums are a source of funds in the governmental funds when the bonds 
are issued, but are capitalized in the statement of net position. This is the amount 
of premiums capitalized during the current period .......................................................... $ (64469) 

Repayment of bond principal is reported as expenditures in governmental funds 
and, thus, has the effect of reducing fund balance because current financial 
resources have been used. For the City as a whole however, the principal 
payments reduce the liabilities in the statement of net position and do not result 
in expenses in the statement of activities. The City's bonded debt was reduced 
because principal payments were made to bond holders. 

Principal payments made ........................................................................................ $ 154 542 

Bond and loan proceeds and capital leases are reported as other financing 
sources in governmental funds and thus contribute to the change in fund balance. 
In the government-wide statements, hbwever, issuing debt increases long-term 
liabilities in the statement of net position and do not affect the statement of 
activities. Proceeds were received from: 

General obligation bonds .......................................................................................... $ (521,915) 
Certificates of participation....................................................................................... (35,575) 
Loans ......................................................................................................................... __ .,r5,,,,8"'9"'0'"l 

Interest expense in the statement of activities differs from the amount reported in 
governmental funds because (1) additional accrued and accreted interest was 
calculated for bonds, notes payable and capital leases, and (2) amortization of 
bond discounts, premiums and refunding losses are not expended within the fund 
statements. 

(563 380) 

$ (408 838) 

Increase in accrued interest ..................................................................................... $ ( 1,222) 
Interest payment on capital lease obligations on the 
Moscone Convention Center .............................................. :................................... (1,878) 

Amortization of bond premiums, discounts and refunding losses .... : ...................... __ ... 9...:4"'8.,2 
$ 6382 
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(4) BUDGETARY RESULTS RECONCILED TO RESULTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED 
ACCOUNTING PRINCIPLES 

Budgetary Results Reconciliation 

The budgetary process is based upon accounting for certain transactions on a basis other than 
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). The results of operations are presented in the 
budget-to-actual comparison statement in accordance with the budgetary process (Budget basis) to 
provide a meaningful comparison with the budget. 

The major differences between the Budget basis "actual" and GAAP basis are timing differences. 
Timing differences represent transactions that are accounted for in different periods for Budget basis 
and GAAP basis reporting. Certain revenues accrued on a Budget basis have been deferred for 
GAAP reporting. These primarily relate to the accounting for property tax revenues under the Teeter 
Plan (Note 6), revenues not meeting the 120-day availability period and other assets not available for 
budgetary appropriation. 

The fund balance of the General Fund as of June 30, 2013 on a Budget basis is reconciled to the 
fund balance on a GAAP basis as follows: 

Fund Balance - Budget Basis. 
Unrealized Gains/ (Losses) on Investments .. 
Cumulative Excess Property Tax Revenues Recognized on a Budget Basis 
Cumulative Excess Health, Human Services, Franchise and Other Revenues 

Recognized on a Budget Basis .................. . 
Deter"red amounts on Joan receivables 
Pre-paid lease revenue .................. . 
Nonspendable Fund Balance (Assets Reserved for Not Available for Appropriation) .. 

Fund Balance - GAAP basis ..................... . 

General Fund budget basis fund balance as of June 30, 2013 is composed of the following: 
Not available for appropriations: 

Restricted Fund Balance: 
Rainy Day- Economic Stabilization Reserve .. 
Rainy Day - One Time Spending Account .......................... . 

Committed Fund Balance: 
Budget Stabilization Reserve: ...... . 
Recreation and Parks Expenditure Saving Reserve 

Assigned for Encumbrances ... 
Assigned for Appropriation Carryforward .. 
Assigned for Subsequent Years' Budgets: 

Budget Savings Incentive Program City-wide .. 
Salaries and benefits costs (MOU) 

Subtotal.. 

Available for appropriations: 
Assigned for Litigation and Contingences 
Assigned for General Reserve 
Assigned balance subsequently appropriated as part of 

the General Fund budget for use in fiscal year 2013-14 .. 
Unassigned - Available for future appropriations 

Subtotal .......................... .. 

Fund Balance, June 30, 2013 - Budget basis .. 
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23,329 
3,010 

121,580 
15,907 
74,815 

112,327 

24,819 
6,338 

30,254 
21,818 

122,689 
117,751 

674,637 
(1,140) 

(38,210) 

(93,910) 
(20,067) 
(4,293) 
23,854 

540,871 

$ 382,125 

292,512 

674,637 
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(5) DEPOSITS AND INVESTMENTS 

(a) Cash, Deposits and Investments Presentation 

Total City cash, deposits and investments, at fair value, are as follows: 

Deposits ;md investments vvith 

City Treasury ... 

Deposits and investments our.side 

City Treasury ..... 

Restricted assets: 

Deposits and investments vvith 
City Treasury ... 

Deposits and investments outside 
City Treasury ... 

Invested securities lending collateral.. 

Primary ~vernment 
~vernmental Business-type Fiduciary 

Actlvttles Activities Funds 

$ 2,110,054 1,806,112 $ 849,080 

72,417 9,808 17,268,737 

1,609,969 

60,114 762,477 

Total deposits & investments ~-2,~24r-2~,5~65~ 
1,004,266 

4,188,366 $ 19,122,083 

Cash and deposits .. 
lrwestments .. 
Total deposits and investments . 

Custodial Credit Risk- Deposits 

Total 

4,765,246 

17,350,962 

1,609,969 

822,591 
1,004,266 

25,553,034 

323,727 
25,229,307 
25,553,034 

Component 
Unit 

6,429 

6,429 

6,429 
6,429 

Custodial credit risk for deposits is the risk that, in the event of the failure of a depository financial 
institution, the City will not be able to recover its deposits or will not be able to recover collateral 
securities that are in the possession of an outside party. The California Government Code, the City's 
investment policy and the Retirement System's investment policy do not contain legal or policy 
requirements that would limit the exposure to custodial credit risk for deposits, other than the 
following provision. The California Government Code requires that a financial institution secure 
deposits made by state or local governmental units not covered by Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation insurance by pledging government securities as collateral. The market value of pledged 
securities must equal at least 110% of the type of collateral authorized in California Government 
Code, Section 53651 (a) through (i) of the City's deposits. The collateral must be held at the pledging 
bank's trust department or another bank, acting as the pledging bank's agent, in the City's name. As 
of June 30, 2013, $0.3 million of the business-type activities bank balances were exposed to custodial 
credit risk by not being insured or collateralized. 

(b) Investment Policies 

Treasurer's Pool 

The City's investment policy addresses the Treasurer's safekeeping and custody practices with 
financial institutions in which the City deposits funds, types of permitted investment instruments, and 
the percentage of the portfolio which may be invested in certain instruments with longer terms to 
maturity. The objectives of the policy, in order of priority, are safety, liquidity, and earning a market 
rate of return on investments. The City has established a Treasury Oversight Committee (Oversight 
Committee) as defined in the City Administrative Code section 10.80-3, comprised of various City 
officials, representatives of agencies with large cash balances, and members of the public, to monitor 
and review the management of public funds maintained in the investment pool in accordance with 
Sections 27130 to 27137 of the California Government Code. The Treasurer prepares and submits an 
investment report to the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, members of the Oversight Committee and 
the investment pool participants every month. The report covers the type of investments in the pool, 
maturity dates, par value, actual cost, and fair value. 
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Although the California Government Code does not limit the amount of City funds that may be 
invested in federal agency instruments, the City's investment policy requires that investments in 
federal agencies should not exceed 85 percent of the total portfolio at the time of purchase. The 
investment policy also places maturity limits based on the type of security. Investments held by the 
Treasurer during the year did not include repurchase agreements or reverse repurchase agreements. 

The table below identifies the investment types that are authorized by the City's investment policy 
dated October 2012. The table also identifies certain provisions of the City's investment policy that 
address interest rate risk and concentration of credit risk. 

Maximum 
Maximum Percentage 

Authorized Investment Type Maturity of Portolio 
U.S. Treasuries 5 years 100% 
Federal Agencies 5 years 85%* 
State and Local Government Agency Obligations 5 years 20% 
F\Jblic nme Deposits 13 rrnnths * r-bne 
Negotiable Cert~icates of Deposit 5 years 30% 
Bankers Acceptances 180 days 40% 
Commercial Paper 270 days 25% .. 

Medium Term r-btes 24 rronths • 15% ... 

Repurchase Agreements 1 year r-bne 
Reverse Repurchase Agreements I Securities Lending 45 days• r-tine 
Money Market Funds N'A l\bne 
State of Cal~ornia Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) N'A Statutory 

•Represents restriction on Yrtiich the City's investment policy is more restrictive than the California 
Government Code. 

Maximum 
Investment in 

One Issuer 

100% 
100% 
5% ... 

r-bne 
r-bne 
r-bne 
10% ... 

10% 
r-tine 

$75 nillion • 

N'A 
r-bne 

The Treasurer also holds for safekeeping bequests, trust funds, and lease deposits for other City 
departments. The bequests and trust funds consist of stocks and debentures. Those instruments are 
valued at par, cost, or fair value at the time of donation. 

Other Funds 

Other funds consist primarily of deposits and investments with trustees related to the issuance of 
bonds and to certain Joan programs operated by the City. These funds are invested either in 
accordance with bond covenants and are pledged for payment of principal, interest, and specified 
capital improvements or in accordance with grant agreements and may be restricted for the issuance 
of loans. 
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Employees' Retirement System 

The Retirement System's investments are invested pursuant to investment policy guidelines as 
established by the Retirement Board. The objective of the policy is to maximize the expected return of 
the fund at an acceptable level of risk. The Retirement Board has established percentage guidelines 
for types of investments to ensure the portfolio is diversified. 

Investment managers are required to diversify by issue. maturity, sector, coupon, and geography. 
Investment managers retained by the Retirement System follow specific investment guidelines and 
are evaluated against specific market benchmarks that represent their investment style. Any 
exemption from general guidelines requires approval from the Retirement Board. The Retirement 
System invests in securities with contractual cash flows, such as asset backed securities, commercial 
mortgage backed securities and collateralized mortgage obligations. The value, liquidity and related 
income of these securities are sensitive to changes in economic conditions, including real estate 
values, delinquencies or defaults, or both, and may be affected by shifts in the market's perception of 
the issuers and changes in interest rates. 

The investment policy permits investments in domestic and international debt and equity securities; 
real estate; securities lending; foreign currency contracts, derivative instruments, and alternative 
investments, which include investments in a variety of commingled partnership vehicles. 

The Retirement System is not directly involved in repurchase or reverse repurchase agreements. 
However, external investment managers retained by the Retirement System may employ repurchase 
arrangements if the securities purchased or sold comply with the manager's investment guidelines. 
The Retirement System monitors the investment activity of its investment managers to ensure 
compliance with guidelines. In addition, the Retirement System's securities lending cash collateral 
separate account is authorized to use repurchase arrangements. As of June 30, 2013, $326 million 
(or 32.5% of cash collateral) consisted of such agreements. 

(c) Investment Risks 

Interest Rate Risi< 

Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value of 
an investment. Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, the greater the sensitivity of its fair 
value lo changes in market interest rates. Information about the sensitivity to the fair values of the 
City's investments to market interest rate fluctuations is provided by the following tables, which shows 
the distribution of the City's investments by maturity. The Employees' Retirement System's interest 
rate risk information is discussed in section (e) of this note. 
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Investment Maturities 

S&P Less than 1 to5 

~ Fair Value 1~ar X!ars 
Primary Government 

ln.iestments in CityTreasury. 
Pooled mvastments: 

U.S. TreasuryNcfes - 857,756 25,118 $ 832,638 
U.S. Pgencies - Coupon NR-AA+ 4,009,344 436,193 3,573, 151 

Sate/Local Pgencies A-AA+ 140,2:i5 83,424 56,831 
Negotia~e ceib'llcates ct- c:Eposit A+-AA- 375,1159 375,059 
A.Jblictime deposits NR 1'20 720 
Corporate notes A-/>AA 404,752 158,255 246,497 

Mmeymarket mutual Funds - 360,047 330,047 
Less: Treasure Island De..elopmentA.lthority 

Investments with CityTreasury nta (~429) (6,429) 
Less: Employees' RetirementS}Stem 

lnvastments with City Treasury nta [7769} 17 i1l91 
Subtotal pooled investments 6,133,735 1.432,387 4,701,348 

Separately managed accourt: 
SFRDASouth Beach Herber Re..enue Bcrid NR 4,9:>0 4,9:>0 

sut:total il'lr'estments in CityTreasury 6,138,235 1,432,387 $ 4,705,848 

ll'lr'estrnents Dutside City Treasury. 
(Go..ernmental and Business - Type) 
U.S. TreasuryBills NR 223,291.00 2'23,291 

U.S. TreasuryNcfes NRJ/>AA 81,346 46,240 3~ 106 
U.S. Pgaicies - Coupon - 141,776 53,150 BM26 
U.S. Pgaicies - Discrunt A-1+ 124,074 124,074 
Certificate ofDeposit NR 413 413 

M>ney WBrket Mttual Funds A"IITT/>AA 465,518 435,518 
ln..estrnait Deriwtiva lrstrumait NR 5,166 727 4,439 

Subtotal mvastrnaits outside City Treasury . 1,041,584 913,413 128, 171 

Empcyees' RetiremaitS}Stem in..estrnents 18,049,488 

Total Primary Go.ternment 25,229,rJ7 

Componert Unit: 
Treasure Island DevelopmentNl"ority: 

lnvastrnaits with City Treasury nla 6,429 6,429 $ 

Total Investments 25,235,736 

As of June 30, 2013, the investments in the City Treasury had a weighted average maturity of 
880 days. 

Credit Risi< 

Credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the holder of the 
investment. This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized statistical 
rating organization. The Standard & Poor's rating for each of the investment types are shown in the 
table above. 

Custodial Credit Risi< for Investments 

Custodial credit risk for investments is the risk that, in the event of the failure of the counterparty to a 
transaction, the City will not be able to recover the value of its investment or collateral securities that 
are in the possession of another party. The California Government Code and the City's investment 
policy do not contain legal or policy requirements that would limit the exposure to custodial credit risk 
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for investments; however, it is the practice of the City Treasurer that all investments are insured, 
registered or held by the Treasurer's custodial agent in the City's name. The governmental and 
business-type activities also have investments with trustees related to the issuance of bonds that are 
uninsured, unregistered and held by the counterparty's trust departments but not in the City's name. 
These amounts are included in the investments outside City Treasury shown in the table above. 

Concentration of Credit Risk 

The City's investment policy contains no limitations on the amount that can be invested in any one 
issuer beyond that stipulated by the California Government Code and/or its investment policy. U.S. 
Treasury and agency securities explicitly guaranteed by the U.S. government are not subject to single 
issuer limitation. 

As of June 30, 2013, the City Treasurer has investments in U.S. Agencies that represent 5% or more 
of the total Pool in the following: 

Federal National Mortgage Association ............................................ 19.4% 
Federal Home Loan Bank ................................................................. 17.9% 
Federal Farm Credit Bank ................................................................. 11.6% 
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation ...................................... 10.0% 
Federal Agriculture Mortgage Corporation ........................................ 6.4% 

In addition, the following major funds hold investments with trustees that represent 5% or more of the 
funds' investments outside City Treasury as of June 30, 2013: 

Airport: 
Federal National Mortgage Association ..................................... 34. 9% 

Water Enterprise: 
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation ............................... 23.2% 
Federal Farm Credit Bank .......................................................... 8.6% 

Hetch Hetchy: 
Federal Home Loan Bank .......................................................... 38.1 % 

Wastewater Enterprise: 
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation ............................... 17.6% 

Airport's Forward Purchase and Sale Agreements 

Objective and Terms - The Airport's Senior Trustee invests a portion of the Airport's debt service 
fund deposits and debt service reserve funds in investments delivered in accordance with two 
Forward Purchase and Sale Agreements (FPSAs) that are intended to produce guaranteed earnings 
rates of 4.329% - 4.349%, depending on the agreement. The two FPSAs are 10-year agreements 
that expire between November 2013 and November 2014. The Airport had a third FPSA (with 
Citigroup Financial Products, Inc.) that expired on May 1, 2013. The reserve funds that were invested 
in the Citigroup FPSA have not been reinvested in a new FPSA. 

Under each FPSA, the Senior Trustee purchases a predetermined amount and type of investment 
security from the provider at prices that will result in the guaranteed fixed rate of return. Under the 
FPSA with Morgan Stanley Capital Services, the Senior Trustee is required to purchase between 
$10.9 million and $23.5 million of investment securities every month tor the debt service fund, 
depending on the amount of deposits into the fund. Of the $257.2 million principal amount of 
investments purchased during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, $235.4 million have matured and 
the proceeds thereof have been used to pay debt service on the Airport's bonds, leaving $21.8 million 
invested as of June 30, 2013. Under the FPSA with Merrill Lynch Capital Services, the Senior Trustee 
is required to purchase $100.0 million of investment securities every six months, maturing on the 
following May 1 or November 1, as applicable, for the bond reserve fund. The amounts of unmatured 
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investment securities purchased under the two FPSAs and held by the Senior Trustee as of 
June 30, 2013, are shown in the following table: 

.;P.;.r:::;ov!;i:;:d;:.e':.......,.....,~~~~--- Purpose 
Merrill Lynch Capital Services Reserve Funds 
Morgan Stanley Capital Services Debt Service 

Amount 
$100,000 

21,862 

Fixed Rate Start Date 
4.329% 1211012004 
4.349% 112912004 

End Date 
11/1/2014 
11/112013 

' The amount invested varies depending on principal and interest deposits on the outstanding bonds. 

All investments under the FPSAs are made with the intention that securities will be held to maturity, 
and all are invested only in specified eligible securities pursuant to the California Government Code 
and as defined by the Airport's 1991 Master Resolution. These investments are scheduled to mature 
on or before each debt service payment date on the associated bonds. 

If necessary, the Airport may direct the Senior Trustee to sell the securities at any time prior to their 
maturity in the open market and use the proceeds of such sale for the permitted purposes of the 
applicable fund. The securities are recorded at their fair value as of June 30, 2013, and not at the 
guaranteed rate of return of the FPSA under which the investments were delivered. As of 
June 30, 2013, the accrued interest was recorded in the interest receivable account. 

The Airport accounted for and disclosed the FPSAs as investment derivatives in accordance with 
GASB 53 as of and for the year ended June 30, 2013. 

Fair Value - The fair value of each FPSA takes into consideration the prevailing interest rate 
environment and the specific terms and conditions of the FPSA. All fair values were estimated using 
the zero-coupon discounting method. This method calculates the future earnings under each FPSA, 
assuming that the current forward rates implied by the yield curve are the market's best estimate of 
future spot interest rates. These payments are then discounted using the spot rates implied by the 
current yield curve and compared to the future earnings at the guaranteed rate, also discounted using 
the spot rates implied by the current yield curve. 

As of June 30, 2013, the fair values of the FPSAs are as lollows: 

Provider 
Merrill Lynch Capital Services 
Morgan Stanley Capital Services 

Total FPSAs 

June 30, 2013 
$ 4,439 

727 
5,166 

Credit Risk - The provider under each FPSA sells the specified investment securities to the Senior 
Trustee on a "delivery-versus-payment" basis. Therefore, at any given time, the Senior Trustee holds 
either cash or the delivered investments. The Airport has received bankruptcy opinions of counsel of 
the respective providers to the effect that, subject to customary qualifications, investment securities 
purchased by the Senior Trustee would not ccnstitute part of the bankruptcy estate of the provider. 
Thus, the Airport believes that the principal amounts invested in accordance with the FPSAs are not 
at risk in the event of the bankruptcy or insolvency of the respective providers. In the event a provider 
fails to perform, the Airport can invest its funds in alternative investments available at that time, which 
would likely produce a different rate of return. If an FPSA is terminated, the Airport would receive or 
pay a termination amount approximately equivalent to the fair value of the FPSA at thal time, 
depending on market conditions. As of Jun'e 30, 2013, the fair value of each FPSA was positive to the 
Airport as shown above. 
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The providers and guarantors of the FPSAs and their credit ratings are as follows: 

Provider 
Merrill Lynch Capital Services 
Morgan Stanley Capital Services 

Guarantor 
Merrill Lynch & Company 
Morgan Stanley 

Guarantor Credit Ratings 
June 30, 2013 (Moody's/S&P) 

Baa2/A-
Baa11A-

Termination Risk - Under the terms of the FPSAs, if an investment provider is downgraded below "A
" by Standard & Poor's or "A3" by Moody's, a "Downgrade Event" occurs, and the provider must take 
corrective action by either assigning the FPSA to a more highly rated investment provider, obtaining a 
guaranty from a more highly rated guarantor, or collateralizing its obligations under the FPSA. If the 
provider fails to cure the Downgrade Event within 10 business days, the Airport has a 45-<lay option 
to terminate the FPSA and make or receive a cash payment, depending on the then market value of 
the FPSA. The downgrade of any FPSA provider increases the risk to the Airport that the provider will 
not perform under the FPSA. 

Merrill Lynch & Co. was downgraded by Moody's on September 21, 2011 to "Baa1" (and 
subsequently to "Baa2") resulting in a Downgrade Event. Consequently, Merrill Lynch Capital 
Services (MLCS) entered into a collateral agreement in January 2012 with the Senior Trustee for the 
benefit of the Airport to post collateral equal to 105% of the fair value (or "termination amounf') 
calculated on a weekly basis to secure MLCS' obligations under the FPSA. The collateral delivered 
by MLCS is held by U.S. Bank National Association, as custodian (the Custodian). If an event of 
default by MLCS occurs under the FPSA and the FPSA is terminated, the Senior Trustee is entitled to 
instruct the Custodian to transfer the collateral to the Senior Trustee or to liquidate the collateral and 
transfer the proceeds to the Senior Trustee. 

Morgan Stanley was downgraded by Moody's to "Baa1" on June 21, 2012, resulting in a Downgrade 
Event. The Airport and Morgan Stanley continue to negotiate an appropriate cure to this Downgrade 
Event. 

(d) Treasurer's Pool 

The following represents a condensed statement of net position and changes in net position for the 
Treasurer's Pool as of June 30, 2013: 

Statement of Net Position 

Net posttion held in trust for all pool participants .......................... ===6=,3=8=1 ,6=4=4= 

Equny of internal pool participants............................................. 5,956,466 

Equtty of separately rranaged account participant................... 97,202 

Equtty of external pool participants ........................................... ___ 3_27...;,_97_6_ 

Total equity .......................................................................... ===6=,3=8=1,6=44= 

Statement of Changes in Net Position 

Net posttion at July 1, 2012........................................................ 5,707,347 

Net change in investrrents by pool participants ........................ ___ 6_74_,2_9_7_ 

Net posttion at June 30, 2013.............................................. 6,381,644 -----
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The following provides a summary of key investment information for the Treasure~s Pool as of 
June 30, 2013: 

Type of Investment Rates Maturities Par Value Carrying Value 

Pooled Investments: 

US government securities ........................ 0.48% -2.00% 01115114-04130118 860,000 857,756 

US Agencies - Coupon ....... 0. 10% -2.31% 09103113 -05122118 3,997,493 4,009,344 

State and local agencies. ························ 0.32% -1.04% 07126113 -08101116 137,485 140,255 

Negotiable certificates of deposits .. 0.12% - 0.38% 07101113-06124114 375,000 375,059 

Public time deposits ................................. 0.47% - 0.49% 02/07114 - 04109114 720 720 

Corporate notes ............................. 0.27% - 0.66% 09120113-04108115 403,405 404,752 

Money market mutual funds ........ 0,01%-0,05% 07101113-07101113 360,047 360,047 

6,134,150 6,147,933 

Segregated account 

Local agencies ............. 3.50% 121112016 4:500 4,500 

Carrying amount of deposits with Treasurer .......................... ............................ 229,211 

Total cash and investments with Treasurer ................ .............................. ··············· $ 6,381,644 

(e) Retirement System Investments 

The Retirement System's investments as of June 30, 2013 are summarized as follows: 

Fixed Income Investments: 
Short-term bills and notes 
Investments wilh City Treasury 

Debt securities: 
U.S. Government and agencies 
Other debt securities 
Subtotal debt securities 

Total fixed income investments 

Equity securities: 
Domestic 
International 

Total equity securities 

Real estate holdings 
Alternative investments 
Foreign currency contracts, net 
Investment in lending agent's short-term investment pool 

Total Retirement System Investments 
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572,556 
7,769 

966,411 
3,324,166 
4,290,577 

4,870,902 

4,576,833 
4,044,601 

8,621,434 

1,430,711 
2,129,578 

(7,403) 
1,004,266 

18,049,488 
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The Retirement System does not have a specific policy to manage interest rate risk. 

Below is a table depicting the segmented time distribution for fixed income investments based upon 
the expected maturity (in years) as of June 30, 2013: -

Maturities 
Less than 1 

Investment Type Fair Value yoar 1·6years 6-10 years 10+ years 

Asset Backed Securities 194,581 305 $ 97,482 9,221 87,573 

Bank Loans 22,143 6,320 15,311 512 

City Investment Pool 7,769 7,769 

Collateralized Bonds 17,250 379 16,871 

Commercial Mortgage-Backed 594,746 2,271 81,163 23,140 488,172 

Commercial Paper 3,765 3,765 

Commingled and other fixed income funds 349,205 363,520 17 (14,332) 

Corporate Bonds 1,587,605 577,150 357,728 475,067 177,660 

Corporate Convertible Bonds 266,206 29,450 135,058 23,711 77,987 

Government Agencies 301,281 276,122 17,776 6,662 701 

Government Bonds 400,662 33,432 250,480 45,513 71,237 

Government Mortgage-Backed Securities 352,028 103,855 3,982 B,797 235,394 

Index Linked Government Bonds 3,971 3,071 

Foreign Currencies and Cash Equivalents 248,745 248,745 

Mortgages 49 49 

Municipal!Provincial Bonds 56,315 4,772 8,559 5,654 37,330 
Non-Government BBck.ed Collateralized 

Mortgage ObligaUons 146,053 7,459 2,240 136,354 

Options (261) {261) 

Short-Term Investment Funds 320,046 320,046 

Swaps (357) 162 {519) 

Total "i,870,902 1,969,492 983,374 600,537 1,317,499 

Credit Risk 

Fixed income investment managers typically are limited within their portfolios to no more than 5% 
exposure in any single security, with the exception of United States Treasury and government agency 
securities. The Retirement System's credit risk policy is embedded in the individual investment 
manager agreements as prescribed and approved by the Retirement Board. 

Investments are classified and rated using the lower of (1) Standard & Poors (S&P) rating or 
(2) Moody's Investors Service (Moody's) rating corresponding to the equivalent S&P rating. If only a 
Moody's rating is available, the rating equivalent to S&P is used for the purpose of this disclosure. 
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The following table illustrates the Retirement System's exposure to credit risk as of June 30, 2013. 
Investments issued or explicitly guaranteed by the U.S. government of $926.1 million as of June 30, 
2013 are not considered to have credit risk and are excluded from the table below. 

Fair Value as a 
Credit Ratins Fair Value Pen:entage of Total 

AAA $ 283,141 7.2% 
AA 173,085 4.4% 
A 298,781 7.6% 

BBB 579,060 14.7% 
BB 215,932 5.5% 
B 312,311 7.9% 

CCC 156,362 4.0% 
cc 6,605 0.2% 
c 5,064 0.1% 
D 85 0.0% 

Not Rated 1,914,364 48.4% 

Total $ 3,944,790 100.0% 

The securities listed as "Not Rated" include short-term investment funds, U.S. government agency 
securities, and investments that invest primarily in rated securities, such as commingled funds and 
money market funds, but do not themselves have a specific credit rating. Excluding these securities, 
the "Not Rated" component of credit would be approximately 13.0% for 2013. 

Concentration of Credit Risk 

Concentration of credit risk is the risk of loss attributed to the magnitude of the Retirement System's 
investment in a single issuer. Guidelines for investment managers typically restrict a position to 
become no more than 5% (at fair value) of the investment managers portfolio. Securities issued or 
guaranteed by the U.S; government or its agencies are exempt from this limit. 

As of June 30, 2013, the Retirement System had no investments of a single issuer that equaled or 
exceeded 5% of total Retirement System net position. 

Custodia/ Credit Risk 

The Retirement System does not have a specific policy addressing custodial credit risk for 
investments, but investments are generally insured, registered, or held by the Retirement System or 
its agent in the Retirement System's name. As of June 30, 2013, $76.7 million of the Retirement 
System's investments were exposed to custodial credit risk because they were not insured or 
registered in the name of the Retirement System, and were held by the counterparty's trust 
department or agent but not in the Retirement System's name. Cash received as securities lending 
collateral is invested in a separately managed account using investment guidelines approved by the 
Retirement System and held with the System's custodial bank. 

For fiscal year 2013, cash received as securities lending collateral is invested in a separately 
managed account using investment guidelines approved by the Retirement System and held by the 
custodial bank. Securities in this separately managed account are not exposed to custodial credit risk. 
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The Retirement System's exposure to foreign currency risk derives from its positions in foreign 
currency denominated cash, equity, fixed income, alternative investments, real estate, and swap 
investments. The Retirement System's investment policy allows international managers to enter into 
foreign exchange contracts, which are _limited to hedging currency exposure existing in the portfolio. 

The Retirement System's net exposures to foreign currency risk as of June 30, 2013 are as follows: 

Currency 

Australian dollar 
Brazilian real 
Briti~h pound sterling 
Canadian dollar 
Chilean peso 
Chinese yuan renmmbi 
Colombian peso 
Czech koruna 
Danish krone 
Euro 
Hong Kong dollar 
Hungarian forint 
Indian rupee 
Indonesian rupiah 
J_apanese yen 
Malaysian ringgit 
Mexican peso 
New Israeli shekel 
New Romanian leu 
New Russian ruble 
New Taiwan dollar 
New Zealand dollar 
Norwegian krone 
Peruvian nuevo sol 
Philippine peso 
Polish zloty 
Singapore dollar 
South African rand 
South Korean won 
Swedish krona 
Swiss franc 
Thai baht 
Turkish lira 

Total 

Cash 

1,244 
43 

180 
50 

41,831 
668 

35 
2,859 

24 
33 

360 
(32) 
222 

197 

1,235 
638 
69 

49,657 

Fixed 
Equities Income 

100,546 31,709 
28,104 31,851 

540,682 7,525 
47,750 8,794 

1,121 
22,772 

692,954 34,375 
199,136 

742 

24,623 
542,967 

4,756 
16,164 31,347 
6,187 

23,669 

22,987 

816 
181 

50,586 
12,974 
82,837 
58,933 

213,106 
25,430 
18 414 

2,738,437 145,601 
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Foreign 
Alternative Real Currency 

Investments Estate Contracts Total 
14,818 (45,951) 102,366 

12,853 72,851 
(36,085) 512,302 
(54,989) 1,605 
12,170 12,170 
27,628 27,628 
2,614 2,614 

(18,854) (17,733) 
(1,265) 21,508 

255,304 3,790 1,028,254 
974 200,778 

(509) 233 
12,374 12,374 
8,788 33,446 

51,523 (59,515) 537,834 
(13,055) (8,299) 
20,577 68,112 

6,650 12,870 
8,829 8,829 
3,194 3,194 

(49,985) (25,956) 
(36,930) (36,962) 
12,895 36,104 

(14,342) (14,342) 
(27,181) (26,365) 

3,075 3,256 
(63,942) (13,159) 

(240) 12,734 
(14,449) 69,623 

222 59,793 
(15,707) 197,468 
(18,238) 7,192 
13,987 32,401 

270, 122 51,523 (320,6171 2,934,n3 
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As of June 30, 2013, the derivative instruments held by the Retirement System are considered 
investments and not hedges for accounting purposes. The gains and losses arising from this activity 
are recognized as incurred in the statement of changes in fiduciary net position. All investment 
derivatives discussed below are included within the investment risk schedules, which precede this 
subsection. Investment derivative instruments are disclosed separately to provide a comprehensive 
and distinct view of this activity and its impact on the overall investment portfolio. 

The fair value of the exchange traded derivative instruments, such as futures, options, rights and 
warrants are based on quoted market prices. The fair values of forward foreign currency contracts are 
determined using a pricing service, which uses published foreign exchange rates as the primary 
source. The fair values of swaps are determined by the Retirement System's investment managers 
based on quoted market prices of the underlying investment instruments. 

The table below presents the notional amounts, the fair value amounts, and the related net 
appreciation (depreciation) in the fair value of derivative instruments that were outstanding at 
June 30, 2013: 

Net Appreciation 
Notional (Depreciation) in 

Derivative Txe;e I Contracts Amount Fair Value Fair Value 
Forwards 

Foreign Exchange Contracts (a) (7,411) (7,411) 
Other Contracts (a) 101 101 

Options 
Foreign Exchange Contracts 2,837 (261) (649) 

Swaps 
Credit Contracts 2,837 (357) 521 

RightsfWarrants 
Equity Contracts 890 shares 1,051 (30) 

Total (6,877) (7,468) 

(a) The Retirement System's investment managers enter into a wide variety of forward foreign exchange and 
other contracts, which frequently do not involve the US dollar. As a result, a U.S. dollar-based notional 
value is not included. 

All investment derivatives are reported as investments at fair value in the statement of fiduciary net 
position. Rights and warrants are reported in equity securities. Foreign exchange contracts are 
reported in foreign currency contracts, which also include spot contracts that are not derivatives. All 
other derivative contracts are reported in other debt securities. All changes in fair value are reported 
as net appreciation (depreciation) in fair value of investments in the statements of changes in plan net 
position. 
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Counterparty Credit Risk 

The Retirement System is exposed to credit risk on derivative instruments that are in asset positions. 
As of June 30, 2013, the fair value of forward currency contracts (including foreign exchange contract 
options) to purchase and sell international currencies were $5.6 million and $13.3 million, 
respectively. The Retirement System's counterparties to these contracts held credit ratings of A or 
better on 97 .5% of the positions while 2.5% were rated below A as assigned by one or more of the 
major credit rating organizations (S&P, Moody's and/or Fitch). 

Custodial CreditRisk 

The custodial credit risk disclosure for exchange traded derivative instruments is made in accordance 
with the custodial credit risk disclosure requirements of GASB Statement No. 40. At June 30, 2013, 
all of the Retirement System's investments in derivative instruments are held in the Retirement 
System's name and are not exposed to custodial credit risk. 

Interest Rate Risk 

The table below describes the maturity periods of the derivative instruments exposed to interest rate 
risk at June 30, 2013. 

Derivative Type f Contracts 
Forwards 

Other Contracts 
Swaps 

Credit Contracts 
Total 

Fair Value 
Less than 

1. year 

101 101 

6-10 10+ 

1-Syears_~~ 

~-""'("-35;._7.<-) 161 (518) 

--==(._25=6=) ~~~~ 

At June 30, 2013, there were no derivative instruments which were highly sensitive to interest rate 
changes. 
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At June 30, 2013, the Retirement System is exposed to foreign currency risk on its investments in 
forwards, options, rights, and warrants denominated in foreign currencies. Below is the derivative 
instruments foreign currency risk analysis as of June 30, 2013: 

Currency 
Australian dollar 
Brazilian real 
British pound sterling 
Canadian dollar 
Chilean peso 
Chinese yuan renminbi 
Colombian peso 
Czech koruna 
Danish krone 
Euro 
Hong Kong dollar 
Hungarian forint 
Indian rupee 
Indonesian rupiah 
Japanese yen 
Malaysian ringgit 
Mexican peso 
New Israeli shekel 
New Romanian Leu 
New Russian ruble 
New Taiwan dollar 
New Zealand dollar 
Norwegian krone 
Peru\'ian nue~ sol 
Philippine peso 
Polish zloty 
Singapore dollar 
South African rand 
South Korean won 
Swedish krona 
Swiss franc 
Thai baht 
Turkish lira 
Total 

Contingent Features 

Forwards 
$ 1,139 

(1,120) 
188 
424 
(775) 
200 
(28) 
36 
15 

(505) 
1 

(12) 
(920) 
(264) 
848 

(301) 
(294) 
(45) 
(96) 

(203) 
(59) 

(235) 
(876) 
310 
(78) 

(230) 
625 
(469) 
(107) 
(398) 
(195) 
213 

(490) 
(3,701) 

Rights/ 
Options Warrants 

$ (270) _$ ___ 2_ 

151 

(33) 

===(3=0=3=) ~ 

Total 
$ 871 

(969) 
188 
424 
(775) 
200 
(28) 
36 
15 

(505) 
1 

(12) 
(920) 
(264) 
848 

(301) 
(294) 
(45) 
(96) 

(203) 
(59) 

(268) 
(876) 
310 
(78) 

(230) 
625 
(469) 
(107) 
(398) 
(195) 
213 

(490) 
$ (3,851) 

At June 30, 2013, the Retirement System held no positions in derivatives containing contingent 
features. 
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Currency Management Program 

The Retirement System's currency management program is managed by two investment managers. 
The objective of the currency management program is to produce a risk-adjusted return of 
approximately 1 OD basis points. 

The Retirement System's international equity managers do not actively manage the underlying 
currency risk. Currency risk can be reduced through an active currency management program. 

Each currency manager manages currency risk through foreign exchange spot and forward contracts, 
and currency options. Only international equities are subject to the currency management program. 
The Retirement System's international fixed income currency exposure is actively managed by four 
developed market bond managers and two emerging market bond managers. All four developed 
bond managers have discretion to invest in U.S. or international developed markets. 

As of June 30, 2013, the Retirement System's allocation to international equities (including cash and 
other assets) was primarily denominated in foreign currencies and totaled $4.3 billion, which 
represented 25.2% of plan net position. For the year ended June 30, 2013, the currency overlay 
program lost $11.2 million or 0.26% of the international equity portfolio (including cash and other 
assets) and 0.07% of the Retirement System's average total portfolio value. 

Securities Lending 

The Retirement System lends U.S. government obligations, domestic and international bonds, and 
equities to various brokers with a simultaneous agreement to return collateral for the same securities 
plus a fee in the tuture. The securities lending agent manages the securities lending program and 
receives securities and cash as collateral. Cash and non-cash collateral is pledged at 102% and 
105% of the market value of domestic securities and international securities lent, respectively. There 
are no restrictions on the amount of securities that can be lent at one time. However, starting in the 
year ended June 30, 2009, the Retirement System engaged in a systematic reduction of the value of 
securities on loan with a target of no more than ten percent (10%) of total fund assets on loan at any 
time. The term to maturity of the loaned securities is generally not matched with the term to maturity 
of the investment of the corresponding collateral. 

The Retirement System does not have the ability to pledge or sell collateral securities unless a 
borrower defaults. The securities collateral is not reported on the statement of fiduciary net position. 
As of June 30, 2013, the Retirement System has no credit risk exposure to borrowers because the 
amounts the Retirement System owes them exceed the amounts they owe the Retirement System. 
As with other extensions of credit, the Retirement System may bear the risk of delay in recovery or of 
rights in the collateral should the borrower of securities fail financially. In addition, the lending agent 
indemnifies the Retirement System against all borrower defaults. 

As of June 30, 2013, the Retirement System lent $1.3 billion in securities and received collateral of 
$1.D billion and $0.3 billion in cash and securities, respectively, from borrowers. The cash collateral is 
invested in a separately managed account by the lending agent using investment guidelines 
approved by the Retirement System. Due to the decline in the fair value of assets held in the 
separately managed account, the Retirement System's invested cash collateral was valued at $1.0 
billion. The net unrealized loss of $895 is presented as part of the net depreciation in fair value of 
investments in the statement of changes in the fiduciary net position. The Retirement System is 
exposed to investment risk including the possible loss of principal value in the separately managed 
securities lending account due to the fluctuation in the fair value of assets held by the account. 
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The Retirement System's securities lending transactions as of June 30, 2013, are summarized in the 
following table: · 

Fair Value of Fair Value of 
Loaned Cash Securities 

Securitx Txee Securities Collateral Collateral 
Securities Loaned for Cash Collateral: 

International Corporate Fixed Income 8,400 8,873 
International Equities 77,863 82,809 
International Government Fixed Income 3,846 3,970 
U.S. Corporate Fixed Income 160,374 164,134 
U.S. Equities 437,396 448,319 
U.S. Government Fixed Income 291,450 297,056 

Securities Loaned with Non-Cash Collateral: 
International Corporate Fixed Income 2,367 2,464 
International Equities 295,696 314,030 
International Government Fixed Income 10,047 10,534 
U.S. Corporate Fixed Income 12 12 
U.S. Equities 9,980 10,246 
U.S. Government Fixed Income 1,125 1,146 

Total $ 1,298,556 $ 1,005,161 338,432 

The following table presents the segmented time distribution for the reinvested cash collateral 
account based upon the expected maturity (in years) as of June 30, 2013. 

Investment Type 
Commercial Paper 
Government Agencies 
Negotiable Certificates of Deposits 
Repurchase Agreements 
Short Term Investment Funds 

Total 

Fair Value 
$ 43,968 

35,013 
204,013 
326,400 
394,872 

$ 1,004,266 

Maturities less 
than 1 year 

$ 43,968 
35,013 

204,013 
326,400 
394,872 

1,004,266 

The Retirement System's exposure to credit risk in its reinvested cash collateral account as of 
June 30, 2013 is as follows: 

Fair Value as a 
Credit Rating Fair Value Percentage of Total 

AAA 35,013 3.5% 

AA 485,749 48.4% 
A 483,421 48.1% 

Not Rated 83 0.0% 
Total 1,004,266 100.0% 
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Investments in Real Estate Holdings 

Real estate investments represent the Retirement System's interests in real estate limited 
partnerships. The changes in these investments during the year ended June 30, 2013 are 
summarized as follows: 

ln'9stments: 
Beginning of the year 
Capital in'9stments 
Equity in net earnings 
Net appreciation in fair ;alue 
Capital distributions 

End of the year 

(6) PROPERTY TAXES 

$ 1,403,412 
145,023 

80,643 
62,011 

(260,378) 

1,430,711 

The City is responsible for assessing, collecting, and distributing property taxes in accordance with 
enabling state law. Property taxes are levied on both real and personal property. Liens for secured 
property taxes attach on January 1st preceding the fiscal year for which taxes are levied. Secured 
property taxes are levied on the first business day of September and are payable in two equal 
installments: the first is due on November 1st and delinquent with penalties after December 1 oth; the 
second is due February 1st and delinquent with penalties after April 1oth. Secured property taxes that 
are delinquent and unpaid as of June 30th are subject to redemption penalties, costs, and interest 
when paid. If not paid at the end of five years, the secured property may be sold at public auction and 
the proceeds used to pay delinquent amounts due. Any excess is remitted, if claimed, to the taxpayer. 
Unsecured personal property taxes do not represent a lien on real property. Those taxes are levied 
on January 1st and become delinquent with penalties after August 31st. Supplemental property tax 
assessments associated~ with changes in the assessed valuation due to transfer of ownership in 
property or upon completion of new construction are levied in two equal installments and have 
variable due dates based on the date the bill is mailed. 

Since the passage of California's Proposition 13, beginning with fiscal year 1978-1979, general 
property taxes are based either on a Hat 1 % rate applied to the adjusted 1975-1976 value of the 
property and new construction value added after the 1975-1976 valuation or on a Hat 1% rate of the 
sales price of the property for changes in ownership. Taxable values on properties (exclusive of 
increases related to sales and construction) can rise or be adjusted at the lesser of 2% per year or 
the inflation rate as determined by the Board of Equalization's California Consumer Price Index. 

The Proposition 13 limitations on general property taxes do not limit taxes levied to pay the interest 
and redemption charges on any indebtedness approved by the voters prior to June 6, 1978 (the date 
of passage of Proposition 13). Proposition 13 was amended in 1986 to allow property taxes in excess 
of the 1 % tax rate limit to fund general obligation bond debt service when such bonds are approved 
by two-thirds of the local voters. In 2000, California voters approved Proposition 39, which set the 
approval threshold at 55% for school facilities-rel~ted bonds. These "override" taxes for the City's 
debt service amounted to approximately $176.9 million for the year ended June 30, 2013. 

Taxable valuation for the year ended June 30, 2013 (net of non-reimbursable exemptions, 
reimbursable exemptions, and tax increment allocations to the Successor Agency) was approximately 
$153 billion, an increase of 1.4%. The secured tax rate was $1.1691 per $100 of assessed valuation. 
After adjusting for a State mandated property tax shift to schools, the tax rate is comprised of: about 
$0.65 for general government, about $0.35 for other taxing entities including the San Francisco 
Unified School District, San Francisco Community College District, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District, and also $0.1691 for bond debt service. 
Delinquencies in the current year on secured taxes and unsecured taxes amounted to 1.10% and 
5.32%, respectively, of the current year tax levy, for an average delinquency rate of 1.35% of the 
current year tax levy. 
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As established by the Teeter Plan, the Controller allocates to the City and other agencies 100% of the 
secured property taxes billed but not yet collected by the City; in return, as the delinquent property 
taxes and associated penalties and interest are collected, the City retains such tax amounts in the 
Agency Fund. To the extent the Agency Fund balances are higher than required; transfers may be 
made to benefit the City's General Fund on a budgetary basis. The balance of the tax Joss reserve as 
of June 30, 2013 was $18.3 million, which is included in the Agency Fund for reporting purposes. The 
City has funded payment of accrued and current delinquencies, together with the required reserve, 
from interfund borrowing. 

(7) CAPITAL AssETS 

Primary Government 

Capital asset activity of the primary government for the year ended June 30, 2013 was as follows: 

Governmental Activities: 

Balance 
July 1, 

--"20'-1"'2'---~ Decreases* 
Capital assets, not being depreciated: 
Land .. ... ........................................ 281,858 
Intangible assets... 35,889 
Construction in progress...................................... 573,461 

Total capital assets, not being depreciated.. . 891,208 

Capital assets, being depreciated: 
Facilities and improwments ................................. 3,137,795 
Machinery and equipment. ................................... 359,342 
Infrastructure .................................................... 475,245 
Intangible assets .. ·················· ~ 

Total capital assets, being depreciated .. 3,975,411 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 
Facilities and improwments ................................. 794,673 
Machinery and equipment.. .................................. 310,281 
Infrastructure ....................................................... 72,735 
Intangible assets ... ...................... 684 

Total accumulated depreciation .... 1,178,373 
Total capital assets, being depreciated, net.. 2,797,038 

Gowmmental activities capital asssets, net.. ·~ 

$ 4,250 
7,236 

452,829 
464,315 

74,979 
23,291 
86,302 
35,593 

220,165 

63,255 
17,788 
17,381 

~ 
100,224 

119,941 

~ 

$ (29,019) •• 
(35,593) 

(163,210) 
(227,822) 

(240) 
(2,403) 

~ 

(240) 
(2,371) 

~ 
------® 
~ 

Balance 
June 30, 

2013 

257,089 
7,532 

863,080 

1,127,701 

3,212,534 
380,230 
561,547 

~ 
4, 192,933 

857,688 
325,698 

90,116 

~ 
1,275,986 

2,916,947 

~ 

* The increases and decreases include transfers of categories of capital assets from construction in 
progress to depreciable categories. 

•• Assets in the amount of $29.0 million were transferred from the City as of July 1, 2012 in 
accordance with DOF guidance regarding the management of former Agency housing assets. 
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Business-type Activities: 

Capital asset activity of the business enterprises for the year ended June 30, 2013, was as follows: 

San Francisco International Airport 

Balance Balance 
July 1, June 30, 

~ Increases Decreases _....::;20'-'13:..__ 

Capital assets, not being depreciated· 

Land .......................•... 3,074 3,074 

Constructioninprogress.... ~ ~ ~) ~ 

Total capital assets, not being depreciated... ~ ~ ~) ~ 

Caprtal assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and impro...ements .... . 

Machinery and equi~ment.. .. . 

Intangible assets ..... ..... ... . ···---············ 

Total capital assets, being depreciated ... 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 

Fac1lll:1es and impro~ments ........................ . 

Machinery and equipment. ··--····-······-········-·· 

Intangible assets 

Total accumulated depreciation ....... . 

Total capital assets, bemg depreciated, net ... 

Capital assets, net ... 

5,633,273 

167,006 

~ 

2,140,483 

73,305 

~ 
2,316.127 

3,645.500 

~ 

60,464 

6.241 

~ 

152,136 

17,172 

~ 

(263,719) 

(6,147) 

(211,760) 

(5,981) 

5.430,018 

187,100 

~ 

2,080,859 

84,496 

~ 
176,522 (217,741) 2,274,908 

(102,936) (52, 125) 3,490,439 

~ $ (91,740) ~ 

San Francisco Water Enterprise 

Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Land ...................................... . 

lntangi~e assets 

Balance Balance 

July 1, June 30, 

~ Increases ~ 2013 

24,711 

679 

96 (500) $ 24,307 

679 

Construction in progress 1,385,860 697,544 (557,715) 1,525,689 

Total captal assets, not being depreciated...... ~ 697,640 (558,215) 1,550,675 

Captal assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and improvements .... . 

Machinery and equipment ....... . 
Intangible assets. 

Total captal assets, bemg depreciated. 

Less accumulated depreciation for. 

Facilities and improvements .... 

Machinery and equipment ... 

lntangit1e assets 

Total accumulated depreciation ...... . 

Total cai;:ital assets, being depreciated, net .... 

captal assets, net. ... 

2.374,579 
243,561 

~ 

681,704 

122,673 

~ 
807,058 

~ 

~ 

82 

540,425 

19,839 

~ 

60,096 

13,026 

~ 
75,448 

~ 

~ 

(530) 

(527) 

___ J~D 
___ 13) 

~) 

2,915,004 

262,870 

~ 

741,800 
135,172 

~ 
~ 

2,308,253 

~ 
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Hetch Hetchy Water and Power 

Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Land.·······························-·-·-····-········-············· 

Balance 

July 1, 

2012 

4,720 

Increases Decreases 

Intangible assets ............................................... . 

Construction in progress ................... . 

Total capital assets, not being depreciated. 

1,437 

~~~) 

~~~ 

Capital assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and impro~ments ........... ···-···-············· 

Machinery and equipment. ............................. . 

Intangible assets ........................ ······················-

Total capital assets, being depreciated .... 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 

Facilities and improwments ............. . 

493,462 

78,081 

~ 
~ 

294,403 

4,629 

2,998 

Machinery and equipment.................................... 41, 773 

10,597 

4,377 

483 Intangible assets................................................. ~ 

Total accumulated deprecialion ........ . 

Total capital assets, being depreciated, net 

Capital assets, net.. 

354,159 ~ 

263,099 ~ 

~~ 

Municipal Transportation Agency 

Balance 

July 1, 

(237) 

(141) 

~) 
___ (96_) 

~ 

2012 Increases Decreases 

Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Land................................................ 41,495 (465) 

Construction in progress...................................... 422,361 ~ (109,080) 

Total capital assets, not being depreciated...... 453,856 ~ (109,545) 

Capital assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and impro"wements ................................ . 

Machinery and equipment. .................... . 

Infrastructure ........................................ . 

TOtal capital assets, being depreciated ...... . 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 

Facilities and impro"wements .................... . 

Machinery and equipment. ...................... . 

Infrastructure._ ........................................... . 

Total accumulated depreciation ..................... . 

Total capital assets, being depreciated, net.. ........ . 

Capital assets, net.. 

633,377 

1,212,258 

1,175,203 

3,020,838 

227,733 

703,068 

~ 
1,368,988 

1,651,850 

~ 

83 

34,418 

31,113 

~ 
~ 

15,790 

72,876 

~ 
122,479 

(42,082) 

$ 189,229 

(14,072) 

___ (7_1) 

~ 

(11,364) 

___ (7_1) 

~ 
~ 
~) 

Balance 

June 30, 

2013 

4,720 

1,437 

87,580 

93,737 

498,091 

80,842 

45,715 

624,648 

305,000 

46,009 

16,466 

369,475 

255,173 

348,910 

Ba.lance 

June 30, 

2013 

41,030 

544,592 

585,622 

667,795 

1,229,299 

1,189,998 

3,087,092 

243,523 

764,580 

471,929 

1,480,032 

1,607,060 

$ 2, 192,682 
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San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center 

Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Land .•.........................•...•.................................. 

Balance 

July 1, 

2012 

542 

Increases Decreases 

Balance 

June 30, 

2013 

542 

Construction in progress...................................... _____E_lE;, ~ ~ ~ 
Total capital assets, not being depreciated...... ~ ~ ~) ~ 

Capital assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and improvements................................. 139,402 4,711 

Machinery and equipment.................................... ~ ~ 

Total capital assets, being depreciated............ 204,540 ~ 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 

Facilities and improvements •................................ 114,474 3,100 

Machinery and equipment.................................... ~ ~ 

Total accumulated depreciation...................... 170,547 ~ 

Total capital assets, being depreciated, net........... ~ ~ 

Capital assets, net... ~ ~ 

San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise 

144,113 

~ 

~ 

117,574 

~ 
~ 
~ 

~~ 

Balance 

July 1, 

2012 Increases Decreases 

Balance 

June 30, 

2013 

Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Land .............•...••...................••.•..••..••..••...•........ 

Intangible assets ....•..••..•..•..•............................... 

Construction in progress ....•.••••••.......•...•.............. 

Total capital assets, not being depreciated ..... . 

Capital assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and improvements .............•...•...•...•..•.... 

Machinery and equipment.. ................................. . 

Intangible assets ..•.....................•...•..•••...•.•••....... 

Total capital assets, being depreciated ........... . 

Less accumulated depreciation ror: 

Facilities and improvements .......••.•••.•••.•....•......... 

21,210 

3,046 

134,703 

158,959 

2,294,336 

71,265 

~ 
2,369,532 

957,872 

Machinery and equipment.................................... 35,100 

Intangible assets................................................. ~ 

Total accumulated depreciation...................... 994,354 

Total capital assets, being depreciated, net........... 1,375,178 

Capital assets, net....... ~ 

84 

14,527 

176,592 

~ 

110,862 

5,656 

40,989 

4,572 

786 

~ 
~ 

~ 

(134,584) 

(134,584) 

(224) 

(224) 

35,737 

3,046 

~ 
~ 

2,405,198 

76,697 

~ 
2,485,826 

998,861 

39,448 

~ 
1,040,477 

1,445,349 

~ 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Notes to Basic Financial Statements (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Port of San Francisco 

Balance B=llance 

July 1, June 30, 

~-20~12~- __ ln_c•_••-~_• __ De~c•_•_•~-•- ~~=20~1~3~-
Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Land ....................... . 105,582 105,582 

Construction in prograss... . ~ 128,482 (162, 749) -----2ZE:. 
Total capital assets, not being depreciated... 149,621 128,492 (162,749) ~ 

Capital assets, being depreciated. 

Facilities and imprc:M;;ments ..... 

Machinery ard equipment... 

Infrastructure ... 

Intangible assets ... 

Total capital assets, being depreciated .... 

Less accumulated depreciation 'for: 

Facilities and imprc:M;;ments ..... . 

Machinery and equipment ...................... . 

Infrastructure ... 

Intangible assets ... 

Total accumulated depreciation ... 

Total capital assets, being depreciated, net. .... 

Capital assets, net. .. 

356,730 

16,922 

Zl,937 

~ 

240,754 

162,632 

2,172 

1,119 

13,555 

(3,890) 515,472 

(1,019) 18,075 

29,056 

~ 

(2,915) 251,394 

11,864 993 (1,019) 11,8.39 

5,901 1,359 7,260 

~ 460 3,287 

261,346 ~ ~) ~ 

~ 149,556 ~ ~ 

~~~~ 

Laguna Honda Hospital 

Capital assets', not being depreciated: 

Construction in progress .................... . 

Total capital assets, not being depreciated ........ . 

Capital assets, being depreciated· 

Facilities and improvements ............................ . 

Machinery and equipment ............... . 

Property Held Under Lease ....................................... . 

Intangible assets ....................................................... . 

Total capital assets, being depreciated .... 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 

Facilities and improvements ............ . 

Machinery and equipment. ..... · ............................... . 

Property Held Under Lease ........................ . 

Intangible assets ................... . 

Total accumulated depreciation ....... 

TotG!'Capital assets, being depreciated, net 

Capital assets, net... . 

Balance Balance 

July 1, June 30, 

~ Increases ~ _...c2::Dc.:;13:__ 

_$ __ 1_1 $ 23,790 ~ $ ___ _ 

___ 1_1 

574,884 23,801 

31,583 1,045 

771 

_____m_·. ___ 15_8 

_.eo·{S11 ~ 

36,834 

16,055 

766 

___ 7_9 

~ 
553 777 

$ 553,788 

85 

11,488 

4,228 

5 

___ 7_1 

~ 
---1ill 
$ 33,002 

(914) 

(5,868) 

(74) 

(914) 

(5,868) 

(74) 

597,771 

26,760 

697 

___ 43_1 

~ 

47,408 

14,415 

697 

___ 15_0 

~ 

~ 
$ 562,989 
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Other Fund - San Francisco Market Corporation 

Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Construction in progress ............................................ . 

Total capital assets, not being depreciated .... . 

Capital assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and improvements ..................................... . 

Machinery and equipment. .. . 

Total capital assets, being depreciated .............. . 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 

Facilities and improvements .............................. . 

Machinery and equipment... ...............•....................... 

Total accumulated depreciation ..... 

Total capital assets, being depreciated, net 

Capital assets, net ... 

Balance 

July 1, 
2012 

9,742 
___ 7_1 

~ 

6,418 
___ 3_7 

~ 

~ 

~ 

Balance 

June 30, 

lncre:ises ~ -~20~1~3 __ 

517 

___ 51_7 

_$ ___ _ 

(15) 9,730 

___ 1 ___ (_2) ___ 7_0 

___ 4 

265 (15) 6,668 
___ 1_5 ____QI ___ 5_o 

~ __J1l) _____fil1.§, 

_.ill§) --- ______Mg 

~ 
_$ ___ 
~ 

Total Business-type Activities 

Balance Balance 

July 1, June 30, 

2012 Increases Decreases 2013 ---- ----
Capital assets, not being depreciated: 

Land .....• ··········································· $ 201,334 14,623 (965) 214,992 

Intangible assets ... 5,162 5,162 

Construction in progress .. 2,179,509 1,477,151 (1,039,121) 2,617,539 

Total caprtal assets, not being depreciated ... 2,386,005 1,491,774 (1,040,066) 2,837,693 

Capital assets, being depreciated: 

Facilities and impro-.ements 12,509,785 941,945 (268,538) 13,183, 192 

Machinery and equipment. ............................... 1,905,885 73,237 (28,099) 1,951,023 

Infrastructure. ............................ 1,203, 140 15,985 (71) 1,219,054 

Property Held Under Lease ... 771 (74) 697 

Intangible assets 207,955 ~ ~ 
Total capital assets, being depreciated ... 15,827,536 1,038,730 (296,782) 16,569,484 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 

Facihties and improvements ............................. 4,700,675 308,016 (215,604) 4,793,087 

Machinery and equipment.. 1,059,948 119,860 (25,126) 1, 154,682 

Infrastructure. .......................... 444,088 35,172 (71) 479, 189 

Property Held Under Lease. 766 (74) 697 

Intangible assets ······················-·················· ~ ~ ~ 
Total accumulated depreciation. 6,332,768 474,393 (240,875) 6,566,286 

Total capital assets, being depreciated, net ... 9,494,768 564,337 (55,907) 10,003, 198 

Capital asse;ts, net. .. ~ ~ ~) $ 12,840,891 
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Depreciation expense was charged to functions/programs of the primary government as follows: 

Governmental Activities: 
Public protection .......................................................... . 
Public works transportation and commerce .................... . 
Human welfare and neighborhood de\Elopment. .............. . 
Community Health ....................................................... . 
Culture and recreation .................................................. . 
General administration and finance ................................ . 
Capital assets held by the City's internal service funds 

$ 14,240 
18,466 

496 
1,055 

42,263 
22,157 

charged to the various functions on a prorated bases.... ~ 

Total depreciation expense - governmental activities............ ~ 

Business-type activities: 
Airport... .. ............ . 
Water .. 
Power ........................... .. 
Transportation 
Hospitals .... 
Wastewater. .. 
Port .............. . 
Market 

Total depreciation expense - bus.iness-type activities .... 

$176,522 
75,448 
15,457 

122,479 
21,493 
46,347 
16,367 

280 

~ 
Equipment is generally estimated to have useful lives of 2 to 40 years, except for certain equipment of 
the Water Enterprise that has an estimated useful life of up to 75 years. Facilities and improvements 
are generally estimated to have useful lives from 15 to 50 years, except for utility type assets of the 
Water Enterprise, Hetch Hetchy, the Wastewater Enterprise, the MTA, and the Port that have 
estimated useful lives from 51 to 175 years. These long-lived assets include reservoirs, aqueducts, 
pumping stations of Hetch Hetchy, Cable Car Barn facilities and structures Of MTA, and pier 
substructures of the Port, which totaled $2.60 billion as of June 30, 2013. Hetch Hetchy Water had 
intangible assets of water rights having estimated useful lives from 51 to 100 years, which totaled 
$45.7 million as of June 30, 2013. In addition, the Water Enterprise had utility type assets with useful 
lives over 100 years, which totaled $6.8 million as of June 30, 2013. 

In fiscal year 2012-13, the Airport had write-offs and loss on disposal in the amount of $52.4 million 
primarily due to disposal and write-off of immaterial items that should have been expensed in prior 
years. 

During fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the Water Enterprise, Hetch Hetchy, and the Wastewater 
Enterprise expensed $2.4 million, $1.6 million, and $5.6 million, respectively, related to capitalized 
design and planning costs on certain projects that were discontinued. 

During the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the City's enterprise funds incurred total interest expense 
and interest income Of approximately $455.9 million and $1.0 million, respectively. Of these amounts, 
interest expense of approximately $88.8 million was capitalized. 
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(8) BONDS, LOANS, CAPITAL LEASES AND OTHER PAYABLES 

Changes in Short-Term Obligations 

The changes in short-term obligations for governmental and business-type activities for the year 
ended June 30, 2013, are as follows: 

July 1, Additional current June 30, 
Type of Obligation 2D12 Obligation Maturities 2013 

Governmental activities: 
Commercial paper 

San Francisco County Transportation Jltllhority ..... 150,000 6 $ 150,006 
M.Jltiple Capital Projects 46,834 285,703 (280,997) 51,540 

Governmental activities short-term obligations. .. $ 196,834 285,709 (280,997) 201,546 

Business-type activities: 
Commercial paper 

San Francisco International Airport. 10,450 170,075 180,525 
San Francisco Water Enterprise .. 174,000 174,000 
San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise .. 85,000 (85,000) 

Business-type activities short-term obligations ... $ 184,450 255,075 (85,000) 354,525 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

In April 2004, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) issued an initial tranche of 
$50.0 million and in September 2004, the SFCTA issued the second tranche of $100.0 million of a 
programmed $200.0 million aggregate principal amount of commercial paper notes (Limited Tax 
Bonds), Series A and B. The commercial paper notes are issued to provide a source of financing for 
the SFCTA's voter-approved Proposition K Expenditure Plan. Under this program, the SFCTA is able 
to issue commercial paper notes at prevailing interest rates not to exceed 12% per annum. The 
maximum maturity of the notes is 270 days. The principal amount of the commercial paper notes plus 
interest thereon is backed as to credit and liquidity by an irrevocable line of credit (LOC) issued by 
Landesbank Baden-WOrttemberg, New York Branch (Landesbank) in the amount up to $217.B million 
at a fee of 90 basis points based on SFCTA's AA credit rating. In July 2012, SFCTA entered into a 
new three-year credit facility with Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, in an amount equal to 
$217.8 million to replace the LOC issued by Landesbank. The credit facility will expire on July 10, 
2015 and has a fee of 45 basis points of the annual maximum debt service amount. The commercial 
paper notes are secured by a first lien gross pledge of the SFCTA's Sales Tax. The principal and 
interest on the commercial paper notes is payable at each maturity. 

As of June 30, 2013, $150.0 million in commercial paper notes were outstanding and maturing 40 to 
56 days after year-end with interest rates at 0.17%. For the year ended June 30, 2013, the SFCTA 
paid $1.0 million to Wells Fargo Bank and $44 to Landesbank in LOC fees. 

City and County of San Francisco Lease Revenue Commercial Paper Certific.ates of Participation 

In March 2009, the Board of Supervisors authorized the issuance of tax-exempt and taxable lease 
revenue commercial paper certificates of participation (CP) in an aggregate principal amount not to 
exceed $150.0 million to provide short term financing to 1) pay for acquisition, construction and 
rehabilitation of certain capital improvements within the City and the financing of vehicles and 
equipment; 2) fund capitalized interest with respect to the CP; 3) fund capitalized fees and expenses 
as defined in the trust agreement; and 4) pay for costs incurred in connection with the sale and 
delivery of the CP. In June 2010, the City obtained irrevocable lines of credit (LOC) issued by JP 
Morgan Chase Bank, National Association with a maximum available amount of $50.0 million and 
U.S. Bank, National Association with a maximum available amount of $50.0 million. Both LOCs expire 
on June 10, 2016. 
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The City issued commercial paper notes totaling $285.7 million and retired commercial paper notes 
totaling $281.0 million in fiscal year 2013 to provide interim financing for capital projects and capital 
equipment acquisitions, with each project receiving prior approval from the Board of Supervisors: 
Moscone Center Improvements, the Department of Public Works equipment purchase, the War 
Memorial Veterans Building project, the Port Facilities Improvement project and the HOPE SF, a 
project of rebuilding severely distressed housing sites, increasing affordable housing and improving 
the quality of life for existing residents and the surrounding communities. 

As of June 30, 2013, the outstanding principal amount of taxable and non-taxable commercial paper 
notes was $35.6 million and $15.9 million, respectively. The taxable commercial paper notes with 
LOC issued by JP Morgan and U.S. Bank N.A. bear interest rate of 0.17% and 0.16%, respectively, 
and the tax-exempt commercial paper notes bear interest rates of 0.15%. The taxable and non
taxable commercial paper notes matured on July 2, 2013. In June 2013, commercial paper notes in 
the amount of $37.6 million for Moscone Center improvement were refunded through the issuance of 
Certificates of Participation (Moscone Center Improvement) Series 2013A. 

San Francisco International Airnort 

In May 1997, the Airport authorized the issuance of subordinate commercial paper notes (CP) in an 
aggregate principal amount not to exceed the lesser of $400.0 million or the stated amount of the 
letter of credit securing the CP. The Airport's CP are secured by two $100.0 million direct-pay letters 
of credit from State Street Bank and Trust Company and from Barclays Bank that expire on May 2, 
2014. The direct-pay letter of creditfrom Barclays was terminated on July 3, 2013. During fiscal year 
2013, the Airport obtained two additional $100.0 million direct pay letters of credit from Wells Fargo 
Bank, National Association, and Royal Bank of Canada that expire on June 17, 2016 and May 20, 
2016, respectively. Each of these letters of credit supports separate subseries of CP and permits the 
Airport to issue CP up to a combined maximum principal amount of $400.0 million. The amount was 
reduced to $300.0 million following the termination of the Barclays letter of credit on July 3, 2013. 

During the fiscal year 2013, the Airport issued $170.1 million of new money CP to fund capital 
improvement projects. For fiscal year 2013, the interest rates on taxable CP ranged from 0.13% to 
0.24%, on private activity CP (AMT) ranged from 0.13% to 0.25% and on tax-exempt governmental 
purpose CP (Non-AMT) ranged from 0.11 % to 0.24%. 

San Francisco Water Enternrise 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Board of Supervisors have authorized the 
issuance of up to $250.0 million in CP pursuant to the voter-approved 2002 Proposition A and $250.0 
million in CP pursuant to the voter-approved 2002 Proposition E for a combined total authorization of 
$500.0 million. As of June 30, 2013, $174.0 million in CP was outstanding under Proposition E. The 
CP interest rate ranged from 0.16% to 0.24%. With maturities up to 270 days, the Water Enterprise 
intends to maintain the program by remarketing the CP upon maturity over the next five years, at 
which time outstanding CP will be refunded with long-term revenue bonds. This is being done to take 
advantage of the continued low interest rate environment. If the CP interest rates rise to a level that 
exceeds these benefits, the Water Enterprise will refinance the CP with long-term, fixed rate debt. 

San Francisco Wastewater Enternrise 

Under the voter-approved 2002 Proposition E, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and 
Board of Supervisors have authorized the issuance of up to $300.0 million in CP for the purpose of 
reconstructing, expanding, repairing, or improving the Wastewater Enterprise's facilities. During fiscal 
year 2013, the Wastewater Enterprise had up to $85.0 million of CP outstanding, which was 
subsequently refunded with the Wastewater Enterprise 2013 Series B revenue bonds issuance in 
February 2013. The Wastewater Enterprise had no commercial paper outstanding as of June 30, 
2013. 
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Long· Term Obligations 

The following is a summary of long-term obligations of the City as of June 30, 2013: 

GOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITIES 

Type Of Obligation and Purpose 

GENERAL OBLGl\lPN BONDS (a): 

Earthquake safely and errergency response 

Branch libraries ..•..••..••.••..•.•••..•••.••..•.•.•.•••...•..••..•..•..••...•...•.................. 

Parks and playgrounds ..................................................................... . 

Road repaving and street safety ....................................................... . 

San Francisco General Hospital 

Seisrric safety loan program ••.••.••..••.••..•..••••.••..•..•..••..••...•................. 

Refunding .•..••.•..••........•............•.......................................................... 

General Obligation Bonds - governrrental activities .•....••.•.•...•..••.••. 

LEASE REVENUE BONDS: 

San Francisco Finance Corporation (b), (e) & (f) .....•......•.................. 

Lease revenue bonds - governrrental activities •............................ 

01!-iER LONG-T81M OBLGA lPNS: 

Certificates of participation (c) & (d) .•..•..••..•..•....•..••••.••..•..•.••.••..•..•. 

Loans (c), (d) & (f) ............................................................................. . 

Capital leases payable (c) & (f) .......................................................... . 

Accrued vacation and sick leave (d) & (f) ..................................•..•...•. 

Accrued workers' corrpensation (d) & (f) .••.•.•........•.......................... 

EstiITT!ted claim> payable (d) & (f) ..................................................... . 

other posterrployrrent benefits obliJation .. 

other long-term obligations - governrrental activities ..................... . 

DEFERRED A WOUNTS: 

Bond issuance prerriul'lli .................................................•.•..•.••..•.•.•••.. 

Bond issuance discounts .•...•.••.••..•..••..•..•••.••..••..•..••...••...•.••...•...•.•..•... 

Bond refunding ...••••••.••.•...••..•...•.•......•..••..•..•..•..•.................................. 

Deferred arrounts .........•............•..•...•......•....•..•..••...•...•..•••..••.••...••... 

Governrrental activities total long-term obligations ••..••.••.......•..•..... 

Debt service payments are made from the follo'Wing sources 

(a) Property tax recorded in the Debt Service Fund. 

Anal Remaining 
Maturny Interest 

Date Rates 

2035 3.00% - 5.00% 

2028 4.00% - 4.50% 

2033 2.00% - 6.26% 

2033 2.00% - 5.00% 

2032 4.00% - 6.26% 

2031 3.36% - 5.83% 

2030 3.50% - 5.00% 

2034 0.06% - 5.75% .. 

2041 2.00% - 5.00% 

2034 2.00% - 5.74% 

2018 3.17% -7.05% 

(b) Lease revenues from participating departments in the General, Special Revenue and Enterprise Funds. 
(c) Revenues recorded in the Special Revenue Funds. 
(d) Revenues recorded in the General Fund. 
(e) Hotel taxes and other revenues recorded in the General and Special Revenue Funds. 
(f) User-charge reimbursements from the General, Special Revenue and Enterprise Funds. 

Amount 

292,765 

25,460 

217,075 

191,255 

556,960 

26,323 

579,845 

1,889,683 

262,070 

262,070 

551,555 

19,184 

9,741 

152,167 

229,332 

111,001 

899,970 

1,972,950 

190,084 

(1,726) 

(16,235) 

172,123 

4,296,826 

Internal Service Funds serve primarily the governmental funds. Accordingly, long-term liabilities for the Internal Service Funds 
are included in the above amounts. 

Includes the Moscone Center West Expansion Project Refunding Bonds Series 2006-1 & 2, both of which were financed 
'With variable rate bonds that reset >Neekly. The rate at June 30, 2013 for Series 2008-1 & 2 was 0.07% and 0.06%, 
respectively. 
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BUSINESS-TYPE ACTIVITIES 

Entity and Type of Obligation 

San Francisco International Airport: 
Revenue bonds'* ............................................. . 

San Francisco Water Enterprise: 
Revenue bonds ............... . 
Certificates of participation ..... . 
Accreted interest. .. 

Hetch Hetchy Water and Pow er: 

aean Renew able Energy bonds .. 

Certificates of participation .. 

Municipal Transportation Agency: 
Revenue bonds .. 

San Francisco General 1-k:>spital Medical Center: 
Certificates of participation .. 

Capital leases .. 

San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise: 
Revenue bonds .. . ......................................... . 

Certificates of participation ............ ···-··---···--·····-····----

Port of San Francisco: 
Revenue bonds ............................................. . 
ltltes, loans and other payables .. 

Laguna H::mda H::>spital: 
Certificates of participation ..................................................... . 
Capital leases .. 

Accrued vacation and sick leave .......................................... . 

Accrued workers' corrpensation ...... ---------···-··-·························· 
Estirreted clairrs payable ............................................................. . 
Other posterrployrrent benefits ob6gation.. . ..................... . 

Deferred Arrounts: 
Bond issuance preniurrs .. 
Bond issuance discounts .. 

Bond refunding .. 

Business-type activities total long-term obtigations .... 

Final 
Maturity 

Dote 

2040 

2050 

2042 
2019 

2028 

2042 

2042 

2026 
2017 

2043 
2042 

2040 
2029 

2031 
2015 

Remaining 
Interest 

Rates 

0.95% - 6.00%" 

1.80% - 6.90% 
2.00% - 6.49% 

4.74% 

2.00% - 6.49% 

2.0% - 5.00% 

5.55% 

2.41% - 3.61% 

1.00% - 5.82% 
2.00% - 6.49% 

4.60% - 7.41% 
4.50% 

4.00-5.25% 

3.00% - 4.00% 

Amount 

3,906,395 

4,193,550 

117,746 
4,767 

18,519 

16,030 

60,720 

20,874 
3,482 

764,550 
31,134 

34,800 
2,603 

148,545 
124 

99,434 
148.444 
63,581 

658,008 

369,028 

(662) 
(136,159) 

$ 10,525,513 

Includes Second Series Revenue Bonds Issue 36 A, B & C, 37C and 2010A. 'IYhich were issued as variable rate bonds in 
a weekly mode. For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the average interest rate on Issue 36A, 368, 36C and 37C was 
0.14%, 0.14%, 0.14% and 0.14%, respectively, for Issue 2010A-1, 2010A-2 and 2010A-3 rates 'Here 0.14%, 0.15% and 
0.15%, respectively. 

Sources of funds to meet debt service requirements are revenues derived from user fees and 
charges for services reccrded in the respective enterprise funds. 
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There are a number of limitations and restrictions contained in the various bond indentures. The City 
believes it is in compliance with all significant limitations and restrictions. 

Legal Debt Limit and Legal Debt Marajn 
As of June 30, 2013, the City's debt limit (3% of valuation subject to taxation) was $5.03 billion. The 
total amount of debt applicable to the debt limit was $1.89 billion. The resulting legal debt margin was 
$3.14 billion. 

Arbitrage 
Under U.S. Treasury Department regulations, all governmental tax-exempt debt issued after August 
31, 1986 is subject to arbitrage rebate requirements. The requirements stipulate, in general, that the 
earnings from the investment of tax-exempt bond proceeds, which exceed related interest 
expenditures on the bonds, must be remitted to the Federal government on every fifth anniversary of 
each bond issuance. The City has evaluated each general obligation bond and certificates of 
participation issuance and no arbitrage liability was recognized as of June 30, 2013. The Finance 
Corporation has evaluated their lease revenue bonds and no liability was reported in the Internal 
Service Fund as of June 30, 2013. Each enterprise fund has performed a similar analysis of its debt, 
which is subject to arbitrage rebate requirements. Any material arbitrage liability related to the debt of 
the enterprise funds has been recorded as a liability in the respective fund. 

San Francisco Sustainable Financing 
The Improvement Area No.1 of the City and County of San Francisco Special Tax District No. 2009-1 
(San Francisco Sustainable Financing) Special Tax Bonds was formed in accordance with Ordinance 
16-10 to implement the "GreenFinanceSF" program to provide financing for renewable energy, 
energy efficiency and water efficiency improvements on private or public property in the City. Under 
the program, the Special District issued bonded indebtedness for the improvement area in an 
aggregate principal amount to exceed $1.4 million and an appropriation limit for the Improvement 
Area of $1.4 million. The bonded indebtedness shall be paid out of the special tax levied and 
collected on the leasehold interest on the property located in Pier 1, San Francisco, California. The 
Improvement Area is owned by the City and leased to AMB Pier One LLC through the Port. The 
bonds mature from September 2013 through September 2032. These bonds do not represent 
obligations of the City. Neither the faith and credit nor the taxing power of the City is pledged to the 
payment of the bonds. Assessments collected for repayment of this debt are received in the Tax 
Collection Agency Fund. Unpaid assessments constitute fixed liens on the leasehold interest on the 
parcels within the Special Tax District No. 2009-1. Accordingly, the debt has not been included in the 
basic financial statements. 

Assessment District 
During June 1996, the City issued $1.0 million of Limited Obligation Improvement Bonds for the 
Bayshore Hester Assessment District No. 95-1. These bonds were issued pursuant to the 
Improvement Bond Act of 1915. The proceeds were used to finance the construction of a new public 
right-of-way. The bonds began to mature during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1999 and continue 
through 2026 bearing interest from 6.0% to 6.85%. These bonds do not represent obligations of the 
City. Neither the faith and credit nor the taxing power of the City is pledged to the payment of the 
bonds. Accordingly, the debt has not been included in the basic financial statements. Assessments 
collected for repayment of this debt are received in the Tax Collection Agency Fund. Unpaid 
assessments constitute fixed liens on the lots and parcels assessed within the Bayshore-Hester 
Assessment District and do not constitute a personal indebtedness of the respective owners of such 
lots and parcels. As of June 30, 2013, the principal amount of bonds outstanding was $0.7 million. 

Mortgage Revenue Bonds 
In order to facilitate affordable housing, the City issues mortgage revenue bonds for the financing of 
multifamily rental housing and for below-market rate mortgage financing for first lime homebuyers. 
These obligations are secured by the related mortgage indebtedness and are not obligations of the 
City. As of June 30, 2013, the aggregate outstanding obligation of such bonds was $174.3 million. 
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Changes in Long-Term Obligations 

The changes in long-term obligations for governmental activities for the year ended June 30, 2013, 
are as follows: 

Additional 
Obligations, Current 

Interest Maturities, Amounts 

Accretion Retirements, Due 
July 1, and Net and Net June 30, Within 

2012 Increases Decreases 2013 One Year 

Governmental activities: 
Bonds payable: 

General obligation bonds ...................................... $ 1,506,330 521,915 (138,562) $ 1,889,683 $ 150,279 

Lease revenue bonds ............................................ 273,460 11,125 (22,515) 262,070 20,780 

Certificates of participation ·································· 531,376 35,575 (15,396) 551.555 28,235 

Less deferred arrounts: 

For issuance prerriums ............ 136,897 65,227 (12,040) 190,084 

For issuance discounts ............... (1,792) 66 (1,726) 

On refunding .................................. (18,383) 2,148 (16,235) 

Total bonds payable ................ 2,427,888 633,842 (186,299) 2,875,431 199,294 

Loans ................... ···················································· 13,878 5,890 (584) 19,184 1,724 

Capital leases ............................ ······························ 22,878 1,878 (15,015) 9,741 1,234 

Accrued vacation and sick leave pay ...................... 150,072 105,137 (103,042) 152,167 78,428 

Accrued workers' corrpensation ........... 226,428 39,503 (36,599) 229,332 39,759 

Estirrated claims payable .................................. 112,394 15,522 (16,915) 111,001 37,374 

other posterrployrrent benefits obligation .... 754,501 231,913 (86,444) 899,970 

Governrrental activfy long-term obligations ....... $ 3,708,039 $ 1,033,685 (444,898) $ 4,296,826 ~ 

Internal Service Funds serve primarily the governmental funds, the long-term liabilities of which are 
included as part of the above totals for governmental activities. Also, for the governmental activities, 
claims and judgments and compensated absences are generally liquidated by the General Fund. 

93 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Notes to Basic Financial Statements (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

The changes in long-term obligations for each enterprise fund for the year ended June 30, 2013, are 
as follows: 

San Francisco lnterrmtional Airport 
Bonds payable: 

July 1, 

2012 

Revenue bonds ....................................... $ 4,062,265 

Less deferred arrounts: 

Additional 
Obligations, Current 

Interest Maturities, 
Accretion Retirements, 
and Net and Net June 30, 

Increases Decreases 2013 

84,675 (240,545) $ 3,906,395 

For issuance premiums.. 149,544 4,200 (14,412) 139,332 
For issuance discounts... (301) 7 (294) 

Amounts 
Due 

Within 

One Year 

418,935 

On refunding.... (127,868) --------1~9,_28_7 __ ~(_10_8~,5_81~) ---,-,.,.-,-=-
Total bonds payable........ 4,083,640 88,875 (235,663) 3,936,852 418,935 

Accruedvacationandsick.leavepay.. 15,629 11,589 (11,619) 15,599 8,167 

Accrued workers' corrpensation .. 5,075 2,244 (2,086) 5,233 1, 121 
Estirreted claims payable 1,332 307 (n) 1,562 755 

other posternployrrent benefits obl'd'ation ... ....,....,...,.7,...5-,,8,,.24,...---,--..,.,1,,•,.,.88,..,9 __ ,.-_____ -,-,_9_0,_71_3_ --==-
Long-termoblgations .................. $ 4,181,500 117,904 (249,445) $ 4,049,959 428,978 

San Francisco Water Enterprise 
Bonds payable: 

~~--~·-~~~-

Revenue bonds ........................................ $ 4,335,810 24,040 

Certificates of participation ... 

Less deferred arrounts: 

119,717 

(166,300) $ 4,193,550 

(1,971) 117,746 

For issuance preniums ....................... .. 171,495 3,036 (14,822) 159,709 

20,825 

2,035 

On refunding ................................... . _ __,_l.:..16",2"'37'"') ___ --'("85"6'-) -~"( 5:.;;,6.:..53"-)·---'("22'", 7,...46=) --~-
Total bonds payable... 4,610,785 26,220 ( 188,746) 4,448,259 22,860 

Accreted interest payable... 4,450 317 4,767 
Accrued vacation and sick leave pay..... 12,543 7,945 (8,771) 11,717 

Accrued workers' corrpensation... 7,964 3,232 (2,697) 8,499 

Estirrated claims payable... 9,095 5,812 (4,022) 10,885 

other postempbyrrent benefits obligation ... __ r_3_,o_o9 ____ 2_0._69_5 ____ 17_,8_75_) ____ 8_5,_82_9_ 

Long-term obligations ........................ $ 4,717,846 $ 64,221 (212,111) $ 4,569,956 
~~~==~~--~~~--~~= 

Hetch HetchyWater and Power 

Bonds payable: 

Clean renewable energy bonds 

Certificates of participation ... 

Less deferred arrounts: 

For issuance prerriums ........................ . 

For issuance discounts .. 

Total bonds payable ... 

Accrued vacation and sick leave pay .. 

19,528 $ 

16,298 

273 

(144) 

35,955 
3,084 

Accrued workers' corrpensation..... 2,321 
Estirrated claims payable. 2,671 

other postempbyrrent benefits obligation... 14,302 
Long-term oblgations ........................ $ 58,333 

94 

1,709 

(1,009) 

(268) 

(49) 
14 

(1,312) 

(1,495) 

18,519 
16,030 

224 
(130) 

34,643 

3,298 

610 (508) 2,423 
2,698 (1,932) 3,437 

4,796 (1,539) 17,559 
9,813 $ (6,786) $ 61,360 

6,044 

1,364 

2,976 

33,244 

1,308 

277 

1,585 
1,761 

418 
1,152 

4,916 
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The changes in long-term obligations for each enterprise fund for the year ended June 30, 2013 are 
as follows (continued): 

Municipal Transportation Agency 

Bonds payable: 

July 1, 

2012 

Revenue bonds .............................. $ 37,615 

Lease revenue bonds 5,075 
Less deferred arrounts: 

Additional 
Obligations, Current 

Interest Maturities, 
Accretion Retirements, 
and Net and Net June 301 

Increases Decreases 2013 

63,795 (40,690) 

(5,075) 

60,720 

For issuance premurrs .. . 661 7,256 (1,230) 6,687 

Amounts 
Due 

Within 

One Year 

3,315 

On refunding.. (898) 163 (735) 
Total bonds payable 43,351 70,153 --,-(46=,83°"2"")·--"'66"',6"'7':"-2 --,,-3,731"'5-

Accrued vacation and sick leave pay... 28,279 21,021 (20, 146) 29, 154 17,207 

Accrued workers' corrpensation. 87,839 18,216 ( 16,853) 89,202 14,366 

Estlrrated claims payable......... 33,731 9,232 (5,326) 37,637 15,301 

Other poslemployrrent benefits obfgation .. __ 15_3'-,36_9 ____ 53~,2_7_2 ___ ~(2_5'-,9_84~) ___ 1_80~,6_5_7 ___ _ 

Long-term obrgations ...... $ 346,569 171,894 (115,141) 403,322 

San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center 

Bonds payable: 

Certificates of participation ... 22,006 (1,132) 20,874 
Gapll:al leases .. 2,923 1,776 (1,217) 3,482 

Accrued vacation and sick leave pay..... 20,895 15,536 (14,771) 21,660 
Accrued workers' corrpensation...... 21,995 5,125 (4,693) 22,427 

50,189 

1,196 
1,223 

12,027 
3,433 

other ~~~t:::::i~~~~~:~fts oblgation:~.·.~$~~~~~~~:~-~~----:;,;~:.,,::"'~~;....-~-':C,:.~~=':~;::~'=~:~-~2,;;1~"'~.:.,,·:7'-'1 ~'- ~~~1=7.=87=9-

San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise 

Bonds payable: 

Revenue bonds ............. .................. ....... $ 
Certificates of participation . 

Less deferred arrounts: 

446,765 
31,655 

524,985 (207,200) 
(521) 

764,550 
31,134 

For issuance prerriurrs .. 19,558 60,203 ( 19,054) 60,707 

32,805 
538 

~~t~~f~~:~~9~ayable ...... --'o~~"1'°'::.,,~~,_),_--:5,.;,!~=":~"'~:::'-:) --,1"'2~"'~'°'. ~"':~"°) ·---:8,;:~~,,.:~,.,:_-:'-7) ---,3,,,.3,""34""3-

state of California - revolving fund loans... 36,898 (36,898) 
Accrued vacation and sick leave pay... . 5,698 3, 137 (2,822) 6,013 
Accrued workers' corrpensation... 3,927 2,042 (1,638) 4,331 

Estlm:i.ted claims payable...... 8,538 2,869 {3,029) 8,378 

3,176 
748 

2,768 

Other postempbyrrent benefits obligation ... __ 2_6~,5_13 ___ _;;8:.;;,5.:..08:_ __ __,_(2'",4-"5~6)~---3-"2"-,56.:..5'- -----

Long-term obligations .................. $ 567,884 $ 596,735 (261,038) $ 903,581 40,035 
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The changes in long-term obligations for each enterprise fund for the year ended June 30, 2013 are 
as follows (continued): 

Addttlonal 
Obligations, Current 

Into re.st Maturities, 
Aeeretion Retirements, 

July 1, and Net and Net June 30, 

2012 Increases Decreases 2013 
Port of San franclsco 

Bor.ds payabfe 

Revenue bonds ............. . 35,495 (695) $ 34,800 
Less deferred Sf'l1,',')Untti; 

For issuance discounts ....... . {246) (238) 

Total bonds payable 35,249 (687) 34,562 
2,713 (110) 2,603 
2,314 620 (604) 2,330 

Accrued workers' corrpensar:on.,,., 2,797 809 (891) 2715 

Estmated clail'T'5 payable ............. .. 1,626 411 (355) 1,6"2 

ot.har posterrployrrent benefit$ obligation .. ·---..,.,----,---,,..,.-,,,--,.--__.:,,.,..,,.;-_-,--,.;-....,._ 
Long-term obigations .... 

L.llguna Honda Hospital 
Bonds payable: 

Certif!Gates of participation 
Less defe-ned an·o .. mts: 

153,650 $ 

For issuance l)remurra •..•..•. 2,50'2 

Totafbonds:payabte..... 156,152 
Cepital leases ...... ., • ., • ., • ., • ., •. ,. 232 
Accrued vacation aod sick leave pay.... 9.746 
Accrued work.9rs' oorrpensation... 12,53$ 

6,782 
4,527 

{5,105) $ 148,545 

(133) 2.369 
(5,238) 150.914 

(108) 124 
(6,645) 9,663 

(3,451) 13,614 

other :::==~~=~:~~ ob!ga~i~~~::.-.--,:-~~~-~~---.-~--------,---__,~-9,541 63,153 

20,830 (15.642) $ 237,468 

Total Business~type Activities: 
Bonds payable: 

Revenue bonds .......... $ 8,917,950 $ 697,495 $ {655,430) $ $,960,Q15 

Clean renew able energy bond1L 19,528 (1,009) 18,519 

Certificates ot Partici17ation .••.• 343,326 (8,997) 334,329 
Lea$e revenue bonds, .... ,, ... , .. 5,075 (5,075) 

Less deferred 8rnx.mts: 
For issuance prenlurrs 344,033 74,695 (49,700) 369,028 

Fot issuance dLscounts .. {691) 29 (552) 

On refunding .... 

Total bonds payable,.,.. 

Accreted interest payable ... 4,450 317 4,767 

State of Calfornia- Revotllng fund loans ... 36,896 (36,698) 

Notes, loans, and other payables .... 2,713 (110) 2,603 

capital teases- -- _, 3,155 1,776 (1,325) 3,606 

Acc¥Ued vacatlo-n and sk:k leave pay ..• 98,1llB 68,319 (67,073) 99,434 

Accruedw orkers' compensation ... 144,456 36,$05 132.617) 148,444 
E.stlrrated c!a!rrs payable .. 58,993 21,329 (14,741) 63,581 

other posterrpbyrrent benefit$ obfigation." 552,217 161,183 (55,392) 658,0CIB 

Long~termobligatrons ... $10,372,5'18 $ 1,055,158 (902,161) $10,525,513 
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Amo14nts 

Duo 
Within 

One Year 

725 

725 

115 
1,239 

390 

1,332 

5,380 

5,360 
83 

5,398 
2, 162 

13_003 

$ 476,605 
1,300 

9,406 

115 

1.306 
55,019 
24.002 
24,2a4 

$ 592.045 
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Annual debt se1Vice requirements to maturity for all bonds and loans outstanding as of June 30, 2013 
for governmental activities are as follows: 

2015 ............ 151,900 81,866 20,440 6,041 43.230 24,509 215,650 112,216 

2016. 105,753 74,344 18,795 5,41)6 39,294 22,949 163,842 102,779 

2017 97,779 69,400 14,025 5,002 37,427 21,219 149.231 95,621 

2018 ... 08,593 54,600 10,880 4,629 38,499 19,432 147,972 88,759 

2019-2023,.. 476,326 Wl,244 64,670 18,707 102,436 7",695 643,432 354,646 

2024-2028 .. 486,769 141,334 73,905 10,367 96,021 58,045 600,695 209,746 

2029-2033 ... 311,799 33,788 36,240 2,890 109,678 34,941 457.717 71,619 

2034-2038 ... '10,405 787 2,335 134 58,102 11,379 70,842 12,300 

2039-2043 .. 24,000 1,693 24,600 1,693 

Total ...... $ 1,889,683 $ 810,699 $ 262,070 $ 59,7"31 s 580,480 $ 298,838 $2.732,233 $1,169,318 --- -----(1) 
The specific year fOr payment of estimated claims paya~e, accrued vacation and sick leave pay, accrued worKers' 

12) 

(3) 

(4) 

The 

compensation and other postemployment benefit$ obligation ls not prac«cable to determine. 
Includes the Moscone Center Expansion Project Lease Revenue Refunding Bonds Series 2008~1 & 
mterest at a weekly rate. An assumed rate of 0.065%, together with liquidity fee of o. 710% and 
0. 072.5%, were used to project the interest payment in th ts table, 

The interest Is before the federal subsidy for the General Obl!gafton Bonds Series 2010 C. and Series 2010 D, 
approximately $43.9 million and $9.0 million, respectively_ through the year ending 203Q. The payment of subsidy by the 
IRS from March 1, 2013 to September 30, 2013, was reduced by 8.7% due to federal sequestration, Future interest 
subsidy may be reduced as welL 

Includes approximately $9.4 million in lease payments to the SUCC8$'SOr Agency for the Mosoone Convenbon Center 
through fiscal year 2018, 

annual debt se1Vice requirement to maturity for all bonds and loans outstanding as of 
June 30, 2013 for each enterprise fund is as follows: 

San Francisco International Air~rt !t) 
Fiscal Year Revenue 

Ending Bonds 

June 30 Principal Interest 
2014 .......... 163,095 18&,918 

2015 ................. 181,870 182,738 

2016 ............... 187,23() 175,095 

2017.... ............ 181,140 166,652 

2018 ................ 197,270 158,360 

2019-2023 ... 1,207,605 628,046 

2024-2028. 1,091,125 331,089 

2029-2033 .... 421,000 126,459 

211,670 55,568 

(
1
) The specific year for payment of estimated claims payable, accrued vacation and sick leave pay, accrued workers' 

compensatJon and other postemployment benefits obligation is not practlcable to determine. 
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The table below presents the Airport's revenue bond debt service requirements in the event the 
letters of credit securing the Airport's outstanding variable rate bonds had to be drawn upon to pay 
such bonds and the amount drawn had to be repaid by Airport pursuant to the terms of the related 
agreements with the banks providing such letters of credit: 

Fiscal Year 
Ending 

June 30 

2014 .............. . 

2015 .............. . 

2016 .............. . 

2017 .............. . 

2018 .............. . 

2019-2023 ... .. 

2024-2028 .. 

2029-2033 ... 

2034-2038 .. 

2039-2043 

2044-2048 

San Francisco International Airport (11 
Fiscal Year Revenue 

Ending Bonds 

June 30 Principal Interest 

2014 .. . 

2015 ............ .. 

2016 ............ .. 

2017 ............. . 

418,535 

216,620 

275,875 
264,025 

2018.............. 173,415 

2019-2023.... 1,052,250 

2024-2028 ... 

2029-2033 .. 

2034-2038 ... 

881,015 

348,400 

211,670 
2039-20.40.. 64,590 

Total........... $ 3,906,395 

186,832 

170,646 
158,562 

147,414 

138,174 

544,791 

287,756 

122,260 

55,568 

4,325 

$ 1,816,328 

San Francisco Water Enterprise l
1J 

Revenue Other Long-Term 
Bonds Obligations Total 

Principal Interest <iJ Principal lnteres t (2) Principal Interest 

20,825 $ 215,594 2,035 7, 132 

25,850 

33,700 

53,625 

59,715 

495,215 

649,270 

817,995 

1,001,445 

791,940 

169,080 

214,508 

213,068 

210,954 

208,346 

982, 162 

840,366 

653,798 

414,806 

162,053 

46,415 

2,106 

2,199 

2,313 

2,431 

14,163 

17,761 

21,834 

26,918 

25,986 

7,060 

6,968 

6,856 

6,737 

31,681 

27,108 

20,808 

12,940 

3,460 

22,860 222,726 

27,956 221,568 

35,899 220,036 

55,938 217,810 

62,146 215,083 

509,378 

667,031 

839,829 

1,028,363 

817,926 

169,080 

1,013,843 

867,474 

674,606 

427,746 

165,513 

46,415 
2049-2051. 74,890 7,965 74,890 7,965 

Total.. ......... -$,..-4,-19"'3...,,5,.,5.,-0--$,-4.,..,"'11"'0...,,o-35-·--1-1-1-.1-45----1-3-0-,7.,-50---,$-4-,,3-1.,-1,.,..29"'6,---,.$-,4-,3-00-,7-8-5-

<
1J The specific year for payment of estimated claims payable. accrued vacation and sick leave pay, accrued workers' 

compensation and other postemployment benefits obligation is not practicable to determine. 

(Z) The interest is gross of federal interest subsidy. The subsidy on Revenue f3:onds 2010 Series B, E and G represent 35% 
of the bonds interest, which is approximately $541.6 million through the year ending2051. The subsidy on the Certificates 
Of Participation Series D (Taxable) 1s approximately $43.4 million through the-year ending 2042. The payment of subsidy 
by the IRS from March 1, 2013 to September 30, 2013 was reduced by B.7% due to federal sequestration. Future interest 
subsidy may be reduced as well. 
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Hetch HetchyWater and Power t1> 

Re!!venue other Long-Term 
Bonds Obligations Total 

Principal 

1,308 

1,321 

1,332 

1,344 

1,356 

6,964 

4,894 

18,519 

Interest (2J (4) 

667 

625 

582 

539 

496 

1,801 

612 

5,322 

Municipal Transportation Agency l1> 

Fiscal Year 
Ending 

Rewnue 
Bonds 

June 30 Principal Interest 

2014.. . $ ,3,315 

2015.............. 3,415 

2016.............. 3,555 

2017.............. 3,715 

2018.............. 3,505 

2019-2023.... 9, 160 

2024-2028.. . 6,31 o 

2029-2033.. 7,860 

2034-2038.. 9,970 

2039-2042 .. 9,915 

Total .......... . 60,720 

2,844 

2,744 

2,608 

2,430 

2,244 
9,351 

7,673 

6,117 

4,023 
1,270 

41,304 
~~~~--~~~~ 

Principal 

277 

287 

299 

315 

331 

1,928 

2,418 

lnterest{3lt4) 

970 

961 

948 

933 

917 

4,314 

3,691 

Principal Interest 

1,585 1,637 

1,608 1,586 

1,631 1,530 

1,659 1,472 

1,687 1,413 

8,892 6,115 

7,312 4,303 

2,972 2,833 2,972 2,833 

3,665 

3,538 

16,030 

1,762 

471 

17,800 

3,665 

3,538 

34,549 

1,762 

471 

23,122 

San Francisco General Hospital (1> 

Fiscal Year 
Ending 

Otl'ler Long-Term 

Obligations 

June 30 Principal 

2014.... $ 2,419 

2015.............. 2,479 
2016. 2,159 

2017.............. 1,627 

201 8.............. 1.488 

2019-2023.. 8,796 

2024-2026.. 5,388 

Total........... 24,356 

Interest 

$ 1,383 

1,314 

1,164 
970 

849 
2,893 

457 

9,030 

<
1J The specific year for payment of estimated claims payable, accrued vacation and sick leave pay, accrued workers' 

compensation and other postemployment benefits obligation is not practicable to determine. 

<2J Interest payments are not required on Clean Renewable Energy Bonds (CREBS) since the effective equivalent of interest 
on the bonds is paid in the·form of Federal tax credrts in lieu of interest paid by the issuer. Interest on Qualified Energy 
Conservation Bonds (QECBs) includes $2.1 million of federal interest subsidy through fiscal year ending 2028 an_d New 
Clean Renewable Energy Bonds (NCREBs) includes $1.7 million Federal interest subsidy through fiscal year ending 
2028. 

l3> The interest is before the federal interest subsidy for the Certificates of Participation 2009 Serres D (Taxable), which 
amounts to approximately $5.9 million through the year ending 2042. 

l4J The payment of subsidy by the IRS from March 1, 2013 to September 30, 2013 was reduced by 8.7% due to federal 
sequestration. Future interest subsidy may be reduced as well. 
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San Francisco Wastewater Entererise (ll 

Fiscal Year Revenue other long-Term 
Ending Bonds Obligations Total 
June 30 Principal lnterest~t4> Principal Interest f3i (4) Pn'ncipal Interest 

2014 ............... $ 32,!l-05 35,518 $ 538 1,800 $ 33,343 37,404 
2015 ............... 30,895 33A73 557 1,007 31,452 35,340 
2016 ............... 31,115 32,383 581 1,843 :n,69e 34,226 
2017 ............... 20,870 31,384 612 1,613 21,462 33,197 
2018 ............... 20,015 30.481 643 1,781 20,656 32,262 
2019-2023 .... 109,585 137,288 3,745 8,376 113,330 145,664 
2024-2028 .... 92,160 113,379 4,696 7,168 96,656 120,547 
2029-2033 ... ' 114,510 66,929 5,774 5,502 120,264 92,431 
2034-2036 ... ' 141,050 55,154 7,117 3,422 146,167 56.576 
2039-2043 171.545 16,807 6,871 915 178,416 19,722 

Total.. ......... s 764,550 574,796 s 31,134 34,573 795,684 609,389 

Port of San Francisco t1J 

Fiscal Year Re\'enue Other Long-Term 
Ending Bonds Obligations Total 

June 30 Principal Interest Principal Interest Principal lnterast 
2014 ............... $ 725 2,122 $ 115 117 $ B40 2,239 
2015 ............... 755 2,088 120 112 875 2,200 

2016 ............... 795 2,051 125 107 920 2,158 
2017 ............... 835 2,008 131 101 966 2,109 
2016 ............... 685 1,960 136 95 1,021 2,055 
2019-2023 ... 5,330 8,898 781 377 6,111 9,275 
2024-2028 ... 7,450 6,769 974 185 6,424 6,954 

2029-2033... 7,350 3,89$ 221 10 7.571 3,906 
2034-2036 .. 7,235 2,031 7,235 2,031 
2039-2040 ... 3,440 266 3,440 266 

Total. ......... 34,800 32,089 2,603 1,104 37,403 33,19> 

(
1
) The specific year for payment of estimated claims payable, accrued vacation and sick leave pay, accrued v.iorkers' 

compensation and other postemployment benefits obligation is not practicable to determine. 

\2/ Interest before subsidy amounts Include ll1e interest for the 2010 Sefies A and B and 2013 Serles A and B bonds. The 
Federal interest subsidy represents 35% of the interest for the 2010 Series B revenue bonds, which Is approximately 
$74.4 million through the year ending 2043. 

(3) The interest is before the Wastewater Enterprise's portion of the Federal interest subsidy for the Certificates of 
Participation Series 2009 D (Taxable), v.tilch amounts to approximately $11.5 million through the year ending 2042. 

<4) The of subsidy by the IRS from March 1, 2013 to September 30, 2013 was reduced by 8.7% due to federal 
Fufltle interest .subsidy may be reduced as well. 
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Laguna Honda HOllpilalt1) 
Fiscal Year Other Long-Term 

Ending Obligations 

June 30 Principal Interest 

2014 ....... $ 5,443 7,411 

2015 ........ 5,641 7,162 

2016 ............... 5,875 6,875 

2017.. ............. 6,14-0 6,611 

2018 ............ 6,440 6,309 

2019-2023 .. 37,145 26,607 

2024-2028 ... 47,400 16,348 

2029-2001 .... 

Tolal... ....... 

The specific year for payment of estimated claims payable, accrued vacation and sick leave pay, accrued worKers' 
compensation and other post.employment benefits obligation is not practicable to determine, 

Total Business-type Activities 

Fiscal Year Revenue/Lease Rewnue other Long-Term 

Ending Bonds Obligations Total 

June 30 Principal Interest Principal Interest Principal Interest 

2014 ............. 222,073 445,663 10,827 18,899 232,900 $ 464,562 

2015 ............ 243,906 436,176 11,190 18,476 255,096 454,652 

2016 ............ 257,727 425,767 11,238 17,905 268,965 443,692 

2017 ............ 261,529 413,967 11,138 17,284 272,667 431,251 

2018 ............. 282,746 4-01,887 11,469 16,688 294,215 418,575 

2019-2023 ... 1,833,659 1,767,546 66,558 74,248 1,900,417 1,841,794 

2024-2026 .. 1,851,209 1,299,888 78,637 54,957 1,929,846 1,354,845 

2029-2033 .. 1,368,715 877,199 65,386 32,818 1,434,101 910,017 

2034-2038 .. 1,371,370 531,582 37,700 16,124 1,409,070 549,706 

2039-2043 .. 1,041,430 166,721 36,395 4,846 1,077,825 191,567 

2044-2048 .. 169,080 46,415 169,080 46,415 

2049-205L. 74,890 7,965 74,890 7,965 

Tota! ......... 8,978,534 $6,840,796 340,538 $ 274,245 9,319,072 $7, 115,041 
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Governmental Activities Long-term Liabilities 

General Obligation Bonds 

The City issues general obligation bonds to provide lunds for the acquisition or improvement of real 
property and construction of affordable housing. General obligation bonds have been issued for both 
governmental and business-type activities. The net authorized and unissued governmental activities 
general obligation bonds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, are as follows: 

Governmental Activities -General Obligation Bonds 

l\uthorized and unissued as of June 30, 2012 ......................................................... $ 1,077,590 

Increases in authorization this fiscal year: 
Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks .. 

Bonds issued: 

San Francisco General Hospital Improvement Series 20120 .. . 
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bonds Series 2012E ... .. 

Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bonds Series 2013A ..................... . 

Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bonds Series 20138 .. 
Road Repaving and Street Safety Bonds Series 2013C .. 

Net authorized and unissued as of June 30, 2013 .................................................. $ 

195.000 

(251,100) 

(38.265) 
(71.970) 
(31.020) 

(129.560) 
750,675 

The increase in authorized amount of $195.0 million of 2012 Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks 
General Obligation Bonds was approved by at least two-thirds votes of the City electorate voting on 
Proposition Bat an election held on November 6, 2012. The bonds will be.issued to provide funds to 
improve parks, playgrounds, public spaces along the waterfront and trail reconstruction. 

In August 2012, the City issued General Obligation Bonds Series 20120 (San Francisco General 
Hospital Improvement) in the amount of $251.1 million and Series 2012E (Earthquake Safety and 
Emergency Response) in·the amount of $38.3 million. Both series bear interest rates ranging from 
4.0% to 5.0% and mature from June 2013 through June 2032. The Series 2012D bonds were issued 
to finance the building or rebuilding and improving the earthquake safety of the San Francisco 
General Hospital and Trauma Center and to pay certain costs related to the issuance of the Series 
2012D bonds. The Series 2012E bonds were issued to finance the improvements of fire, earthquake 
and emergency response and ensure firefighters a reliable water supply for fires and disasters, to 
improve neighborhood fire stations, to replace the seismically unsafe emergency command center 
and to pay certain costs related to the issuance of the Series 2012E bonds. 

In June 2013, the City issued the following series of General Obligation Bonds: Series 2013A (Clean 
and Safe Neighborhood Parks) in the amount of $72.0 million, Series 2013B (Earthquake Safety and 
Emergency Response) in the amount of $31.0 million and Series 2013C (Road Repaving and Street 
Safety) in the amount of $129.6 million. Series 2013A, 2013B and 2013C bonds bear interest rates 
ranging from 4.0% to 5.0% and mature from June 2014 through June 2033. The proceeds of the 
Series 2013A bonds will be used to finance improvements to park. open space and recreational 
facilities within the City. The proceeds of the Series 2013B bonds will be used to finance 
improvements to earthquake safety and emergency responsiveness facilities and infrastructures. The 
proceeds of the Series 2013.C bonds will be used for improvements to various streets, stairways, 
bridges, overpasses and other traffic infrastructure within the City. The proceeds of Series 2013A, 
2013B and 2013C bonds will also be used to pay certain costs related to the issuance of the 
respective series. 

The debt service payments are funded through ad valorem taxes on property. 

Certificates of Participation 

In May 2013, the City issued City and County of San Franciscc Certificates of Participation Series 
2013A (Moscone Center Improvements) for $35.6 million to provide funds to retire certain commercial 
paper the proceeds of which financed the cost of acquisition, construction, renovation, reconstruction 
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and equipping of improvements to the existing site and facilities of Moscone Center, to fund the 
reserve fund established under the agreement and to pay costs of execution and delivery of the 
certificates. The Series 2013A certificates mature from September 2013 through September 2017 
with interest rates ranging from 4.0% to 5.0%. 

At June 30, 2013, the City has a total of $551.6 million of certificates of participation payable by 
pledged revenues from the base rental payments payable by the City. Total debt service payments 
remaining on the certificates of participation are $831.3 million payable through September 1, 2040. 
For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, principal and interest paid by the City totaled $15.4 million 
and $23.3 million, respectively. 

Lease Revenue Bonds 

The changes in governmental activities - lease revenue bonds related to the equipment program for 
the year ended June 30, 2013 were as follows: 

Governmental Activities -Lease Revenue Bonds 

Authorized and unissued as of June 30, 2012.......................................................... 136,404 

Increase in authorization in this fiscal year: 

Current year annual increase in Finance Corporation's equipment program. 2,786 

Current year maturities in Finance Corporation's equipment program............ 9,360 

Bond Issued: 

Series 2013A San Francisco Finance Corporation.. (11,125) 

Net authorized and unissued as of June 30, 2013................................................... 137,425 

Finance Corporation 

The purpose of the Finance Corporation is to provide a means to publicly finance, through lease 
financings, the acquisition, construction and installation of facilities, equipment and other tangible real 
and personal property for the City's general governmental purposes. 

The Finance Corporation uses lease revenue bonds to finance the purchase or construction of 
property and equipment, which are in turn leased to the City under the terms of an Indenture and 
Equipment Lease Agreement. These assets are then reccrded in the basic financial statements of the 
City. Since the sole purpose of the bond proceeds is to provide lease financing to the City, any 
amounts that are not applied towards the acquisition or construction of real and personal property 
such as unapplied acquisition funds, bond issue coSts, amounts withheld pursuant to reserve fund 
requirements, and amounts designated for capitalized interest are recorded as deferred credits in the 
internal service fund until such time as they are used for their intended purposes. The deferred credits 
are eliminated in the governmental activities statement of net position. 

The lease revenue bonds are payable by pledged revenues from the base rental payments payable 
by the City, pursuant to a Master Lease Agreement between the City and the San Francisco Finance 
Corporation for the use of equipment and facilities acquired, constructed and improved by the 
Finance Corporation. The total debt service requirement remaining on the lease revenue bond is 
$321.9 million payable through June 2034. For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, principal and 
interest paid by the Corporation and the total lease payments made by the City totaled $22.5 million 
and $5.9 million, respectively. 

(a) Eguioment Lease Program 

In the June 5, 1990 election, the voters of the City approved Proposition C, which amended the City 
Charter to allow the City to lease'j)urchase up to $20.0 million of equipment through a non-profit 
corporation using tax-exempt obligations. Beginning July 1, 1991, the Finance Corporation was 
authorized to issue lease revenue bonds up to $20.0 million in aggregate principal amount 
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outstanding plus 5% annual adjustment each July 1. As of June 30, 2013, the cumulative amount 
authorized was $58.5 million, of which $35.2 million remains outstanding. 

In June 2013, the Finance Corporation issued its twentieth series of equipment lease revenue bonds, 
Series 2013A in the amount of $11.1 million with interest rates ranging from 2.0% to 4.0%. The bonds 
mature from April 2014 through April 2019. 

San Francisco Marina West Harbor Loan 

In March 2009, the City through the Recreation and Park Department entered into a loan agreement 
with the Department of Boating and Waterways of the State of California. Under the Small Craft 
Harbor Construction Loan agreement, the Department of Boating and Waterways will advance the 
City a total amount of $16.5 million in four phases of its construction project. Repayment of principal 
and interest begins on August 1, immediately after the final loan draw and annually thereafter until 
August 2045. Interest shall be compounded continuously at the rate of 4.5% on the unpaid balance. 
The loan repayment shall be made from project area gross revenues. Primary collateral for the loan 
consists of a leaseneaseback of the marina between the City and the Department of Boating and 
Waterways with an assignment of rents and leases on marina revenues. In addition, the Department 
of Boating and Waterways will receive a first lien position on the City's marina account surplus 
revenues to cover any payment shortfall after construction completion. In January 2011, the 
Department Of Boating and Waterways authorized to fund Phase V of the project for $7 million by an 
amendment to the loan agreement. Under the amended agreement, the City will provide and maintain 
a reserve fund that will act as security of the loan. At a minimum, a reserve of two annual payments 
($2.9 million) will be accumulated during the first ten years Of the loan repayment terms and thereafter 
be maintained at that level. During the year ended June 30, 2013, the City drew down $5.9 million 
and as of June 30, 2013 the amount of loan outstanding is $12.7 million. 

Business-Type Activities Long-Tenn Liabilities 

The following provides a brief description of the current year additions to the long-term debt of the 
business-type activities. 

San Francisco International Airoort 

Second Series Revenue Bonds (Capital Plan Bonds) 

Pursuant to resolutions approved in fiscal years 2008 and 2012, the Airport has authorized the 
issuance of up to $1.2 billion of San Francisco International Airport Second Series Revenue Bonds 
for the purpose of financing the construction, acquisition, equipping, and development of capital 
projects undertaken by the Airport, including retiring all or a portion of the Airport's outstanding 
subordinate commercial paper notes issued for capital projects, funding debt service reserves, and 
for paying costs of issuance. 

No new capital plan bonds were issued during fiscal year 2013. As of June 30, 2013, $605.9 million of 
the authorized capital plan bonds remained unissued. 

Second Series Revenue Refunding Bonds (Remarketing) 

In December 2012, the Airport remarketed its Second Series Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 
2009D (Non-AMT/Private Activity) in the principal amount of $84. 7 million as long-term bonds with 
fixed interest rates to their respective maturity dates. The Series 2009D bonds were originally issued 
in November 2009 with a May 2029 nominal final maturity date but were scheduled to become due in 
a single "balloon" payment in December 2012 via a mandatory tender by bondholders for purchase by 
the Airport. 

The Series 2009D bonds were remarketed at premium with $88.9 million in remarketing proceeds 
and $0.2 million in the related interest account being used lo pay the purchase price of the bonds on 
the December 4, 2012 mandatory tender date. $0.2 million of Airport funds were used to refund a 
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portion of the Series 2009D bonds in connection with a voluntary closing agreement with the Internal 
Revenue Service. When originally issued, the Series 2009D bonds were secured by a separate 
reserve account Following the remarketing, the Series 2009D bonds are secured by the Airport's 
parity reserve (the Issue 1 Reserve Account). The entire $8.8 million released from the 2009D 
reserve account was deposited into the Issue 1 Reserve Account. 

In April 2013, the Airport remarketed its long-term Second Series Variable Rate Revenue Refunding 
Bonds, Issue 36A (Non-AMT/Private Activity) with a new letter of credit from U.S. Bank National 
Association expiring in October 2016. The bonds were originally secured by a letter of credit from 
Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, that expired in May 2013. The Issue 36A bonds were 
remarketed with the original maturity date of May 1, 2026 and no changes to principal amortization. 

Variable Rate Demand Bonds 

As of June 30, 2013, the Airport had outstanding aggregate principal amount of $482.6 million of 
Second Series Variable Rate Revenue Refunding Bonds, consisting of Issue 36AJB/C, and Issue 
37C, and Series 201 OA, (collectively the "Variable Rate Bonds") with final maturity dates of May 1, 
2026 (Issue 36AJB/C), and May 1, 2029 (Issue 37C), and May 1, 2030 (Series 2010A). The Variable 
Rate Bonds are long-term, tax-<>xempt bonds that currently bear interest at a rate that is adjusted 
weekly, and that are subject to tender at par at the option of the holder thereof on seven days notice. 
Any tendered Variable Rate Bonds are remarketed by the applicable remarketing agent in the 
secondary market _to other investors. The interest rate on the Variable Rate Bonds can be converted 
to other interest rate modes, including a term rate or fixed rates to maturity, upon appropriate notice 
by the Airport. 

The scheduled payment of the principal and purchase price of and interest on the Variable Rate 
Bonds is secured by separate irrevocable direct-pay letters of credit issued to the Senior Trustee for 
the benefit of the applicable bondholders by the banks identified in the tables below. Amounts drawn 
under a letter of credit that are not reimbu.rsed by the Airport constitute "Repayment Obligations" 
under the 1991 Master Resolution and are accorded the status of other outstanding bonds to the 
extent provided in the Resolution. The commitment fees for the letters of credit range between 0.57% 
and 1.05% per annum. As of June 30, 2013, there were no unreimbursed draws under these facilities. 

If the Airport is unable to secure a replacement credit facility or remarket the bonds on or prior to the 
applicable letter of credit expiration date, the related bank is required to purchase the bonds under 
the expiring letter of credit, subject to reimbursement by the Airport in accordance to the terms of 
"Repayment Obligations" under the 1991 Master Resolution. 

The primary terms of the letters of credit securing the Variable Rate Bonds included in long-term debt 
as of June 30, 2013, are as follows: 

Issue 36A Issue 36 C Issue 37C 

PrincipaJArrount $100,000 $36,145 $89,895 

Exptration C0te October 26, 2016 Ju~ 11, 2014 Ju~ 13, 2015 

U.S. Bank. f'.l:l.tional U.S. Bank National 
Credit Provider Association Association Union Bank, NA. 
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The primary terms of the letters of credit securing the Variable Rate Bonds included in current 
liabilities as of June 30, 2013, are as follows: 

Issue 36B Series 2010A 

PrincipalArrount $40,620 $215,970 

ExJ:lration Il:ite May 2, 2014 January 31, 2014 

U.S. Bank National JP rvt:irgan Oiase_ 
Credit Pro't'.ider Association Bank, NA. 

Interest Rate SWaps 

Objective and Terms - In December, 2004, the Airport entered into seven forward starting interest 
rate swaps (the "2004 swaps") with an aggregate notational amount of $405.0 million, in connection 
with the anticipated issuance of Second Series Variable Rate Revenue Refunding Bonds, Issue 32A
E in February 2005, and Second Series Variable Rate Revenue Refunding Bonds, Issue 33 in 
February 2006. The swap structure was intended as a means to increase the Airport's debt service 
savings when compared with fixed rate refunding bonds at the time of issuance. The expiration date 
of the 2004 swaps is May 1, 2026. 

In July 2007, the Airport entered into four additional forward starting interest rate swaps in connection 
with the anticipated issuance of its Second Series Variable Rate Revenue Refunding Bonds, Issue 
37B/C, in May 2008 (the 2007 swaps), and Second Series Variable Rate Revenue Refunding Bonds, 
Series 201 OA, in February 2010 (the 2010 swaps). The expiration dates of the 2007 and 2010 swaps 
are May 1, 2029 and May 1, 2030, respectively. • 

In the spring of 2008, the Airport refunded several issues of auction rate and variable rate bonds, 
including Issue 32 and Issue 33. The 2004 swaps associated with these issues then became 
associated with the Second Series Variable Rate Revenue Refunding Bonds, Issues 36A-D and 
Issue 37A. Subsequently, in October and December 2008, the Airport refunded Issues 37A and Issue 
37B, respectively. Concurrently with the refunding of Issue 37A, the three associated swaps, with an 
aggregate notional amount of $205.1 million, were terminated. The swap associated with Issue 37B 
was not terminated upon the refunding of Issue 37B. 

In December 2010, the Airport terminated the swap associated with the Series 201 OA-3 bonds, with a 
notional amount of $72.0 million. The Airport paid a termination amount of $6. 7 million to the 
counterparty, Depfa Bank pie. The payment was funded with taxable commercial paper, which was 
subsequently retired with Airport operating funds in March 2011. Following the termination of the 
Depfa swap, the Series 2010A-3 bonds, which are variable rate, were no longer hedged with an 
interest rate swap. The swap associated with the Issue 37B bonds, however, is now associated with 
the Series 2010A-3 bonds and the unhedged portions of Issue 36/VB/C. 

In September 2011, the Airport refunded the Issue 36D bonds with proceeds of the Airport Second 
Series Revenue Bonds, Series 2011 H and terminated the swap associated with Issue 36D, which 
had an initial notional amount of $30.0 million and JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A. as counterparty. The 
Airport paid a termination fee of $4.6 million to the counterparty. 

Under the 2004 swaps, the Airport receives a monthly variable rate payment from each counterparty 
equal to 63.5% of USD LIBOR BBA plus 0.29%. Under the 2007 and 2010 swaps, the Airport 
receives 61.85% of USD LIBOR BBA plus 0.34%. These payments are intended to approximate the 
variable interest rates on the bonds originally hedged by the swaps. The Airport makes a monthly 
fixed rate payment to the counterparties as set forth below which commenced on the date of issuance 
of the related bonds. The objective of the swaps is to achieve a synthetic fixed rate with respect to the 
hedged bonds. All of the outstanding interest rate swaps are terminable at their market value at any 
time solely at the option of the Airport. 
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As of June 30, 2013, the Airport's derivative instruments comprised six interest rate swaps that the 
Airport entered into to hedge the interest payments on several series of its variable rate Second 
Series Revenue bonds. The Airport determined the hedging relationship between the variable rate 
bonds and the related interest rate swaps to be effective as of June 30, 2013. 

# 
-1-

2 

4 
5 

6 

Current Notional Eflecti\e 
Bonds Amount Date 

36AB 70,000 2/10/2005 
36AB 69,930 2/10/2005 
36C 30,000 2/10/2005 

2010N 79,684 5/15/2008 
37C 89,856 5/15/2008 

2010A 143,947 2/1/2010 
Total 483,417 

The swap previously associated with Issue 378 is now indirectly hedging 
Series 2010A-3 and the unhedged portions of the Issue 36A-C. 

Fair Value - The fair values take into consideration the prevailing interest rate environment and the 
specific terms and conditions of each swap. All fair values were estimated using the zero-coupon 
discounting method. This method calculates the tuture payments required by the swap, assuming that 
the current forward rates implied by the yield curve are the market's best estimate of tuture spot 
interest rates. These payments are then discounted using the spot rates implied by the current yield 
curve for a hypothetical zero-coupon rate bonds due on the date of each future net settlement 
payment on the swaps. 

As of June 30, 2013, ·the fair value of the Airport's six outstanding swaps, counterparty credit ratings 
and fixed rate payable by the Airport are as follows: 

Counterparty Fixed rate Fair 

Current credit ratings payable by value to 

# Bonds Counterpartyfguarantor (S&Plt.body's/Fitch) Airport Airport 
-1- 36AB J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A A+/Aa.3/A+ 3.444% (8,994) 

2 36AB J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A A+/Aa.3/A+ 3.445% (8,992) 

36C J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A A+/Aa.3/A+ 3.444% (3,854) 

2010A Merrill Lynch Capital SeNces, 
lnc,!Merrill Lynch & Co. M8aa2JA 3.898% (13,919) 

37C J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A A+/Aa.3/A+ 3.898% (16,856) 

2010A Goldman Sachs Bank USA/ 
Goldman Sachs Group, Inc A-IPJ/A 3.925% (28,376) 

Total (80,991) 

The impact of the interest rate swaps on the financial statements for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2013 is as follows: 

Deferred 
outflows on 
derivatiw Derivatiw 

instruments instruments 
Balance, June 30, 2012.. $ 98,979 $ 116,859 

Change in fair value to year end .. ....,,. __ (,.34.,..~2~36,,,._) -=-----'(,,.35'"',"'52,,,1;-) 
Balance June 30, 2013 64,743 $ 81,338 
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The fair value of the interest rate swap portfolio is recorded as a liability (since the swaps are out of 
the money from the perspective of the Airport) in the statement of net position. Unless a swap was 
determined to be an off-market swap at the inception of its hedging relationship, the fair value of the 
swap is recorded as a deferred outflows of resources (if out of the money) or inflow of resources (if in 
the money). The off-market portions of the Airport's swaps are recorded as carrying costs with 
respect to various refunded bond issues. Unlike fair value and deferred inftows/outflows values, the 
balance of remaining off-market portions are valued on a present value, or fixed yield, to maturity 
basis. The difference between the deferred outflows of resources and derivative instruments above is 
the unamortized off-market portions of the swaps as of June 30, 2013. 

Basis Risk - The Airport has chosen a variable rate index based on a percentage of LIBOR plus a 
spread, which historically has closely approximated the variable rates payable on the related bonds. 
However, the Airport is subject to the risk that a change in the relationship between the LIBOR-based 
swap rate and the variable bond rates would cause a material mismatch between the two rates. 
Changes that cause the payments received from the counterparty to be insufficient to make the 
payments due on the associated bonds result in an increase in the synthetic interest rate on the 
bonds, while changes that cause the counterparty payments to exceed the payments due on the 
associated bonds result in a decrease in the synthetic interest rate on the bonds. During the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 2013, the Airport received $1.3 million in excess payments from its 
counterparties, resulting in a decrease in the effective synthetic interest rates on the associated 
bonds. 

Credit Risk - As of June 30, 2013, the Airport is not exposed to credit risk because the swaps have a 
negative fair value to the Airport. Should long-term interest rates rise and the fair value of the swaps 
become positive, the Airport would be exposed to credit risk in the amount of the swaps' fair value. 
Under the terms of the swaps, counterparties are required to post collateral consisting of specified 
U.S. Treasury and Agency securities in an amount equal to the market value of a swap that exceeds 
specified thresholds linked to the counterparty's credit ratings. Any such collateral will be held by a 
custodial bank. 

Counterparty Risk - The Airport is exposed to counterparty risk, which is related to credit and 
termination risk. While the insolvency or bankruptcy of a counterparty, or its failure to perform would 
be a default under the applicable swap documents, none of the Airport's swaps would automatically 
terminate. Rather, the Airport wculd have the option to terminate the affected swap at its fair value, 
which may result in a payment to the counterparty. The Airport may also be exposed to counterparty 
risk in a high interest rate environment in the event a counterparty is unable to perform its obligations 
on a swap transaction leaving the Airport exposed to the variable rates on the associated debt. In 
order to diversify the Airport's swap counterparty credit risk and to limit the Airport's credit exposure to 
any one counterparty, the Airport's swap policy imposes limits on the maximum net termination 
exposure to any one counterparty. Maximum net termination exposure is calculated as of the date of 
execution of each swap and is monitored regularly during the term of the swap. The exposure limits 
vary for collateralized and non-collateralized swaps based upon the credit rating of the counterparty. 
If any exposure limit is exceeded by a counterparty during the term of a swap, the Airport Director is 
required to consult with the Airport's swap advisor and bond counsel regarding appropriate actions to 
take, if any, to mitigate such increased exposure, including, without limitation, transfer or substitution 
of a swap. As of June 30 2013, the fair value of the Airport's swaps was negative to the Airport 
(representing an amount payable by the Airport to each counterparty in the event the relevant swap 
was terminated). Although the Airport was not exposed to the credit of any counterparty with respect 
to termination amounts, the maximum net termination exposure limits in the Airport's swap policy 
were exceeded with respect to several counterparties. Following the consultation required by the 
Airport's swap policy, the Airport Director determined not to terminate, transfer or substitute such 
swaps. 
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Tennination Risk - All of the interest rate swaps are terminable at their market value at any time at 
the option of the Airport. The Airport has limited termination risk with respect to the interest rate 
swaps. That risk would arise primarily from certain credit-related events or events of default on the 
part of the Airport, the municipal swap insurer, or the counterparty. The Airport has secured municipal 
swap insurance for all its regular payments and some termination payments due under all its interest 
rate swaps except the swaps associated with the Series 201 OA Bonds, from the following insurers: 

# Swap 
-1- issue 36AB 

2 Issue 36AB 
3 Issue 36C 
4 Series 2010A 
5 Issue 37C 
6 Series 2010A 

Swap Insurer 
FGIC/National Public Finance Guarantee Corporation 

FGIC/National Public Finance Guarantee Corporation 
.Assured Guaranty Municipal Corp. 

None 

.Assured Guaranty Municipal Corp. 

None 

Insurer 
credit ratings 

June 30, 2013 
(S&P/Moody's) 

A'Baa1 

A'Baa1 
M/A2 

N/A 

M//'2 

N/A 

If the Airport is rated between Baa1/BBB+/BBB+ and Baa3/BBB-/BBB- (Moody's/S&P/Fitch), and the 
applicable bond insurer is rated below A3/A- (Moody's/S&P), the counterparties may terminate the 
swaps and require the Airport to pay the termination value, if any, unless the Airport chooses to 
provide suitable replacement credit enhancement, assign the Airport's interest in the swaps to a 
suitable replacement counterparty, or post collateral to secure the swap termination value. If the 
Airport is rated below Baa.3/BBB-/BBB- (Moody's/S&P/Fitch) or its ratings are withdrawn or 
suspended, and the applicable bend insurer is rated below A3/A- (Moody's/S&P), the counterparties 
may terminate the swaps and require the Airport to pay the termination value, if any. With respect to 
the Series 201 OA swaps with no swap insurance, the counterparty termination provisions and the 
Airport rating thresholds are the same as described above. 

Additional Termination Events under the swap documents with respect to the Airport include an 
insurer payment default under the applicable swap insurance policy, and certain insurer rating 
downgrades or specified insurer non-payment defaults combined with a termination event or event of 
default on the part of the Airport or a ratings downgrade of the Airport below investment grade. 
Additional Termination Events under the swap documents with respect to a counterparty include a 
rating downgrade below A3/A1/A1 (Moody's/S&P/Fitch), followed by a failure of the counterparty to 
assign its rights and obligations under the swap documents to another entity acceptable to the 
applicable insurer within 15 business days. 

Each of the Airport's three bank counterparties, Goldman Sachs Group Inc., JPMorgan Chase Bank 
NA and Merrill Lynch & Co. was downgraded by one or more of the rating agencies during the year 
ending June 30, 2012. During the fiscal year 2013, the rating agencies did not take a rating action on 
any of the banks acting as swap counter party or guarantor. 

Merrill Lynch & Co. was downgraded by Moody's on September 21, .2011 to "Baa1" (and 
subsequently to "Baa2" in June 2012). This downgrade constituted an Additional Termination Event 
(ATE) under the interest rate swap agreement. On December 14, 2012, the Merrill Lynch swap was 
amended to cure the ATE by lowering the fixed rate from 3.898% to 3.773% effective as of October 1, 
2012, and adding a new guarantee from Merrill Lynch Derivative Products AG effective as of 
December 18, 2012. Merrill Lynch also reimbursed the Airport $0.02 million for excess payments from 
October 1 through November 30, 2012. 
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The downgrades to Goldman Sachs and JPMorgan did not constitute an Additional Termination 
Events under the swap agreement with either counterparty. The downgrade of any swap counterparty 
increases the risk to the Airport that such counterparty may become bankrupt or insolvent and not 
perform under the applicable swap. If a counterparty does not perform under its swap, the Airport 
may be required to continue making its fixed rate payments to the counterparty even though it does 
not receive a variable rate payment in return. The Airport may elect to 

1
terminate a swap with a non

performing counterparty and may be required to pay a substantial termination payment approximately 
equal to the fair value of such swap, depending on market conditions at the time. As of June 30, 
2013, the fair value of each swap was negative to the Airport as shown above. 

San Francisco Water Enterorise 

In August 2012, the San Francisco Water Enterprise issued tax-exempt revenue bonds, 2012 Series 
D in the amount of $24.0 million for the purpose ofrefunding the remaining portion of the outstanding 
2002 Series B bonds maturing on and after November 1, 2013. The bonds earned "Aa3" and "AA-" 
ratings from Moody's and S&P, respectively. The 2012 Series D refunding bonds include serial bonds 
with interest rates varying from 1.8% to 5.0% with principal amortizing from November 2018 through 
November 2019. The Series D bonds have a true interest cost of 1.34%. The refunding resulted in the 
recognition of a deferred accounting loss of $0.9 million, a $0.1 million gross debt service savings 
over the next seven-year terms and an economic gain of $1.4 million or 5.8% of the refunded 
principal. 

In February 2013, the Wholesale Water Customers through Bay Area Water Supply and 
Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) made an early repayment to the Water Enterprise towards the 
capital cost recovery payments in the amount of $356.1 million. Of this repayment amount, $247.1 
million was deposited with the City Treasury for Retail Fund Balance accounts and regional and local 
capital projects to be spent in fiscal years 2013, 2014 and 2015; $109.0 million was deposited to the 
Escrow Account (U.S. Bank National Association) for advance refundingldefeasance of a portion of 
water revenue bonds 2006 Series A, 2009 Series A and B, 2010 Series A, D, and F, and 2011 Series 
B and C. The Escrow Agent shall apply interest payments on the refunded bonds when they become 
due and to the principal amounts of the refunded bonds on their respective maturity dates, based on 
the Escrow Agreement. The defeasance of the refunded bonds and the deposit of monies with the 
escrow agent pursuant to the escrow agreement are authorized by and comply with the conditions 
and terms of the Enterprise Prepayment and Collection Agreement entered into between BAWSCA 
and the Enterprise, as well as the Water Enterprise Indenture. Accordingly, liability for the refunded 
bonds has been removed from the statement of net position. As of June 30, 2013, the balance of the 
defeased debt was $96.4 million. 

Municipal Transportation Agency 

Revenue Bonds Series 2012A and 2012B 

In July 2012, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) issued Revenue Refunding 
Bonds, Series 2012A in the total amount of $38.0 million to refund prior bonds issued by the Parking 
Authority, the City of San Francisco Ellis-O'Farrell Corporation, the City of San Francisco Downtown 
Parking Corporation and the City of San Francisco Uptown Parking Corporation. The Series 2012A 
bonds bear interest ranging from 2.0% to 5.0% and mature through March 2032. 
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The net proceeds of $46.0 (consisting of the $38.0 million par amount of the Series 2012A bonds plus 
original issue premium of $5.1 million, plus $2.9 million accumulated in the debt service and reserve 
fund related to the refunded bonds) were used to pay $0.5 million in costs of issuance, make a $2.7 
million deposit into Reserve Account, and deposit $42.7 million into irrevocable escrow funds with the 
Trustee to defease and refund $42.3 million in revenue bonds described below. 

Refunded Rate Price 

Series Re\enue Bond: 

1999 Parking Meters Refunding 13,080 4.70% -5.00% 100% 

2000A North Beach 5,075 5,00% - 5.50% 100% 

2001 Uptown Parking 15,465 5. 50% - 6. 00% 101% 

2002 Ellis Parking 2,535 4.20% - 4. 70% 100% 

2002 Downtown Parking 6,095 4.50% - 5.38% 100% 

Total 42,250 

The refunded bonds were defeased and redeemed on July 27, 2012. Accordingly, the liability for 
these bonds has been removed from the statements of net position. Although the refunding resulted 
in the recognition of a deferred accounting loss of $0.9 million, the MTA obtained an economic gain 
(the difference between the present value of the old debt and the new debt) of $6. 7 million or 15.8% 
of the refunded bonds. 

In July 2012, the MTA issued its Revenue Bonds, Series 2012B in the amount of $25.8 million to 
finance the various transit and parking capital projects of the MTA and to pay certain costs related to 
the issuance of the Series 2012B bonds. Series 2012B included serial and term bonds with interest 
rates ranging from 3.0% to 5.0% and matulity of March 2023 through March 2042. 

San Francisco Wastewater Enterorise 

Wastewater Revenue Bonds 2013 Series A 

In January 2013, the San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise issued tax-exempt revenue bonds 2013 
Series A in the amount of $193.4 million for the purpose of refunding the remaining portion of the 
outstanding 2003 Series A bonds maturing on and after October 1, 2013. The bonds carried "Aa3" 
and "AA-" ratings from Moody's and S&P, respectively. The 2013 Series A refunding bonds include 
serial bonds with interest rates varying from 1.0% to 5.0% and have a final maturity in October 2025. 
The Series A bonds have a true interest cost of 1.2%. Tlie 2013 Series A bonds also refunded the 
remaining portion of the outstanding State revolving fund Joans. The refunding resulted in the 
recognition of a deferred accounting loss of $5.0 million. The refunding resulted in $35.1 million gross 
debt service savings over the next 13 years, and an economic gain of $32.8 million or 15.4% of the 
refunded principal. All of the outstanding 2003 Series A bonds were refunded on April 1, 2013, at a 
redemption price equal to their outstanding principal amount, plus accrued interest to the redemption 
rate, without premium. 

Wastewater Revenue Bonds 2013 Series B 

In February 2013, the Enterprise issued revenue bonds 2013 Series Bin the amount of $331.6 million 
with interest rates ranging from 4.0% to 5.0%. Proceeds from the bonds were used for Wastewater 
capital projects, to pay off all outstanding Wastewater comm~rcial paper notes, and to pay the costs 
of issuing the bonds. The bonds were rated "Aa3" and "AA-" by Moody's and S&P, respectively. 
Bonds mature through October 1, 2042. The true interest cost is 3.6%. 
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The City maintains a cost-sharing multiple-employer defined benefit pension plan (the Plan), which 
covers substantially all of its employees, and certain classified and certified employees of the San 
Francisco Community College District and Unified School District, and San Francisco Trial Court 
employees other than judges. Due to the relative insignificance of the other employers in the Plan, the 
City presents disclosure information for the Plan as if it were a single-employer plan. The Plan is 
administered by the San Francisco City and County Employees' Retirement System (the Retirement 
System). Some City employees participate in the California Public Employees' Retirement System 
(PERS), agent or cost-sharing multiple-employer, public employee pension plans, which cover certain 
employees in public safely functions, the Port, the Airport, the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority and the former Redevelopment Agency and the Successor Agency. 

Employees' Retirement System 

Plan Description - Substantially all full-time employees of the City participate in the Plan. The Plan 
provides basic service retirement, disability and death benefits based on specified percentages of 
defined final average monthly salary and provides annual cost-<>f-living adjustments after retirement. 
The Plan also provides pension continuation benefits to qualified survivors. The San Francisco City 
and County Charter and the Administrative Code are the authority which establishes and amends the 
benefit provisions and employer obligations of the Plan. The retirement related payroll for employees 
covered by the Retirement System for the year ended June 30, 2013 was approximately $2.4 billion. 
The Retirement System issues a publicly available financial report that includes financial statements 
and required supplementary information for the Plan. That report may be. obtained by writing to the 
San Francisco City and County Employees' Retirement System, 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 3000, 
San Francisco, CA 94102 or by calling (415) 487-7020. 

Legislatiye Changes to the Plan - In June 2010, the voters of the City approved a Charter 
amendment to create new benefit plans for miscellaneous employees and firefighter and police 
employees who are hired on or after July 1, 2010. The new benefit plan covering miscellaneous 
employees hired on or after July 1, 201 O provides for a service retirement benefit, which is calculated 
using the member's finalcompensation (nighest two-year average monthly compensation) multiplied 
by the member's years of credited service times the member's age factor up to a maximum of 75% of 
the member's final compensation. The two new benefit plans covering firefighter and police 
employees hired on or after July 1, 2010 provide for: a) an increase in required employee 
contributions from 7 .5% of covered compensation in the previous safety plans to 9% of covered 
compensation, and b) a service retirement benefit, which is calculated using the member's final 
compensation (highest two-year average monthly compensation) multiplied by the member's years of 
credited service times the member's age factor up to a maximum of 90% of the member's final 
compensation. 

Plan member contributions are recognized in the period in which the contributions are due. Benefits 
and refunds are recognized when due and payable in accordance with the terms of the Plan. 

Deferred Retirement Option Program - In February 2008, the voters of the City and County approved 
a Charter amendment to provide a Deferred Retirement Option Program (DROP) for certain Police 
members of the Plan to be effective July 1, 2008. An eligible police officer could elect to participate in 
DROP for a specified period of time up to a maximum of three years depending on the rank of the 
police officer. While participating in DROP, the police officer continues to work and receive pay as a 
police officer and accrues monthly DROP distributions posted to a nominal account maintained by the 
Retirement System. The monthly DROP distribution is equal to the participant's monthly service 
retirement allowance calculated as of the participant's entry into DROP. Interest at an ·annual effective 
rate of 4% and applicable COLAs are posted to the participant's DROP account during participation in 
DROP. Upon exiting from DROP, the participant receives a lump sum distribution from his or her 
DROP account and begins to receive a monthly service retirement allowance calculated using age, 
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covered compensation and service frozen as of the date of his or her entry into DROP. DROP was 
closed to new applicants on June 30, 2011. 

Changes in DROP liabilities during the year ended June 30, 2013 are as follows: 

DROP liability, beginning of year 
Additions 
Distributions 

DROP liability, end of year 

27,257 
21,265 

(28,020) 

20,502 

Funding Policy - Contributions are made to the basic plan by both the City and the participating 
employees. Employee contributions are mandatory as required by the Charter. Employee contribution 
rates for fiscal year 2012-13 varied from 7% to 9% as a percentage of gross salary. For fiscal year 
ended June 30, 2013, most employee groups agreed through collective bargaining for employees to 
contribute the full amount of the employee contributions on a pretax basis. The City is required to 
contribute at an actuarially determined rate. Based on the July 1, 2011 actuarial report, the required 
employer contribution rate for fiscal year 2012-13 ranges from 17.71 % to 20.71 %. 

Employer contributions and employee contributions made by the employer to the Plan are recognized 
when due and the employer has made a formal commitment to provide the contributions. 

Annual Pension Cost - The annual required contribution for the current year was determined as part 
of an actuarial valuation performed as of July 1, 2011. The actuarial method used was the entry age 
normal cost method. The significant actuarial assumptions include: (1) annual rate of return on 
investments of 7 .66%; (2) cost of Jiving adjustments of 2% to 5%; and (3) .Projected wage increases of 
3.91% with additional for merit and promotion of 0.85% to 15.00% based on a participant's years of 
service and membership group The actuarial value of Retirement System assets was determined 
using techniques that smooth the effects of short-term volatility in the market value of investments 
over a 5-year period. Unfunded liabilities are amortized using the level percentage of payroll method. 
Changes in actuarial gains and losses assumptions and supplemental COLAs are amortized as a 
level percentage of pay over an open 15-year period. Plan amendments and changes in interest 
crediting rate are amortized over a closed 20-year period. 

Three-year trend information is as follows: 

Fiscal Year 
Ended 

6/30/2011 
6/30/2012 
6/30/2013 

Annual 
Pension 

Cost (APC) 

308,823 
410,797 
442,870 

Percentage 
of APC 

Contributed 

100% 
100% 
100% 

Net 
Pension 

Obligation 

$ 

Funded Status and Funding Progress - As of July 1, 2012, the most recent actuarial valuation date, 
the actuarial value of assets was $16.0 billion; the actuarial accrued liability was $19.4 billion; the total 
unfunded actuarial accrued liability was $3.4 billion; the actuarial value of assets as a percentage of 
the actuarial accrued liability (funded ratio) was 82.6%; the annual covered payroll was $2.4 billion; 
and the ratio of the unfunded actuarial liability to annual covered payroll was 140.6%. The actuarial 
assumptions used were the same as described in the AnnUal Pension Cost section above except the 
assumptions for the investment rate of return of 7.58% and projected wage increases of 3.83%. The 
Retirement System's unfunded actuarial accrued liability from its July 1, 2011 actuarial valuation 
increased $1.1 billion from a deficit of $2.3 billion to a deficit of $3.4 billion primarily due to investment 
experience during the year ended June 30, 2009. The actuarial value of assets is "smoothed" in order 
to mitigate the impact of investment performance volatility on employer contribution rates. Under the 5 
years smoothing policy adopted by the Retirement Board, the investment losses from fiscal year 
2008-09 will not be fully recognized until the July 1, 2013 actuarial valuation, which d.etermines 
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contribution rates for fiscal year 2014-15. As a result, the City's contribution rate is expected to 
continue to increase over the next three fiscal years even if the fund achieves its investment return 
assumptions. The schedule of funding progress, presented as required supplementary information 
(RSI) following the notes to the financial statements, presents multiyear trend information about 
whether the actuarial values of plan assets are increasing or decreasing over time relative to the 
actuarial accrued liability for benefits. 

California Public Employees' Retirement System 

Various City public safety, Port, and all Successor Agency and San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority employees are eligible to participate in PERS. Disclosures for the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority and Successor Agency are included in the separately issued financial 
statements. 

Plan Description - The City contributes to PERS, an agent multiple-employer public employee 
defined benefit pension plan for safety members and a cost-sharing multiple-employer plan for 
miscellaneous members. Effective with the PERS June 30, 2003 actuarial valuation, PERS mandated 
that the City's miscellaneous members plan be included in a cost-sharing multiple-employer plan 
consisting of various government entities with plan memberships of less than 100 active members. 
PERS provides retirement and disability benefits, annual cost--Of-living adjustments, and death 
benefits to plan members and beneficiaries. PERS acts as a common investment and administrative 
agent for participating public entities within the State of California. Benefit provisions and all other 
requirements are established by state statute and City ordinance. Copies of PERS' annual financial 
report may be obtained from their executive office: 400 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. A separate 
report for the City's plan within PERS is not available. 

Miscellaneous Plan 

Funding Policy - Miscellaneous plan - Participants are required to contribute 7% of their annual 
covered salary. The City is required to contribute at an actuarially determined rate. For the 
miscellaneous plan, the fiscal year 2012-13 contribution rate is 0% Of annual covered payroll. The 
contribution requirements of plan members and the City are established and may be amended by 
PERS. 

Annual Pension Cost - Miscellaneous plan - Cost for PERS for fiscal year 2012-13 was equal to the 
City's required and actual contributions, which was determined as part of the June 30, 2010 actuarial 
valuation using the entry age actuarial cost method. 

Three-year payment trend information is as follows: 

Safety Plan 

Fiscal Year 
Ended 

6/30/2011 
6/30/2012 
6/30/2013 

Annual 
Pension 

Cost !APC! 

Percentage 
Of APC 

Contributed 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Net 
Pension 

Obligation 

$ 

Funding Policy - Safety plan - Participants are required to contribute 9% of their annual covered 
salary. The City makes the contributions required of City employees on their behalf and for their 
account. The City is required to contribute at an actuarially determined rate. For the safety plan, the 
fiscal year contribution rate is 21.58%. The contribution requirements of plan members and the City 
are established and may be amended by PERS. 

114 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Notes to Basic Financial Statements (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Annual Pension Cost - Safety Plan - The cost for PERS for fiscal year 2012-13 was equal to the 
City's required and actual contributions. which was determined as part of the June 30, 2010 actuarial 
valuation using the entry age actuarial cost method. The assumptions included in the June 30, 2010 
actuarial valuation were: (a) 7.75% investment rate of return (net of administrative expenses),. 
(b) 3.55% to 13.15% projected annual salary increases that vary by age. service and type of 
employment, and (c) 3.25% payroll growth. The inffation rate is 3.00%. For the June 30, 2010 
actuarial valuation, the average remaining period is 29 years. The actuarial value of PERS assets 
was determined using techniques that smooth the effects of short-term volatility in the market value of 
investments. Changes in unfunded liability/(excess assets) due to changes in actuarial methods or 
assumptions or changes in plan benefits are amortized over as a level percentage of pay over a 
closed 20 year period. 

Three-year trend information is as follows: 

Annual Percentage Net 
Fiscal Year Pension of APC Pension 

Ended Cost !APC) Contributed ObHaation 

6/30/2011 $ 16,664 100% $ 
6130/2012 23,888 100% 
6130/2013 23.811 100% 

Funded Status and Funding Progress -As of June 30, 2011, the most recent actuarial valuation date, 
the actuarial value of assets was $788.6 million; the actuarial accrued liability was $836.2 million; the 
total unfunded actu~arial accrued liability was $47.6 million; the actuarial value of assets as a 
percentage of the actuarial accrued liability (funded ratio) was 94.3%; the annual covered payroll was 
$105.6 million; and the ratio of the unfunded actuarial liability to annual covered payroll was 45.1 %. 
The assumptions included in the June 30, 2011 actuarial valuation were: (a) 7 .50% investment rate of 
return (net of administrative expenses), (b) 3.30% to 14.20% projected annual salary increases that 
vary by age, service and type of employment, and (c) 3.00% payroll growth The inffation rate is 
2. 75%. For the June 30, 2011 actuarial valuation, the average remaining period is 32 years. The 
schedule of funding progress. presented as required supplementary information (RSI) following the 
notes to the financial statements, presents multiyear trend information about whether the actuarial 
values of plan assets are increasing or decreasing over time relative to the actuarial accrued liability 
for benefits. 

(b) Deferred Compensation Plan 

The City offers its employees a deferred compensation plan in accordance with Internal Revenue 
Code (IRC) Section 457. The plan, available to all employees, permits them to defer a portion of their 
salary until future years. The deferred compensation is not available to employees or other 
beneficiaries until termination, retirement, death, or unforeseeable emergency. 

The City has no administrative involvement and does not perform the investing function. The City has 
no fiduciary accountability for the plan and, accordingly, the plan assets and related liabilities to plan 
participants are not included in the basic financial statements. 

(c) Health Service System 

The Health Service System was established in 1937. Health care benefits of employees. retired 
employees and surviving spouses are financed by beneficiaries and by the City through the Health 
Service System. The employers' contribution, which includes the San Francisco Community College 
District, San Francisco Unified School District and the San Francisco Superior Court, amounted to 
approximately $630.1 million in fiscal year 2012-13. The employers' contribution is mandated and 
determined by Charter provision based on similar contributions made by the ten most populous 
counties in California. Included in this amount is $193.9 million to provide postemployment health 
care benefits for 25,141 retired participants, of which $155.9 million related to City employees. The 
City's liability far postemployment health care benefits is enumerated below. The City's contribution is 
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paid out of current available resources and funded on a pay-as-you-go basis. The Health Service 
System issues a publicly available financial report that includes financial statements. That report may 
be obtained by writing to the San Francisco Health Service System, 1145 Market Street, Suite 200, 
San Francisco, CA 94103 or by calling (800) 541-2266. 

(d) Postemployment Health Care Benefits 

City (excluding the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency) 

Plan Description - The City maintains a single-employer, defined benefit other postemployment 
benefits plan, which provides health care benefits to employees, retired employees, and surviving 
spouses, through the City's Health Service System outlined above. Health care benefits are provided 
to members of the Health Service System through three plan choices: City Health Plan, Kaiser, and 
Blue Shield. The City does not issue a separate report on its other postemployment benefit plan. 

The City established the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund to receive contributions for the purpose of 
providing a funding source for certain postemployment benefits other than pension. The Retiree 
Health Care Trust Fund is administered by a Retiree Health Care Board of Administration governed 
by five trustees, one selected by the City Controller, one by the City Treasurer, one by the Executive 
Director of the San Francisco Employees' Retirement System, and two elected by the active and 
retired members of the City's Health Service System. 

Funding Policy - The contribution requirements of plan members and the City are based on a pay-as
you~go basis. For fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the City paid approximately $160.3 million on 
behalf of its retirees. 

Annual OPEB Cost and Net OPEB Obligation - The City's annual other postemployment benefits 
(OPEB) expense is calculated based on the annual required contribution (ARC), an amount 
actuarially determined in accordance with the parameters of GASB Statement No. 45. The ARC 
represents a level of funding that, if paid on an ongoing basis, is projected to cover the normal cost of 
each year and any unfunded actuarial liabilities (or funding excess) amortized over thirty years. The 
ARC was determined based on the July 1, 2010 actuarial valuation. 

The net OPEB obligations are reflected in the statements of net position of the governmental 
activities, business-type activities, and fiduciary funds. The following table shows the components of 
the City's annual OPEB cost for the year, the amount contributed to the plan, and changes in the 
City's net OPEB obligation: 

Annual required contribution 
Interest on Net OPEB obligation 
Adjustment to annual required contribution 

Annual OPEB cost 
Contribution made 

Increase in net OPEB obligation 
Net OPEB obligation - beginning of year 

Net OPEB obligation - end of year 

408,735 
57,328 

(47,524) 

418,539 
(160,292) 

258,247 
1,348,883 

1,607.130 

The table below shows how the total net OPEB obligation as of June 30, 2013, is distributed. 

Governmental activities 
Business-type activities 
Fiduciary funds 

Net OPEB obligation - end of year 
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Eligible fiduciary funds' employees are City employees and thereby eligible for postemployment 
health benefits. These obligations are reported as other liabilities in the City's fiduciary funds financial 
statements. 

Three-year trend information is as follows: 

Percentage of 
Fiscal Year Annual Annual OPEB NetOPEB 

Ended OPEB Cost Cost Contributed Obliaation 

6/30/2011 $ 392,151 37.2% $ 1,099,177 
6/30/2012 405,850 38.5% 1,348,883 
6/30/2013 418,539 38.3% 1,607,130 

Funded Status and Funding Progress - The unfunded actuarial accrued liability is being amortized as 
a level percentage of expected payroll over an open thirty year period. As of July 1, 2010, the most 
recent actuarial valuation date, the funded status of the Retiree Health Care Benefits was 0.1 %. The 
actuarial accrued liability for benefits was $4.42 billion, and the actuarial value of assets was $3.2 
million, resulting in an unfunded actuarial accrued liability (UAAL) of $4.42 billion. As of July 1, 2010, 
the estimated covered payroll (annual payroll of active employees covered by the plan) was $2.39 
billion and the ratio ofthe UAAL to the covered payroll was 184.6%. 

Actuarial Methods and Assumptions - Actuarial valuations of an ongoing plan involve estimates of the 
value of reported amounts and assumptions about the probability of occurrence of events far into the 
future. Examples include assumptions about future employment, mortality, and the healthcare cost 
trend. Amounts determined regarding the funded status of the plan and the annual required 
contribution of the employer are subject to continual revision as actual results are compared with past 
expectations and new estimates are made about the future. The schedules of funding progress, 
presented as required supplementary information following the notes to the financial statements for 
the City, SFCTA, and the Successor Agency present multi-year trend information about whether the 
actuarial value of plan assets is increasing or decreasing over time relative to the actuarial accrued 
liabilities for benefits. 

Projectio-ns of benefits for financial reporting purposes are. based on the substantive plan (the plan as 
understood by the employer and plan members) and include the types of benefits provided at the time 
of each valuation and the historical pattern of sharing of benefit costs between the employer and plan 
members to that point. The actuarial methods and assumptions used include techniques that are 
designed to reduce short-term volatility in actuarial accrued liabilities and the actuarial value of 
assets, consistent with the long-term perspective of the calculations. 

In the actuarial valuation as of July 1, 2010, the entry age normal cost method was used. Under this 
method, the actuarial present value of the projected benefits of each individual included in the 
valuation is allocated as a level percent of expecled salary for each year of employment between 
entry age (age at hire) and assumed exit (maximum retirement age). Unfunded liabilities are 
amortized using the level percentage of expected payroll over an open 30-year period. The actuarial 
assumptions Included a 4.25% investment rate of return on investment; 4.0% payroll growth; and an 
ultimate medical inflation rate of 4. 75% over 18 years. 

The San Francisco Retiree Health Care Trust Fund (RHCTF) was established in December 2010 by 
the Retiree Health Trust Fund Board of the City and County of San Francisco. The RHCTF was 
established to receive employer and employee contributions prescribed by the Charter for the 
purpose of pre-funding certain postretirement health benefits. Proposition B requires employees hired 
on or after January 10, 2009 to contribute 2% of pay and the employer to contribute 1% of pay. 
Between January 10, 2009 and the establishment of the RHCTF, contributions were set aside and 
deposited into the RHCTF when it was established. Proposition C also requires all employees hired 
on or before January 9, 2009 to contribute 0.25% of pay to the RHCTF commencing July 1, 2016, 
increasing annually by 0.25% to a maximum of 1.0% of pay. The employer is required to contribute 
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an equal amount. The RHCTF is currently invested in short-term fixed income securities. The RHCTF 
may not pay benefits from the Trust before January 1, 2020. 

Proposition A was passed by voters on November 5, 2013, and will keep the Retiree Health Care 
Trust Fund (the Trust Fund) from being depleted and would allow the Trust Fund Board to make 
payments toward City retiree health care cost from the City's account in the fund only when Trust 
Fund is fully funded or only under certain circumstances. The City and its employees make 
contributions to the Fund. The Trust Board may not use these contributions to pay for retiree health 
care costs until January 1, 2020. 

The Charter amendment will prohibit withdrawals from the Trust Fund until sufficient funds are set
aside to pay for all future retiree health care costs as determined by an actuarial study. Limited 
withdrawals prior to accumulating sufficient funds will be permitted only if annually budgeted retiree 
health care costs rise above 10% of payroll expenses, and will be limited to no more than 10% of the 
Trust Fund balance. Proposition A allows for revisions to these funding limitations and requirements 
only upon the recommendation of the Controller and an external actuary and if approved by the 
Retiree Health Care Trust Fund Board, two-thirds of the Board of Supervisors, and the Mayor. 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) maintains a separate single-employer 
defined benefit OPEB plan for retiree health care benefits and reported a net OPEB obligation of $0 
as of June 30, 2013. As of June 30, 2011, the most recent actuarial valuation date, the plan's 
actuarial accrued liability (AAL) was $0. 7 million, actuarial value of plan assets was $0.4 million, and 
unfunded actuarial accrued liability (UAAL) was $0.3 million, resulting in a funded ratio of 60.4%. The 
SFCTA's covered payroll was $3.3 million, and its UAAL as a percentage of covered payroll was 
8.2%. Details of SFCTA's OPEB plan may be found in its financial statements for the year ended 
June 30, 2013. Financial statements for SFCTA can be obtained from their finance and administrative 
offices at 1455 Market Street, 22"" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

As of June 30, 2013, the SFCTA's annual OPEB expense of $163 was equal to the ARC. Three-year 
trend information is as follows: 

Fiscal Year 
Ended 

613012011 
6/3012012 
613012013 

Successor Agency 

Annual 
OPEB Cost 

113 
158 
163 

Percentage of 
Annual OPEB 

Cost Contributed 

100% 
100% 
100% 

NetOPEB 
Obligation 

Effective February 1, 2012, upon the operation of law to dissolve the former Agency, the Successor 
Agency assumed the former Agency's postemployment healthcare plan. The Successor Agency 
sponsors a single-employer defined benefit plan providing other postemployment benefits (OPEB) to 
employees who retire directly from the former Agency and/or the Successor Agency. The Successor 
Agency is a contracting agency under the Public Employees' Medical and Hospital Care Act 
(PEMHCA), which is administered by PERS and provides monthly retiree medical benefit 
contributions. Premiums in excess of the above Successor Agency contributions are paid by the 
retirees. Benefits provisions are established and may be amended by the Successor Agency. 

The Successor Agency participates in the California Employers' Retiree Benefit Trust (CERBT) Fund. 
CERBT is administered by PERS and is an agent multiple-employer trust. Copies of PERS' financial 
report may be obtained from PERS website at www.calpers.ca.gov or from PERS at 400 "Q" Street, 
Sacramento, California 95811. · 
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Funding Policy - The contribution requirements of the plan members and the Successor Agency are 
established by and may-be amended by the Successor Agency. The Successor Agency intends to 
fund plan benefits through the CERBT by contributing at least 100% of the annual required 
contribution. 

The annual required contribution is an amount actuarially determined in accordance with the 
parameters of GASB Statement No. 45. During the year ended June 30, 2013, the Successor Agency 
contributed $1.0 million to the plan for current benefit payments. 

Annual Other Postemployment Benefit Cost and Net Obligation - The Successor Agency's annual 
OPEB cost (expense) is calculated based on the annual required contribution (ARC) of the employer, 
an amount actuarially determined in accordance with the parameters of GASB Statement No. 45. The 
ARC represents a level of funding that, if paid on an ongoing basis, is projected to cover normal cost 
each year and amortize any unfunded actuarial liabilities (or funding excess) over a period not to 
exceed thirty years. Annual OPEB Cost (AOC) equals the plan's ARC, adjusted for historical 
differences between the ARC and amounts actually contributed. The Successor Agency's annual 
required contribution for the year ended June 30, 2013 is the sum of (a) normal cost and (b) a 25-year 
level percentage amortization of the June 30, 2012 unfunded liability. 

The following table shows the components of the Successor Agency's annual OPEB cost for the year 
ended June 30, 2013, and the changes in the net OPEB obligation: 

Annual required contribution 
Interest on Net OPEB obligation 
Adjustment to annual required contribution 

Annual OPEB cost 
Contribution made 

Increase in net OPES obligation 
Net OPEB obligation - beginning of year 

Net OPEB obligation - end of year 

Three-year trend information is as follows: 
Percentage of 

Fiscal Year Annual Annual OPES 
Ended OPES Cost Cost Contributed 

613012011. 1,346 113% 
113112012- 747 65% 
6130/2012 -· 533 65% 
613012013 1,306 77% 

Represents trend information for the former Agency for the fiscal year. 

1,320 
67 

(81) 

1,306 
(1,006) 

300 
921 

1,221 

Net OPES 
Obligation 

470 
733 
921 

1,221 

Represents trend information for the former Agency for the period July 1, 2011 through January 31, 2012. 
Represents trend information for the Successor Agency for the period February 1, 2012 through June 30, 
2012. 
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Funded Status and Funding Progress - The funded status of the plan of the former Agency as of 
June 30, 2011, the plan's most recent actuarial valuation date, was as follows (in thousands): 

Actuarial accrued liability (AAL) 

Actuarial value of plan assets 

Unfunded actuarial accrued liability (UAAL) 

Funded ratio (actuarial value of plan assets/Ml) 

Covered payroll (active plan memebers) 

UAAL as a percentage of covered payroll 

$ 

14,390 

1,856 

12,534 

12.9% 

4,185 

299.5% 

As of June 30, 2013, no actuarial valuation was performed for the Successor Agency's 
postempJoyment healthcare plan. 

Actuarial Methods and Assymptions - Projections of benefits for financial reporting purposes are 
based on the substantive plan (the plan as understood by the employer and plan members) and 
include the types of benefits provided at the time of each valuation and the historical pattern of 
sharing of benefits costs between the employer and plan members to that point. 

Actuarial valuations of an ongoing plan involve estimates of the value of reported amounts and 
assumptions about the probability of occurrence of events far into the future. Examples include 
assumptions about future employment, mortality, and the healthcare cost trend. Amounts determined 
regarding the funded status of the plan and the annual required contributions of the employer are 
subject to continual revision as actual results are compared with past expectations and new estimates 
are made about the future. 

The annual required contribution of the plan was determined based on the June 30, 2011 actuarial 
valuation using the entry age normal actuarial cost method. Actuarial assumptions include (a) a 
discount rate of 7.25%, (b) PERS 1997-2007 Experience Study for Males and Females, (c) actual 
PEMCHA premiums, (d) pre-Medicare healthcare cost increases: 8.5% for 2014 graded down to 
5.0% over 7 years, (e) post-Medicare healthcare cost increases: 8.9% graded down to 5.0% over 7 
years, (e) 3.25% for projected payroll growth. The Successor Agency's unfunded actuarial accrued 
liability is being amortized as a level dollar amount over 26 years remaining on June 30, 2011. 

(10) SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) was created in 1989 by a vote of the 
San Francisco electorate. The vote approved Proposition B, which imposed a sales tax of one-half of 
one percent (0.5%), for a period not to exceed 20 years, to fund essential transportation projects. The 
types of projects to be funded with the proceeds from the sales tax are set forth in the San Francisco 
County Transportation Expenditure Pian (the Plan), which was approved as part of Proposition B. The 
SFCTA was organized pursuant to Sections 131000 et seq. of the Public Utilities Code. Collection of 
the voter-approved sales tax began on April 1, 1990. On November 4, 2003, the San Francisco voters 
approved Proposition K with a 74.7% affirmative vote, amending the City Business and Tax Code to 
extend the county-wide one-half of one percent sales tax, and to replace the 1989 Proposition B Plan 
with a new 30-year Expenditure Plan. The new Expenditure Plan includes investments in four major 
categories: 1) Transit; 2) Streets and Traffic Safety (including street resurfacing, and bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements); 3) Paratransit services for seniors and disabled people; and 4) 
Transportation System ManagerrienVStrategic Initiatives (including funds for neighborhood parking 
management, transportation/land use coordination, and travel demand management efforts). Major 
capital projects to be funded by the Proposition K Expenditure .Plan include: A) development of the 
Bus Rapid Transit and MTA Metro Network; B) construction of the MTA Central Subway (Third Street 
Light Rail Project-Phase 2); C) construction of the CaJtrain Downtown Extension to a rebuilt Transbay 
Terminal; and DJ South Approach to the Golden Gate Bridge: Doyle Drive Replacement Project (re-
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envisioned as the Presidio Parkway). After 20 years of the effective date of the adoption of the 
Proposition K Expenditure Plan, the SFCTA may modify the Expenditure Plan with voter approval. 
Pursuant to the provisions of Division 12.5 of the California Public Utilities Code, the SFCTA Board 
may adopt an updated Expenditure Plan anytime after 20 years from the effective date of adoption of 
the Proposition K Expenditure Plan but no later than the last general election in which the Proposition 
K Expenditure Plan is in effect. The Sales Tax would continue as long as a new or modified plan is in 
effect. Under Proposition K legislation, the SFCTA directs the use of the Sales Tax and may spend up· 
to $485.2 million per year and may issue up to $1.88 billion in bonds secured by the Sales Tax. Jn 
addition to the sales tax program, the SFCTA also administers the following programs: 

Congestion Management Agency Programs. On November 6, 1990, the SFCTA was designated 
under State law as the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for the City. Responsibilities resulting 
from this designation include developing a Congestion Management Program, which provides 
evidence of the integration of land use, transportation programming and air quality goals; preparing a 
Jong-range countywide transportation plan to guide the City's future transportation investment 
decisions; monitoring and measuring traffic congestion levels in the City; measuring the performance 
of all modes of transportation; and developing a computerized travel demand forecasting model and 
supporting databases. As the CMA, the SFCTA is responsible for establishing the City's priorities for 
state and federal transportation funds and works with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) to program those funds to San Francisco projects. 

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program. On June 15, 2002, the SFCTA was 
designated to act as the overall program manager for the local guarantee (40%) share of 
transportation funds available through the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) program. Funds 
from this program, administered by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) come 
from a $4 vehicle registration fee on automobiles registered in the Bay Area. Through this program, 
the SFCTA recommends projects that benefit air quality by reducing motor vehicle emissions. 

Prop AA Program. On November 2, 201 O, San Francisco voters approved Prop AA with a 59.6% 
affirmative vote, authorizing the SFCTA to collect an additional $10 annual vehicle registration fee on 
motor vehicles registered in San Francisco and to use the proceeds to fund transportation projects 
identified in the Expenditure Plan. Revenue collection began in May 2011. Prop AA revenues must be 
used to fund projects from the following three programmatic categories. The percentage allocation of 
revenues designated for each category over the 30-year Expenditure Plan period is shown in 
parenthesis following the category name: 1) Street Repair and Reconstruction (50%); 2) Pedestrian 
Safety (25%); and 3) Transit Reliability & Mobility Improvements (25%). In December 2012, the 
SFCTA Board approved the first Prop AA Strategic Plan, including the specific projects that could be 
funded within the first five years (i.e., Fiscal Years 2012-13 to 2016-17).The Prop AA program is a 
pay-as-you-go program. The SFCTA could use up to 5% of the funds for administrative costs. 

(11) DETAILED INFORMATION FOR ENTERPRISE FUNDS 

(a) San Francisco International Airport 

San Francisco International Airport (Airport), which is owned and operated by the City, is the principal 
commercial service airport for the San Francisco Bay Area. A five-member Commission is 
responsible for the operation and management of the Airport. The Airport is located 14 miles south of 
downtown San Francisco in an unincorporated area of San Mateo County between the Bayshore 
Freeway (U.S. Highway 101) and the San Francisco Bay. According to final data for calendar year 
2012 from the Airports Council International (AC!), the Airport is one of the largest airports in the 
United States both in terms of passengers (seventh) and air cargo (eighteenth). The Airport is also a 
major origin and destination point and one of the nation's principal gateways for Pacific traffic. 

Pledged Revenues under the 1991 Master Resolution - Under the terms of the 1991 Master Bond 
Resolution, for a Series of Second Series Revenue Bonds to be secured by the Airport's parity 
common account (the Issue 1 Reserve Account), the Airport is required to deposit, with the trustee, 
an amount equal to the maximum debt service accruing in any year during the life of all Second 
Series Revenue Bonds secured by the Issue 1 Reserve Account or substitute a credit facility meeting 
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those requirements. Alternatively, the Airport may establish a separate reserve account with a 
different reserve requirement to secure an individual 'series of bonds. While revenue bonds are 
outstanding, the Airport may not create liens on its property essential to operations, may not dispose 
of any property essential to maintaining revenues or. operating the Airport, and must maintain 
specified insurance. 

Under the terms of the 1991 Master Bond Resolution, the Airport has covenanted that it will establish 
and at all times maintain rentals, rates, fees, and charges for the use of the Airport and for services 
rendered by the Airport so that: 

(a) Net revenues (as defined in the bond resolutions) in each fiscal year will be at least sufficient (i) to 
make all required debt service payments and deposits in such fiscal year with respect to the 
bonds, any subordinate bonds, and any general obligation bonds issued by the City for the 
benefit of the Airport and (ii) to make all payments required to be made to the City and 

(b) Net revenues, together with any transfer from the contingency account to the revenue account 
(both held by the City Treasurer), in each fiscal year will be at least equal to 125% of aggregate 
annual debt service with respect to the bonds for such fiscal year. 

The methods required by the 1991 Master Bond Resolution for calculating debt service coverage 
differs from the U.S. generally accepted accounting principles used to determine amounts reported in 
the Airport's financial statements. 

Passenger Facility Charges - The Airport, as authorized by the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) pursuant to the Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1990 (the Act). as amended, 
imposes a Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) of $4.50 for each enplaning passenger at the Airport. 
Under the Act, air carriers are responsible for the collection of PFC charges and are required to remit 
PFC revenues to the Airport in the tollowing month after they are recorded by the air carrier. The 
Airport's most recent application amendment of $609.1 million was approved by the FAA in 
September 2006. The current authority to impose PFCs is estimated to end January 1, 2017. For the 
year ended June 30, 2013, the Airport reported approximately $84.3 million of PFC revenue, which is 
included in other nonoperating revenues in the accompanying basic financial statements. 

Commitments and Contingencies - In addition to the long-term obligations discussed in Note 8, 
there were $87.0 million of Special Facilities Lease Revenue Bonds outstanding as of June 30, 2013, 
which financed improvements to the Airport's aviation fuel storage and delivery system that is leased 
to SFO Fuel Company LLC (SFO Fuel). SFO Fuel agreed to pay facilities rent to the Airport in an 
amount equal to debt service payments and required bond reserve account deposits on the bonds. 
The principal and interest on the bonds will be paid solely from the facilities rent payable by SFO Fuel 
to the Airport. The Airport assigned its right to receive the facilities rent to the bond trustee to pay and 
secure the payment of the bonds. Neither the Airport nor the City is obligated in any manner for the 
repayment of these obligations, and as such, they are not reported in the accompanying financial 
statements. 

Purchase commitments for construction, material and services as of June 30, 2013 are as follows: 

Construction ........................................... $ 35,909 
Operating................................................ 7 724 
Total ........................................................ $ 43 633 

Transactions with Other Funds and Business Concentrations - Pursuant to the Lease and Use 
Agreement between the Airport and most of the airlines operating at the Airport, the Airport makes an 
annual service payment, to the City's General Fund, equal to 15% of concession revenue, but not 
less than $5 million per fiscal year, in order to compensate the City for all indirect services provided to 
the Airport. The annual service payment for the year ended June 30, 2013 was $36.5 million and was 
recorded as a transfer. In addition, the Airport compensates the City's General Fund for the cost of 
certain direct services provided by the City to the Airport, including those provided by the Police 
Department, the Fire Department, the City Attorney, the City Treasurer, the City Controller, the City 
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Purchasing Agent and other City departments. The cost of direct services paid for by the Airport for 
the year ended June 30, 2013 was $118.3 million. 

In addition to the Lease and Use Agreements with the airlines, the Airport leases facilities to other 
businesses to operate concessions at the Airport. During the year ended June 30, 2013, revenues 
realized from the following Airport tenants exceeded five percent of the Airport's total operating 
revenues: 

United Airlines ............................................... 22.2% 

(b) Port of San Francisco 

A five-member Port Commission is responsible for the operation, development, and maintenance 
activities of the Port of San Francisco (Port). In February 1969, the Port was transferred in trust to the 
City under the terms and conditions of State legislation ("Burton Act") ratified by the electorate of the 
City. Prior to 1969, the Port was operated by the State of Calilornia. The State retains the right to 
amend, modify or revoke the transfer of lands in trust provided that it assumes all lawful obligations 
related to such lands. 

Pledged Revenues - The Port's revenues, derived primarily from property rentals to commercial and 
industrial enterprises and from maritime operations, which include cargo, ship repair, fishing, harbor 
services, cruise and other maritime activities, are held in a separate enterprise fund and appropriated 
for expenditure pursuant to the budget and fiscal provisions of the City Charter, consistent with trust 
requirements. Under public trust doctrine, the Burton Act, and the transfer agreement between the 
City and the State, Port revenues may be spent only for uses and purposes of the public trust. 

The Port pledged future net revenues to repay $36. 7 million in Revenue Bonds issued in 2010. 
Annual principal and interest payments through 2040 are expected to require less than 16% of net 
pledged revenues as calculated in accordance with the bond indenture. The total principal and 
interest remaining to be paid on the bonds is $66.9 million. The principal and interest payments made 
in 2013 were $2.8 million and pledged revenues (total net revenues calculated in accordance with the 
bond indenture) tor the year ended June 30, 2013 were $18.6 million. 

The Port has entered into a loan agreement with the California Department of Boating and 
Waterways !or $3.5 million to finance certain Hyde Street Harbor improvements. The loan is 
subordinate to all bonds payable by the Port and is secured by gross revenues as defined in the loan 
agreement. Total principal and interest remaining to be paid on this loan is $3.7 million. Annual 
principal and interest payments were $0.2 million in 2013 and pledged harbor revenues were $0.1 
million for the year ended June 30, 2013. 

The Exploratorium - The Port's lease with the Exploratorium for Piers 15-17 commenced on 
November 3, 2010. Project construction, including substructure repair and seismic work valued in 
excess of $65 million, has been completed. In consideration for performing certain substructure repair 
and other work, the Port has granted to the tenant rent credits equivalent to 100% of Pier 15 minimum 
rent due under the lease for the first fifty years. The Exploratorium opened to the public in April 2013. 

Pier 29 Fire - On June 20, 2012, a fire caused damage to the Pier 29 bulkhead and shed building. 
Required repair, replacement and certain improvement work, including code upgrades, is covered by 
insurance, after a deductible of $500,000. The total value of the insured loss has not yet been 
determined and the Port is involved in discussions with its insurer as to additional insurance proceeds 
which the Port believes it should be entitled. Insurance proceeds totaling $11.4 million have been 
received pursuant to preliminary claims filed by the Port through June 30, 2013. 

Commitments and Contingencies - The Port is presently planning various development and capital 
projects that involve a commitment to expend significant funds. As of June 30, 2013, the Port had 
purchase commitments for construction-related services, materials and supplies, and other services 
were $11.0 million for capital projects and $3.1 million for general operations. 
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The San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond general obligation bond issued in 2012 
included $34.5 million and in 2008 $33.5 million for funding allocated tor parks and open space 
projects currently in progress on Port property. Under an agreement with the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port is committed to fund and expend up to 
$30 million over a 20-year period for pier removal, parks and plazas, and other public access 
improvements. As of June 30, 2013, $46.6 million Of Port funds have been appropriated and $27.1 
million has been expended for projects under the agreement. In addition to work directly funded by 
the Port, the deck and pilings that form the valley between Piers 15 and 17 and a portion on non
historic sheds were removed as part of the construction work completed by The Exploratorium 
project. 

Related Party Transactions - The Port receives from, and provides services to, various City 
departments. In 2013, the $17.2 million in services provided by other City departments included $1.8 
million of insurance premiums and $0.8 million in workers' compensation expense. In 2012 the $16.4 
million in services provided by other City departments included $1.7 million of insurance premiums 
and $0.5 million in workers' compensation expense. 

South Beach Harbor Project Obligations - A portion of the Rincon Point South Beach 
Redevelopment Project Area is within the Port Area and the former Redevelopment Agency held 
leasehold interests to certain Port propertie.s. The Port and the Successor Agency are in discussions 
concerning the transition, termination of Port agreements, and the transfer of operations, assets, and 
associated obligations, if any. 

South Beach Harbor revenues are pledged to a 1986 revenue bond issue that pre-dales the Port's 
2010 Revenue Bonds. South Beach Harbor project funds, including certain tax increments, are 
available to pay current debt service, but berthing rate increases are required to cover future debt 
service and to meet the required level of debt service coverage specified in the bond indenture. 
Certain public access and other improvements required under BCDC Permit Amendment No. 17 for 
the South Beach Harbor Project have not been completed by the Successor Agency to the 
Redevelopment Agency. The required improvements, last estimated in 2004 to cost $6.2 million, must 
be completed by December 31, 2017. 

Pollution Remediation Obligations - The Port's financial statements include liabilities, established 
and adjusted periodically, based on new information, in accordance with applicable generally 

·accepted accounting principles in the United States of America, for the estimated costs of compliance 
with environmental laws and regulations and remediation of known contamination. As future 
development planning is undertaken, the Port evaluates its overall provisions for environmental 
liabi_lities in conjunction with the nature of future activities contemplated for each site and accrues a 
liability, if necessary. It is, therefore, reasonably possible that in future reporting periods current 
estimates of environmental liabilities could materially change. 

Port lands are subject to environmental risk elements typical of sites with a mix of light industrial 
activities dominated by transportation, transportation-related and warehousing activities. Due to the 
historical placement of fill of varying quality, and widespread use of aboveground and underground 
tanks and pipelines containing and transporting fuel, elevated levels of petroleum hydrocarbons and 
lead are commonly found on Port properties. Consequently, any significant construction, excavation 
or other activity that disturbs soil or fill material may encounter hazardous materials and/or generate 
hazardous waste. 

The Port undertook a public planning process to produce a preferred master plan for an underutilized 
65-acre area commonly known as "Pier 70". A long history of heavy industrial use has turned this 
area into a "brownfield" - an underutilized property area where reuse is hindered by actual or 
suspected contamination. The 65-acre site has been used for over 150 years for iron and steel works, 
ship building and repair, and other heavy industrial operations. Much of the site was owned and/or 
occupied by the U.S. Navy or its contractors for at least 60 years. Fifteen acres remain occupied by 
an on-going ship repair facility. Environmental conditions exist that require investigation and 
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remediation prior to any rehabilitation or development for adaptive reuse. The lack of adequate 
information about environmental conditions has hindered previous development proposals for Pier 70. 

The environmental investigation work includes preparation of a feasibility study to evaluate potential 
remedial action; a remedial action plan, which will establish institutional controls (e.g. use restrictions, 
health and safety plans) and engineering controls (e.g. capping contaminated soil) to protect current 
and future users and prevent adverse impacts to the environment. Future development will likely 
cover existing site soil with buildings, streets, plazas, hardscape or new landscaping, thereby 
minimizing or eliminating exposure to contaminants in soil. The contractor prepared an earlier report 
in 2009 describing potential remediation scenarios for Pier 70 site and probability of certain 
contamination being encountered in soil, soil vapor or groundwater, and various degrees of 
remediation that would be required. The model calculation estimated that soil, groundwater, and soil 
vapor remediation and/or management (excluding hazardous building materials such as asbestos or 
lead-based paint) would cost between $15.0 million and $50.0 million, with a most likely probability
weighted estimated cost of $27.5 million. The investigation work, completed in 2011, reduced the 
uncertainty regarding the nature and extent of contamination, potential need for remediation, and 
costs associated with implementation of a risk management plan. 

After stakeholder and regulatory reviews, the final report, "Feasibility Study and Remedial Action 
Plan, Pier 70 Master Plan Area", was issued on May 31, 2012. In August 2012, the Port received the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's official approval of the final report and its direction to proceed 
with preparing a risk management plan to implement the remedial action alternative that consisted of 
durable covers and institutional controls as described in the report. Using the two most likely discrete 
remediation scenarios (that entail the use of durable covers), Port management was able to reduce 
the probability-weighted remediation cost estimated as of June 30, 2012 to $13.5 million. The public 
comment period for the draft Risk Management Plan concluded on March 29, 2013. The final draft 
plan contemplates the selection of one specific remedial action alternative. Final approval by the 
RWQCB is pending. At June 30, 2013, the accrued cost for pollution remediation is reduced to $10.7 
million based on likely acceptance and implementation of that alternative. 

Other environmental conditions on Port property include asbestos and lead paint removal and oil 
contamination. The Port may be required to perform certain clean-up work if it intends to develop or 
lease such property, or at such time as may be required by the City or State. Certain Port facility 
projects in 2013 included costs for remediation or mitigation work, including $0.6 million for the 
removal of various transformers at Pier 70 in connection with shoreside power project, over $0.7 
million in connection with the insurance-funded Pier 29 fire repair building stabilization work, and $0.2 
million in connection with Pier 36 demolition and removal. Before releasing facilities for use under 
AC34 venue leases, the Port completed approximately $0.2 million of lead abatement work. 

A summary of environmental liabilities, included in noncurrent liabilities, at June 30 2013, is as follows 
(in thousands): 

Environmental liabilities at July 1, 2012 
Current year claims and changes in estimates 
Vendor payments 
Environmental liabilities at June 30, 2013 

(c) San Francisco Water Enterprise 

Environmental 
Remediation 

$ 13,503 
(2,811) 

(Z2l 
10,670 

Monitoring and 
Compliance 

93 
83 

(13) 
163 

Total 

$ 13,596 
(2,728) 

(35) 
10,833 

The San Francisco Water Enterprise (Water Enterprise) was established in 1930. The Water 
Enterprise, which consists of a system of reservoirs, storage tanks, water treatment plants, pump 
stations, and pipelines, is engaged in the collection, transmission and distribution of water to the City 
and certain suburban areas. The Water Enterprise sold water, approximately 78,500 million gallons 
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annually, to a total population of approximately 2.6 million people who reside primarily in four Bay 
Area counties (San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara and Alameda). 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (the Commission), established in 1932, provides the 
operational oversight for the Water Enterprise, Hetch Hetchy Water and Power (Hetch Hetchy), and 
the San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise. Under Proposition E, the City's Charter Amendment 
approved by the voters in June 2008, the Mayor nominates candidates subject to qualification 
requirements to the Commission and the Board of Supervisors votes to approve the nominees by a 
majority (at least six members). 

Pledged Revenues - The Water Enterprise has pledged future revenues to repay various bonds. 
Proceeds from the revenue bonds provided financing for various capital construction projects and to 
refund previously issued bonds. These bonds are payable solely from revenues of the Water 
Enterprise and are payable through fiscal year 2051. 

The original amount of revenue bonds issued, total principal and interest remaining, principal and 
interest paid during 2013 and applicable revenues for 2013 are as follows: 

Bonds issued with revenue pledge 
Principal and interest remaining due at the end of the year 
Principal and interest paid during the year 
Net revenue for the year ended June 30 
Funds available for revenue bond debt service 

$ 4,457,970 
8,363,585 

248,530 
548,224 
574,968 

During fiscal year 2013, the wholesale revenue requirement, net of adjustments, charged to 
wholesale customers was $174.7 million. Such amounts are subject to final review by wholesale 
customers, along with a trailing wholesale balancing account compliance audit of the wholesale 
revenue requirement calculation. As of June 30, 2013, the City owed the Wholesale Customers $23.5 
million or $19.4 million net of receivable under the Water Supply Agreement. 

Commitments and Contingencies - As of June 30, 2013, the Water Enterprise had outstanding 
commitments with third parties of $712.7 million for various capital projects and for materials and 
supplies. 

Transactions with Other Funds - The Water Enterprise purchases water from Hetch Hetchy Water 
and electricity from Hetch Hetchy Power at market rates. These amounts, totaling approximately 
$35.1 million and $8.4 million, respectively, for the year ended June 30, 2013, are included in the 
operating expenses for services provided by other departments in the Water Enterprise's financial 
statements. 

A variety of other City departments provide services such as engineering, purchasing, legal, data 
processing, telecommunications, and human resources to the Water Enterprise and charge amounts 
designed to recover those departments' costs. These charges total approximately $14.2 million for 
the year ended June 30, 2013 and have been included in services provided by other departments. 

(d) Hetch Hetchy Water and Power Enterprise 

San Francisco Hetch Hetchy Water and Power was established as a result of the Raker Act of 1913, 
which granted water and power resources rights-of-way on the Tuolumne River in Yosemite National 
Park and Stanislaus National Forest to the City and County of San Francisco (the City). Hetch Hetchy 
is a stand-alone enterprise comprised of two funds, Hetch Hetchy Power (aka the Power Enterprise) 
and Hetch Hetchy Water, a portion of the Water Enterprise's operations, specifically the up-country 
water supply and transmission service for the latter. Hetch Hetchy accounts for the activities of Hetch 
Hetchy Water and Power and is engaged in the collection and conveyance of approximately 85% of 
the City's water supply and in the generation and transmission of electricity from that resource. 
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Approximately 73% of the electricity generated by Hetch Hetchy Power is used to provide electric 
service to the City's municipal customers (including the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency, Recreation and Parks Department, the Port of San Francisco, the San Francisco 
International Airport and its tenants, San Francisco General Hospital, street lights, Moscone 
Convention Center, and the Water and Wastewater Enterprises). The majority of the remaining 27% 
balance of electricity is sold to other utility districts, such as the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation 
Districts (the Districts). As a result of the 1913 Raker Act, energy produced above the City's Municipal 
Load is sold first to the Districts to cover their pumping and municipal load needs and any remaining 
energy is either sold to other municipalities and/or government agencies (not for resale) or deposited 
into an energy bank account under the City's agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E). Hetch Hetchy consists of a system of reservoirs, hydroelectric power plants, aqueducts, 
pipelines, and transmission lines. 

Hetch Hetchy also purchases wholesale electric power from various energy providers that are used in 
conjunction with owned hydro resources to meet the power requirements of its customers. Operations 
and business decisions can be greatly influenced by market conditions, State and Federal power 
matters before the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the California Independent System 
Operator (CAISO), and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERG). Therefore, Hetch 
Hetchy serves as the City's representative at CPUC, CAISO, and FERG forums and continues to 
monitor regulatory proceedings. 

Segment Information - Hetch Hetchy Power issued debt to finance its improvements. Both the 
Hetch Hetchy Water fund and the Hetch Hetchy Power fund are reported for in a single enterprise 
(i.e., Hetch Hetchy Water and Power Enterprise). However, investors in the debt rely solely on the 
revenue generated by the individual activities for repayment. Summary financial information for Hetch 
Hetchy is presented below: 

Condensed Statements of Net Position 
Hetch Helchy Hetch Hetchy 

Water Power Total 
Assets: 

Current assets 50,756 163,240 $ 213,996 
Recei10bles from other funds and component units ... 16.417 16,417 
Noncurrent restricted cash and imestmenls ........... 8,420 7,196 15,616 
Other noncurrent assets .... .................. 4 397 401 

Capital assets 91,228 257,682 348,910 

Total assets 150,408 444,932 595,340 

Liabilities: 

Current liabilities. ........................ 3,432 16,987 20,419 

Noncurrent liabilities .... . .............. 8,083 48,361 56,444 

Total liabilities 11,515 65,348 76,863 

Net position: 

Net imestment in capital assets 91,228 232,209 323,437 

Restricted for capital projects ............ 7,752 7,752 

Unrestricted ....... 39,913 147,375 187,288 

Total net position ................. 138,893 $ 379,584 518,477 
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Condensed Statements of Revenues, Expenses, 
and Changes in Net Position 

Hetch Hetchy Hetch Hetchy 

Water Power Total 

Operating re\enues .... $ 37,394 $ 96,533 133,927 

Depreciation expense ....... (4,378) (11,079) (15,457) 

Other operating expenses (30,523) (82,180) (112,703) 

Net operating income .... 2,493 3,274 5,767 

Nonoperating re,,,nues (expenses): 

Federal grants .. ................. 373 373 

Interest and imestment income (loss) .. (344) 139 (205) 

Interest expense .. (1,630) (1,630) 

Other nonoperating re,,,nues (expenses) . 222 1,494 1,716 

Transrers in (out). net .... (196) (196) 

Change in net position 2,371 3,454 5,825 

Net position at beginning of year ... 136,522 376, 130 512,652 

Net position at end of year. . . ...... $ 138,893 $ 379,584 518,477 

Condensed Statements of Cash Flows 
Hetch Hetchy Hetch Hetchy 

Water Power Total 

Net cash pro;ided by (used in): 

Operating acti;ities.... $ 8,080 10,685 $ 18,765 

Noncapital financing acti;ities .. 97 97 

Capital and related financing acti;ities (8,133) (21,251) (29,384) 

lm.esting acli;ities .. (322) 395 73 

Change in net position.. . ............... . (375) (10,074) (10,449) 

Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of year ..... 58,769 164,441 223,210 

Cash and cash equivalents at end of year.....=$============'========== 

Pledged Revenues - Hetch Hetchy Power has pledged future power revenues to repay bonds, 
issued since fiscal year 2009. Proceeds from the bonds provided financing for various capital 
construction projects. These bonds are payable solely from net power revenues of Hetch Hetchy 
Power and are payable through the year ending 2028. 

58,394 $ 154,367 212,761 

The original amount of revenue bonds issued, total principal and interest remaining, principal and 
interest paid, during 2013, and applicable revenues for 2013 are as follows: 

Bonds issued with revenue pledge 
Principal and interest remaining due at the end of the year 
Principal and interest paid during the year 
Funds available for revenue bond debt service 
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Commitments and Contingencies - As of June 30, 2013, Hetch Hetchy Water and Power had 
outstanding commitments with third parties of $27.0 million for various capital projects and other 
purchase agreements for materials and services. 

Hetch Hetchy Water 
To meet certain requirements of the Don Pedro Reservoir operating license, the City entered into an 
agreement with the Modesto and Turlock Irrigation Districts (the Districts) in which. they would be 
responsible for an increase in water flow releases from the reservoir in exchange for annual 
payments from the City. Total payments were $4.4 million in fiscal year 2013. The payments are to be 
made for the duration of the license, but may be terminated with one year's prior written notice after 
2001. The City and the Districts have also agreed to monitor the fisheries, in the lower Tuolumne 
River, for the duration of the license. A maximum monitoring expense of $1.4 million is to be shared 
between the City and the Districts over the term of the license. The City's share of the monitoring 
costs is 52% and the Districts are responsible for 48% of the costs. 

Hetch Hetchy Power 
In April 1988, Hetch Hetchy entered into a long-term power sales agreement (the Agreement) with the 
Districts. In June 2003, Hetch Hetchy amended the terms of the Agreement with the Modesto 
Irrigation District (MID). Under the terms of the amended and restated long-term power sales 
agreement, which became effective on January 1, 2003, the expiration date was shortened to 
December 31, 2007. The renegotiated agreement with MID became effective January 1, 2008, 
removed Hetch Hetchy's obligation to provide firm power. and eliminated MID's rights to excess 
energy from the project. This agreement expires June 30, 2015. In April 2005, Hetch Hetchy Power 
amended the terms of the agreement with Tu~ock Irrigation District (TID). The settlement agreement. 
between the City and TID, restates and amends the power sales agreement and terminates Hetch 
Hetchy's obligation to provide firm power at below market costs to TID to the end of the agreement's 
term on June 30, 2015. Hetch Hetchy will continue to comply with the Raker Act by making water 
system generated hydropower available at cost to MID and TID for its agricultural pumping and 
municipal loads as energy is available. For fiscal year 2012-13, energy sales to the Districts totaled 
227,544 megawatt hours (MWh) or $8.3 million. 

Effective September 2007, the City renegotiated the Interconnection Agreement (agreement) with 
PG&E to provide transmission and distribution services on PG&E's system where needed to deliver 
the Hetch Hetchy's power to its customers. In addition, the PG&E agreement provides supplemental 
power and energy banking and other support services to Hetch Hetchy Power. The PG&E agreement 
provides audit rights to allow PG&E to review past billings paid by Hetch Hetchy Power and to 
retroactively (up to two years) adjust these payments as determined necessary. During fiscal year 
2012-13, Hetch Hetchy purchased $13.9 million of transmission, distribution services, and other 
support services from PG&E under the terms of the agreement. 

The PG&E agreement contains a contractual provision allowing Hetch Hetchy Power to bank excess 
power produced, with a maximum of 110,000 of MWh. During fiscal year 2012-13, Hetch Hetchy 
Power generated 1,304,498 MWh of power, banked (deposited) in Deferred Delivery Account (DDA) 
98,364 MWh and used (withdrew) 105,071 MWh. At June 30, 2013, the balance in the bank was 
95,598 MWh or $3.0 million. 

Hetch Hetchy is exposed to risks that could negatively impact its ability to generate net revenues to 
fund operating and capital investment activities. Hydroelectric generation facilities in the Sierra 
Nevada are the primary source of electricity for Hetch Hetchy. For this reason, the financial results of 
Hetch Hetchy are sensitive to variability in watershed hydrology and market prices for energy. 

Transactions with Other Funds -The Water Enterprise purchases water from Hetch Hetchy Water 
and power from Hetch Hetchy Power. Included in the operating revenues are the water assessment 
fees totaling $35.1 million and purchased electricity for $8.4 million for the year ended June 30, 2013. 
In addition, the Wastewater Enterprise purchases power from Hetch Hetchy Power totaling $8.4 
million for the year ended June 30, 2013. 
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A variety of other City departments provide services such as engineering, purchasing, legal, data 
processing, telecommunications, and human resources to Hetch Hetchy Water and Power and 
charge amounts designed to recover those departments' costs. These charges total approximately 
$6. 7 million for the year ended June 30, 2013 and have been included in services provided by other 
departments. 

(e) Municipal Transportation Agency 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) is governed by the MTA Board of 
Directors. The MTA includes the entire City's surface transportation network that encompasses 
pedestrians, bicycling, transit (MUNI), traffic and parking; regulation of the taxi industry, and three 
nonprofit parking garage corporations operated by separate nonprofit corporations, whose operations 
are interrelated. All significant inter-entity transactions have been eliminated. 

Proposition E passed by the San Francisco voters in November 1999 amended the City Charter, 
calling for the creation of the MTA by consolidating MUNI and Department of Parking and Traffic (now 
named as Sustainable Streets) by July 1, 2002. The incorporation is intended to support the City's 
Transit First Policy. The MTA's Sustainable Streets manages 40 City-0wned garages and metered 
parking lots. It also manages all traffic engineering functions within San Francisco, including the 
placement of signs, signals, traffic striping, curb markings, and parking meters. In March 2009, the 
former Taxi Commission was merged with the MTA, which then has assumed responsibility for taxi 
regulation to advance industry reforms. Two non-profit garage corporations (Ellis O'Farrell Parking 
Corporation and Downtown Parking Corporation) did not enter into a new lease executed by MTA in 
June, 2012, and opted to dissolve. In January 2013, all operations and financial reporting of these two 
garages have been transferred to Sustainable Streets. Three remaining non-profit parking garage 
corporations operate to provide operational oversight of four garages. 

Pledged Revenue - In 2007, San Francisco voters approved Proposition A, which authorized the 
MTA to issue revenue bonds and other forms of indebtedness without further voter approval but with 
approval by the MTA Board of Directors and concurrence by the Board of Supervisors. The MTA has 
pledged future revenues to repay various bonds. Proceeds from the revenue bonds provided 
financing for various capital construction projects and to refund previously issued bonds. These 
bonds are payable from all MTA revenues except for City General Fund allocations and restricted 
sources. 

In fiscal year 2013, the MTA issued its first revenue bonds, Serial 2012A and 2012B. Series 2012A 
Bonds were issued to refund prior bonds issued by the Parking Authority, the City of San Francisco 
Ellis-O'Farrell Parking Corporation, the City of San Francisco Downtown Parking Corporation and the 
City of San Francisco Uptown Parking Corporation. Series 2012B Bonds is new money to finance a 
portion of the costs of various capital projects for the MTA. 

Annual principal and interest payments for fiscal year 2013 were less than 4% of funds available for 
revenue bond debt service. The original amount of revenue bonds issued, total principal and interest 
remaining, principal and interest paid during 2013 and applicable revenues for 2013 are as follows: 

Bonds issued with revenue pledge 
Principal and interest remaining due at the end of the year 
Principal and interest paid during the year 
Net revenue for the year 
Fund available for revenue bond debt service 

$ 63,795 
102,024 

4,848 
128,090 
133,021 

Operating and Capital Grants and Subsidies - The City's Annual Appropriation Ordinance 
provides funds to subsidize the operating deficits of MTA and Sustainable Streets as dete_rmined by 
the City's budgetary accounting procedures and subject to the appropriation process. The amount of 
General Fund subsidy to the MTA was $287.9 million in fiscal year 2012-13. The General Fund 
subsidy includes a total revenue baseline transfer of $222.6 million, as required by the City Charter 
and $65.3 million from an allocation of the City's parking tax. 
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The MTA receives capital grants from various federal, state, and local agencies to finance transit
related property and equipment purchases. As of June 30, 2013, MTA had approved capital grants 
with unused balances amounting to $878.0 million. Capital grants receivable as of June 30, 2013 
totaled $82.9 million. 

The MTA also receives operating assistance from various federal, state, and local sources, including 
Transit Development Act funds and sales tax allocations. As of June 30, 2013, the MTA had various 
operating grants receivable of $19.6 million. In fiscal year 2013, the MTA's operating assistance from 
BART's Americans with Disability Act (ADA) related support of $1.1 million and other federal, state 
and local grants of $9.1 million to fund project expenses that are operating in nature. 

Proposition 1 B is a ten-year $20 billion transportation infrastructure bond that was approved by state 
voters in November 2006. The bond measure was composed of several funding programs including 
the Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement and Service Enhancement Account program 
(PTMISEA) that is funding solely for public transit projects. The MTA received cash totaling $136.5 
million in fiscal year 2013 for different projects. Proposition 1B funds do not require matching funds. 
The original legislation required funds to be obligated within three years of the date awarded. SB87 
extended the date to June 30, 2016 for funds awarded between fiscal years 2008 and 2010. The 
eligibility requirements for the PTMISEA program include rehabilitation of infrastructure, procurement 
of equipment and rolling stock, and investment in expansion projects. During fiscal year 2013, $41.4 
million drawdowns were made from the funds fOr various eligible projects costs. 

The State Public Utilities Code requires that fare revenues must equal or exceed 33% of operating 
costs, in order to qualify for an allocation of certain sales tax revenues available for public transit. 
Transit operators may add local support to fare revenues in order to calculate the fare recovery ratio. 
The City provides significant local support to MTA from parking revenues and the General Fund. 

Commitments and Contingencies - The MTA has outstanding contract commitments of 
approximately $349.5 million, with third parties, for various capital projects. Grant funding is available 
for a majority of this amount. The MTA also has outstanding commitments of approximately $63.5 
million, with third parties, for non-capital expenditures. Various local funding sources are used to 
finance these expenditures. The MTA is also committed to numerous capital projects for which it 
anticipates that federal and state grants will be the primary source of funding. 

Leveraged Lease-Leaseback of· BREDA Vehicles - Tranches 1 and 2 
In April 2002 and in September 2003, following the approval of the Federal Transit Administration, 
MTA Board of Directors, and the City's Board of Supervisors, MTA entered into separate leveraged 
lease leaseback transactions for over 118 and 21 Breda light rail vehicles (the Tranche 1 and 
Tranche 2 Equipment, respectively, and collectively, the "Equipment"). Each transaction, also referred 
to as a "sale in lease out" or "SILO", was structured as a head lease of the Equipment to a special 
purpose trust and a sublease of the Equipment back from such trust. Under the respective sublease, 
MTA may exercise an option to purchase the Tranche 1 Equipment on specified dates between 
November 2026 through January 2030 and Tranche 2 Equipment in January 2030, in each case, 
following the ~cheduled sublease expiration dates. During the terms of the subleases, MTA maintains 
custody of the Equipment and is obligated to insure and maintain the Equipment. 

MTA received an aggregate of $388.2 million and $72.6 million, respectively in 2002 and 2003, from 
the equity investors in full prepayment of the head leases. MTA deposited a portion of the prepaid 
head lease payments into separate escrows that were invested in U.S. agency securities with 
maturities that correspond to the purchase option dates for the Equipment as specified in each 
sublease. MTA also deposited a portion of the head lease payments with a debt payment undertaker 
whose repayment obligations are guaranteed by Assured Guaranty Municipal Corp. (AGM) as 
successor to Financial Security Assurance (FSA), a bond insurance company, that was rated "AAA" 
by Standard & Peer's ("S&P") and "Aaa" by Moody's Investor Services ("Moody's") at the time the 
Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 Equipment transactions were entered into. Although these escrows do not 
represent a legal defeasance of MTA's obligations under the subleases, management believes that 
these transactions are structured in such a way that it is not probable that MTA will need to access 
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other monies to make sublease payments. Therefore, the assets and the sublease obligations are not 
recorded on the financial statements of the MTA as of June 30, 2013. The terms of the SILO 
documents require MTA to replace AGM, as successor to FSA, if its ratings are downgraded below 
"BBB+" by S&P or "Baa1" by Moody's. AGM's current ratings of "AA-" from S&P and "A2" from 
Moody's satisfy this requirement. 

In addition, AGM, as successor to FSA, provides a surety policy with respect to each Equipment 
transaction to guarantee potential payments in the event such transaction was terminated in whole or 
in part prior to such sublease expiration date. The terms of the Equipment transaction documents 
require MTA to replace AGM, as surety provider, if its ratings are downgraded below "AA-" by S&P or 
"Aa3" by Moody's. On January 17, 2013, Moody's downgraded AGM's rating to A2. Failure of MTA to 
replace AGM following a downgrade by either Moody's or S&P to below the applicable rating 
threshold within a specified period of time following demand by an investor could allow such investor, 
in effect, to issue a default notice to MTA. Because replacement of AGM in either of its roles as debt 
payment undertaker guarantor or surety may not be practicable, MTA could become liable to pay 
termination costs as provided in certain schedules of the Equipment transaction documents. These 
early termination costs are in the nature of liquidated damages. The scheduled terminatior1 costs as 
of June 30, 2013 after giving effect to the market value of the securities in the escrow accounts, 
would approximate $87.56 million. The scheduled termination costs increase over the next several 
years. As of June 30, 2013, no investor has demanded the replacement of AGM as the surety 
provider. 

MTA recorded deferred revenue of $35.5 million and $4.4 million in fiscal year 2002 and 2003 
respectively, for the difference between the amounts received of $388.2 million and $72.6 million, 
respectively, and the amounts paid to the escrows and the debt payment undertaker of $352.7 million 
and $67 .5 million. The deferred revenue will be amortized over the life of the sublease. The deferred 
revenue amortized amounts were $1.3 million and $0.2 million in fiscal year 2012-13. 

(f) Laguna Honda Hospital 

General Fund Subsidy - The Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) is. a skilled nursing facility, which 
specializes in serving elderly and disabled residents. The operations of LHH are subsidized by the 
City's General Fund. It is th·e City's policy to fund operating deficits of the enterprise on a budgetary 
basis; however, the amount of operating subsidy provided is limited to the amount budgeted by the 
City. Any amount not required for the purpose of meeting an enterprise fund deficit shall be 
transferred back to the General Fund at the end of each fiscal year, unless otherwise approved by the 
Board of Supervisors. For the year ended June 30, 2013, the subsidy for LHH was $84.2 million. 

Net Patient Services Revenue - Net patient services revenues are recorded at the estimated net 
realizable amounts from patients, third-party payers and others for services rendered, including a 
provision for doubtful accounts and estimated retroactive adjustments under reimbursement 
agreements with federal and state government programs and other third-party payers. Retroactive 
adjustments are accrued on an estimated basis in the period the related services are rendered and 
adjusted in future periods, as final settlements are determined. Patient accounts receivable are 
recorded net of estimated allowances, which include allowances for contractuals and bad debt. These 
allowances are based on current payment rates, including per diems, Diagnosis-Related Group 
reimbursement amounts and payment received as a percentage of gross charges. 

Third-Party Payor Agreements - LHH has agreements with third-party payers that provide for 
reimbursement to LHH at amounts different from its established rates. Contractual adjustments under 
third-party reimbursement programs represent the difference between the hospital's established rate 
for services and amounts reimbursed by third-party payers. Medicare and Medi-Cal are the major 
third-party payers with whom such agreements have been established. Laws and regulations 
governing the Medicare and Medi-Cal programs are complex and subject to interpretation. LHH 
believes that it is in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations and is not aware of any 
pending or threatened investigations involving allegations of potential wrongdoing. While no such 
regulatory inquiries have been made, compliance with such laws and regulations can be subject to 
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future government review and interpretation as well as significant regulatory action including fines, 
penalties and exclusion from the Medicare and Medi-Cal programs. 

During the year ended June 30, 2013, LHH's patient receivables and charges for services were as 
follows: 

Patient Receivables, net 
Medi-Cal Medicare Other Total 

Gross Accounts Receivable................. $ 46. 777 3,203 $ 1,328 51,308 
Less: 

Contractual Allowances ................... . (28, 135) --~(1~,9_27~) (824) (30,886) 

Total. net... .................................. ~ 1,276 504 $ 20,422 

Net Patient Service Revenue 
Medi-Cal Medicare Other Total 

Gross revenue ..................................... $264,502 $ 16,623 7,111 $288,236 
Less: 

Contractual allowances ..... ················· (135,043) (12,355) (8,318) (155,716) 

Total. net... ......... .......................... $129,459 $ 4,268 $ (1,207) $132,520 

Because Medi-Cal reimbursement rates are less than LHH's established rates, LHH is eligible to 
receive supplemental federal funding. For the year ended June 30, 2013, LHH accrued and 
recognized $36.6 million of revenue as a result of matching federal funds to local funds. 

Deferred Credits and Other Liabilities -As of June 30, 2013, LHH recorded approximately $28.0 
million in other liabilities for third-party pay or settlements payable. 

As of June 30, 2013, LHH has entered into various purchase contracts totaling approximately $8.7 
million that are related to the old building remodel phase Of the Replacement Project. 

(g) San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center 

General Fund Subsidy- San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center (SFGH) is an acute care 
hospital. The operations of SFGH are subsidized by the City's General Fund. It is the City's policy to 
fully fund enterprise operations on a budgetary basis; however, the amount of operating subsidy 
provided is limited to the amount budgeted by the City. Any amount not required for the purpose of 
meeting an enterprise fund deficit shall be transferred back to the General Fund at the end of each 
fiscal year, unless otherwise approved by the Board of Supervisors. For the year ended June 30, 
2013, the subsidy for SFGH was $129.1 million. 

Net Patient Services Revenue - Net patient services revenues are recorded at the estimated net 
realizable amounts from patients, third-party payers and others for services rendered, including a 
provision for doubtful accounts and estimated retroactive adjustments under reimbursement 
agreements with federal and state government programs and other third-party payers. Retroactive 
adjustments are accrued on an estimated basis in the period the related services are rendered and 
adjusted in future periods, as final settlements are determined. 

Patient accounts receivable are recorded net of estimated allowances, which include allowances for 
contractuals, bad debt, and administrative write-offs. These allowances are based on current 
payment rates, including per diems, DRG amounts and payment received as a percentage of gross 
charges. 
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Third-Party Payor Agreements - SFGH has agreements with third-party payers that provide for 
reimbursement to SFGH at amounts different from its established rates. Contractual adjustments 
under third-party reimbursement programs represent the difference between SFGH's established 
rates and amounts reimbursed by third-party payers. Major third-party payers with whom such 
agreements have been established are Medicare, Medi-Cal, and the State of California through the 
Medi-Cal Hospital/Section 1115 Medicaid Waiver and Short-Doyle mental health programs. Laws and 
regulations governing the Medicare and Medi-Cal programs are complex and subject to interpretation. 
SFGH believes that it is in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations and is not aware of any 
pending or threatened investigations involving allegations of potential wrongdoing. While no such 
regulatory inquiries have been made, compliance with such laws and regulations can be subject to 
future government review and interpretation as well as significant regulatory action including fines, 
penalties and exclusion from the Medicare and Medi-Cal programs. 

During the year ended June 30, 2013, SFGH's patient receivables and charges for services were as 
follows: 

Patient Receivables, net 
Medi-Cal Medicare Other Total 

. Gross Accounts Receivable ........................... . 223,338 94.445 121.064 438,847 
Less: 

Contraclual Allowances .............................. . (196,902) (80.533) (60,320) (337,755) 
Bad Debt... .................................................. . (38,286) (38,286) -----

Total. Net Accounts Receivable .............. . 26,436 13,912 22,458 62,806 

Net Patient Service Revenue 
Medi-Cal Medicare Other Total 

Gross Patient Service Rewnue .................. 791,801 440,369 $ 1,443,096 $ 2,675,266 
Less: 

Contractual Allowances ....................... (666.347) (346,850) (825,056) (1,838,253) 
Bad Debt. .......................................... (108,302) (108,302) 

Total, Net Patient SeNce Rewnue. 125,454 93,519 509.738 728.711 

California's Section 1115 Medicaid Waiver (Waiver), titled the "Bridge to Health Care Reform" began 
in November 2010. The Waiver is intended to help sustain the state's Medicaid program (known as 
Medi-Cal), test new innovations to help improve care and reduce costs, and to support the safety net 
in advance of health reform. Under the Waiver, payments for public hospitals are comprised of: 1) 
fee-for-service cost-based reimbursements for inpatient hospital services; 2) Disproportionate Share 
Hospital payments; 3) distribution from a pool of federal funding for uninsured care, known as the 
Safety Net Care Pool (SNCP); 4) Delivery System Reform Incentive Program (DSRIP); and 5) the 
Low Income Health Program. The non-federal share of these payments will be provided by the public 
hospitals, primarily through certified public expenditures, whereby the hospital would expend its local 
funding for services to draw down the federal financial participation. Revenues recognized under the 
Waiver approximated $233.0 million for the year ended June 30, 2013. 

The DSRIP is a pay-for-performance initiative that challenges public hospital systems to meet specific 
benchmarks related to improving health care access, quality and safety and outcomes. The Low 
Income Health Program (LIHP) is a coverage program for low-income uninsured adults that was 
included as part of California's Section 1115 Medicaid Waiver. The program builds off and expands 
the previous Health Care Coverage Initiative (HCCI). Revenues recognized under the LIHP 
approximated $27.5 million for the year ended June 30, 2013. The LIHP covers a subset of the 
Healthy San Francisco population, primarily those individuals at or below 200% of the federal poverty 
level and who meet citizenship requirements as further discussed in the Healthy San Francisco 
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Program section below. In addition, SFGH was reimbursed by the State of California, under the 
Short-Doyle Program, for mental health services provided to qualifying residents based on an 
established rate per unit of service not to exceed an annual negotiated contract amount. During the 
year ended June 30, 2013, reimbursement under the Short-Doyle Program amounted to 
approximately $5.4 million and is included in net patient service revenue. 

Deferred Credits and Other Liabilities-As of June 30, 2013, SFGH recorded approximately $83.2 
million in deferred credits and other liabilities, which was comprised of $54.9 million in deferred 
credits related to receipts under Safety Net Care Pool and AB915 programs, and $28.3 million in 
third-party payer settlements payable. 

Charity Care - SFGH provides care without charge or at amounts less than its established rates to 
patients who meet certain criteria under its charity care policy. Charges foregone based on 
established rates were $414.6 million and estimated costs and expenses to provide charity care were 
$135.0 million in fiscal year 2013. 

other Nonoperating Revenues - The State of California provides support to SFGH through a 
realignment of funding provided from vehicle license fees and sales tax allocated to California's 
counties. For the year ended June 30, 2013, SFGH recognized $48.7 million as other nonoperating 
revenue for realignment funding. 

Contract with the University of California San Francisco - The City contracts on a year-to-year 
basis on behalf of SFGH with the University of California (UC). Under the contract. SFGH serves as a 
teaching facility for UC professional staff, medical students, residents, and interns who, in return, 
provide medical and surgical specialty services to SFGH's patients. The total amount for services 
rendered under the contract for the year ended June 30, 2013, was approximately $ 141.6 million. 

SFGH Rebuild- In 1996, California passed Senate Bill 1953, mandating that all California acute care 
hospitals meet new seismic safety standards by 2013. In January 2001, the San Francisco Health 
Commission approved a resolution to support a rebuild effort for the hospitals, and the Department of 
Public Health conducted a series of planning meetings to review its options. It became evident that 
rebuilding rather than retrofitting was required, and that rebuilding SFGH presented a unique 
opportunity for the Department of Public Health to make system-wide as well as structural 
improvements in its delivery of care for patients in 2013 and beyond. 

In October 2005, the San Francisco Health Commission accepted the Mayor's Blue Ribbon 
Committee recommendation to rebuild the hospital at its current Potrero Avenue location. A site 
feasibility study was concluded in September 2006 and showed a compliant hospital can be built on 
the west lawn without demolishing the historic buildings or other buildings. An institutional master 
plan, a hazardous materials assessment, a geotechnical analysis and rebuild space program have all 
been completed in fiscal year 2007. Schematic design of the new building is complete and the project 
cost is estimated at $887.4 million. 

The majority of the funding for the Rebuild will be through issuance of bonds. In November 2008, San 
Francisco voters approved Proposition A, a ballot measure that authorized the City to issue general 
obligation bonds for the rebuild of the hospital. As of June 30, 2013, General Obligation Bonds, in the 
amount of $677.4 million have been sold to fund the hospital rebuild. The General Obligation Bonds 
are accounted for as a governmental activity and transactions are accounted for in the City's 
governmental capital projects funds. Upon completion of the new facility, it will be contributed to the 
SFGH enterprise fund. 

Healthy San Francisco Program - In July 2007, the City's Department of Public Health 
implemented Healthy San Francisco (HSF). HSF is a program to provide health care for the 
uninsured residents using a medical home model, with an emphasis on wellness and preventive care. 
Uninsured San Francisco residents between the ages of 18-<l4 with incomes at or below 500% of the 
federal poverty level (FPL) are eligible for the HSF. Participants with household income above 100% 
FPL pay a quarterly fee based on their income. 
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Effective July 1, 2011, over 10,000 HSF participants were transitioned to a new program called San 
Francisco Provides Access to Healthcare (SF PATH). SF PATH is a new federally-supported health 
access program that provides affordable health care services for some low income people living in 
San Francisco. The program was created in preparation for the implementation of federal health 
reform. On December 31, 2013, all enrolled participants will transition automatically to Medi-Cal or 
have the opportunity to purchase health insurance through California's health benefit exchange 
(Covered California). The Department estimates that over 12,000 individuals will transition seamlessly 
into Medi-Cal effective January 1, 2014. SF PATH will continue to enroll participants through the end 
of the year, but will close on December 31, 2013. Healthy San Francisco will still be needed for those 
San Francisco residents who do not qualify for new health insurance options under the Affordable 
Care Act (ACA) and will continue to enroll eligible participants. 

As of June 30, 2013, over 51, 161 uninsured adult residents were enrolled in HSF. Combined with the 
nearly 10,000 participants in SF PATH, both programs provided care to approximately 73% of the 
estimated 84,000 uninsured adult residents. In addition lo increasing access by serving more 
uninsured adults, the program also expanded access by increasing the number of primary care 
medical homes that participate in the program. HSF ended fiscal year 2013 with 37 primary care 
medical homes- a 37% increase from fiscal year 2007-08 (the program's first year). 

Commitments and Contingencies - At the end of the fiscal year, SFGH has approximately $4.3 
million in commitments for various capital projects. 

(h) San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise 

The San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise (Wastewater Enterprise) was established in 1977, 
following the transfer of all sewage-system-related assets and liabilities of the City to the Wastewater 
Enterprise pursuant to bond resolution, to account for the City's municipal sewage treatment and 
disposal system. 

The Wastewater Enterprise collects, transmits, treats, and discharges sanitary and stormwater flows, 
generated within the City, for the protection of public health and environmental safely. In addition, the 
Wastewater Enterprise serves, on a contractual basis, certain municipal customers located outside of 
the City limits, including the North San Mateo County Sanitation District No. 3, Bayshore Sanitary 
District, and the City of Brisbane. The Wastewater Enterprise recovers, cost of service, through user 
fees based on the volume and strength of sanitary flow. The Wastewater Enterprise serves 
approximately 147,308 residential accounts, which discharge about 18.0 million units of sanitary flow 
per year (measured in hundreds of cubic feet, or ccn and approximately 16, 137 non-residential 
accounts, which discharge about 8.5 million units of sanitary flow per year. 

Pledged Revenues - Wastewater Enterprise's revenues, which consist mainly of sewer service 
charges, are pledged for the payment of principal and interest on various revenue bonds. Proceeds, 
from the bonds, provided financing for various capital construction projects and to refund previously 
issued bonds. These bonds are payable solely from net power revenues of Wastewater Enterprise 
and are payable through fiscal year ending 2043. 

The original amount of revenue bonds issued, total principal and interest remaining, principal and 
interest paid during fiscal year 2013, applicable net revenues, and funds available for bond debt 
service are as follows: 

Bonds issued with revenue pledge 
Principal and interest remaining due at the end of the year 
Principal and interest paid during the year 
Net revenues for the year 
Funds available for bond debt service 
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Commitments and Contingencies - As of June 30, 2013, Wastewater Enterprise had outstanding 
commitments, with third parties, for capital projects and for materials and services totaling 
$130.4 million. . 

Pollution Remediation Obligations - The City and the Wastewater Enterprise have been listed as 
potentially responsible parties in the clean-up effort of Yosemite Creek. Yosemite Creek has been 
identified as having toxic sediments, primarily polychlorinated biphenyls, in the drainage areas to the 
creek; contaminated flows emanating from a local industrial discharger as the likely responsible 
source of the contamination. The pollution remediation obligation reported in the accompanying 
statements of net position is based on estimated contractual costs. The liability balance remained at 
$571 as of June 30, 2013. 

(i) San Francisco Market Corporation 

The City of San Francisco Market Corporation (Corporation) is a non-profit corporation organized to 
acquire, construct, finance, and operate a produce market. The information about this non.:.profit 
corporation is presented in the financial statements of the proprietary funds as a non-major fund. 

On February 1, 2013, the Corporation transferred operations of the San Francisco Wholesale 
Produce Markel (SFWPM) to a different corporation created in 2012 by existing SFWPM stakeholders 
separate from the City. The SFWPM constituted the primary activities of the Corporation. It is 
expected that. the Corporation will wind down and dissolve in December 2013 or early 2014. 

(12) SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

As discussed in Note 1, the financial statements present the Successor Agency and its component 
units, entities tor which the Successor Agency is considered to be financially accountable. The City 
and County of San Francisco Redevelopment Financing Authority (Financing Authority) is a joint 
powers authority formed between the former Agency and the City to facilitate the long-term financing 
of the former Agency activities. The Financing Authority is included as a blended component unit in 
the Successor Agency's financial statements because the Financing Authority provides services 
entirely to the Successor Agency. 

Pursuant to the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, funds that would have been distributed to the former 
Agency as tax increment, hereafter referred to as redevelopment property tax revenues, are 
deposited into the Successor Agency's Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (Trust Fund) 
administered by the City's Controller for the benefit of holders of the former Agency's entorceable 
obligations and the taxing entities that receive pass-through payments. Any remaining funds in the 
Trust Fund, plus any unencumbered redevelopment cash and funds from asset sales are distributed 
by the City to the local agencies in the project area unless needed io pay entorceable obligations. 

On May 29, 2013, the DOF granted a Finding of Completio~ for the Successor Agency. Pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code (HSC) section 34179.7, the DOF has verified that the Successor Agency 
does not owe any amounts to the taxing entities as determined under HSC section 34179.6, 
subdivisions (d) or (e) and HSC section 34183.5. With a Finding of Completion, the Successor 
Agency may proceed with (1) placing loan agreements between the former Agency and the City on 
the RO PS, as enforceable obligations, provided the Oversight Board makes a finding that the loan 
was for legitimate redevelopment purposes per HSC, and (2) utilize proceeds derived from bonds 
issued prior lo January 1, 2011 in a manner consistent with the original bond covenants. 

In addition, the receipt of the Finding of Completion allows the Successor Agency to submit a Long 
Range Property Management Plan ("LRPMP") to the Oversight Board and the DOF tor approval. The 
LRPMP addresses the disposition and use of real properties held by the Successor Agency and must 
be submitted within six month of receipt of the Finding of Completion. Part 1 of the LRPMP was 
approved by the DOF on October 4, 2013. The Oversight Board approved Part 2 of the LRPMP on 
November 25, 2013 and will submit it to DOF prior to the deadline of November 29, 2013. 
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(a) Capital Assets Held by the Successor Agency 

For the year ended June 30, 2013, a summary of changes in capital assets was as follows: 

Balance Balance 
JUI!£ 1, 2012 Additions June 30, 2013 

Capital assets nol being depreciated: 
Land held for lease 30,363 29,019 * 59,382 
Conslruclion in progress 1,291 1,291 

Total capital assets not being depreciated 30,363 30,310 60,673 

Capital assets being depreciated: 
Furniture and equipment 8,144 8,144 
Building and improvements 223 474 1,547 225,021 

Total capital assets being depreciated 231 618 1 547 233 165 

Less accumulated depreciation for: 
Furniture and equipment (8,028) (27) (8,055) 
Building and improvements FB 622} {51479} !841012 

Total accumulated depreciation (86,650) (5 506) {9211562 

Total capital assets being depreciated, net 144,968 (3,959) 141 009 

Total capital assets, net 175 331 26 351 201 682 

Amount represents assets transferred from the City on July 1, 2012 in accordance with DOF guidance 
regarding the management of fonner Agency housing assets. 

(b) Summary of the Successor Agency's Long-Term Obligations 

Final 
Maturity 

~~~~~E_n_li~ty_a_n~d_T~y~pe~of_O_b_l~ig~a~ti_on~~~~~___Q!!!__~~~~~~
Lease Revenue Bonds: 

Remaining 
Interest Rate 

Moscone Convention Center (aJ ............................... .. 

Hotel tax revenue bonds (b) ... 

Financing Authority Bonds: 
Tax allocation revenue bonds (c) . 

South Beach Harbor Variable R·ate 
Refunding bonds<•> ... 

California Department of Boating and 
Wateiways Loan (e) ....................................... . 

Total long-term bonds and loans 

2015 
2025 

2042 

2017 

2037 

Debt service payments are made from the fullowing sources: 

7.05% 
2.00% - 5.00% 

2.92% - 9.00% 

3.50% 

4.50% 

Amount 

4,347 
41,750 

889,979 

4,500 

7,482 

948,058 

(aJ Hotel taxes and operating revenues recorded in the Convention Facilities Special Revenue Fund and 
existing debt service/escrow trust funds. 

(b) Hotel taxes from the occupancy of guest rooms in the hotels located in the Redevelopment Project Areas. 

(c) Redevelopment property tax revenues ai'ld existing debt service/escrow trust funds. 

(dl South Beach Harbor Project cash reserves, redevelopment property tax revenues and project revenues. 
(e) South Beach Harbor Project revenues (subordinated to Refunding Bonds). 

Pledged Revenues for Bonds - The Tax Allocation Bonds are equally and ratably secured by the 
pledge and lien of the redevelopment property tax revenues (i.e. former tax increment). These 
revenues have been pledged until the year 2042, the final maturity date of the bonds. The total 
principal and interest remaining on these bonds is approximately $1.66 billion. The redevelopment 
property tax revenues recognized during the year ended June 30, 2013 was $114.0 million as against 
the total debt service payment of $94.8 million. 
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The Moscone Convention Center Lease Revenue Bonds are secured by the pledge of the capital 
lease revenue received by the Successor Agency from the City. These revenues have been pledged 
until the year 2015, the final maturity date of the remaining bonds. The total principal and interest 
remaining on these bonds is approximately $19.5 million. The lease payments received during the 
year ended through June 30, 2013 was $12.8 million, which equaled the total debt service payment. 

The Hotel Tax Revenue Bonds are secured by the pledge and lien of the hotel tax revenue received 
by the Successor Agency from the City. These revenues have been pledged until the year 2026, the 
final maturity date of the bonds. The total principal and interest remaining on the Hotel Tax Revenue 
Bonds is approximately $56.3 million. The hotel tax revenue recognized during the year ended June 
30, 2013 was $3.2 million as against the total debt service payment of $3.2 million. 

The changes in long-term obligations for the Successor Agency fur the year ended June 30, 2013, 
are as follows: 

Additional 
Obligations, Current 

Interest Maturities, 
Accretion Retirements, 

July 1, and Net and Net June 30, 
2012 Increases Decreases 2013 

Bonds payable: 
Tax rewnue bonds •...••.•.•.•.••.•.••.•.•••......•.... 979,896 (43,667) 936,229 
Lease revenue bonds .................................•. 7,476 (3,131) 4,347 
Less deferred amounts: 

For issuance premiums .•..•.•.••••.••...•.•.•.•.•• 7,165 (642) 6,323 
For issuance discounts ............................. (5,461) 255 (5,206) 
On refunding ...... (3,651) 463 (3,386) 

Total bonds payable ...........••.•••.•.•.•.•.••.•• 965,227 (46,922) 936,305 

Accreted interest payable ..... 52,121 6,042 (11,881) 46,282 
Notes, loans, and pther payables •.................... 7,673 (191) 7,482 
Accrued wcation and sick leaw pay .. 988 812 (558) 1,242 
Other postemployment benefits obligalion .. 921 1,306 (1,006) 1,221 

Successor Agency - long-term obligations .. 1,046,930 6,160 (60,556) 994,532 

As of June 30, 2013, the debt service requirements to maturity fur the Successor Agency, excluding 
accrued vacation and sick leave, are as follows (in thousands): 

Flscal Year Tax Revenue Lease Revenue Other Long-Term 
Ending Bonds Bonds Obligations Total 

June 30 Prlnclpal Interest Principal Interest Prlnclpal Interest Prlnclpal Interest 
2014...... $ 45,966 $ 53,704 $ 2,921 $ 9,899 $ 199 $ 337 $ 49,086 $ 63,940 
2015... 51,875 50,484 1,426 5,279 208 328 53,509 56,091 
2016... 53,375 46,583 218 318 53,593 46,901 
2017... 54,380 43,879 22.7 309 54,607 44, 188 
2018... 56,750 41,093 238 298 56,988 41,391 
2019-2023... 208,562 192,389 1,358 1,321 209,920 193,710 
2024-2028..... 126,233 168, 163 1,693 987 127,926 169, 150 
2029-2033..... 128,093 112,023 2, 110 570 130,203 112,593 
2034-2038..... 134,175 67,781 1,231 100 135,406 67,881 

2039-2042 -·-~~---·--------------~~ 
Total. ........ ~~$ 4,347 ~~ $ 4,568 $ 948,058 ~ 

Mortgage Revenue Bonds and Other Conduit Debt - In order to facilitate construction and 
rehabilitation in the City, various community district facility bonds and mortgage revenue bonds with 
an aggregate outstanding balance of approximately '$358 million as of June 30, 2013 have been 
issued by the former Agency on behalf of various developers and property owners who retain full 
responsibility for the repayment of the debt. When these obligations are issued, they are secured by 
the related mortgage indebtedness and special assessment taxes, and, in the opinion of 
management, are not considered obligations of the Successor Agency or the City and are therefure 
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not included in the accompanying financial statements. Debt service payments will be made by 
developers or property owners. 

Due to/Advances from the Primary Government - In January 2003, the City and the former 
Agency entered into a Cooperation and Tax Increment Reimbursement Agreement. The City agreed 
to advance tax increment revenues to the former Agency for the debt service payments on the Tax 
Allocation Revenue Bonds, San Francisco Redevelopment Projects Series 2003 B and C. The former 
Agency agreed to make reimbursement payments related to the Jessie Square Parking Garage and 
fully repay the advances by fiscal year 2018. As of June 30, 2013, the long-term balance 
due to the City's General Fund was $20.1 million. Interest will be accrued at the State of California 
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) rate based on the balance due to the City. During the year 
ended June 30, 2013, the City advanced $5.7 million in property tax revenues to the Successor 
Agency for debt service payments. In addition, interest in the amount of $0.05 million was accrued 
based on the balance due to the City and the Successor Agency has made payments in the amount 
Of $2.2 million to the City. 

The short-term balance of $2.4 million consists Of $0.9 million in Jessie Square reimbursement 
payments due to the City's General Fund and $1.5 million in payments for services provided by the 
City, Of which $1.3 million is due to the General Fund and $0.2 million is due to other nonmajor 
governmental funds. 

The amounts due to the City are offset by $0.3 million due from the City's Low and Moderate Income 
Housing Asset non major governmental fund to the Successor Agency. 

(c) Commitments and Contingencies Related to the Successor Agency 

At June 30, 2013, the Successor Agency had outstanding encumbrances totaling approximately $2.8 
million. 

During the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the Successor Agency carried property insurance with a 
$0.3 million deductible (reduced to $0.05 million beginning July 1, ·2013) and workers' compensation 
insurance through the State Compensation Insurance Fund up to statutorily determined limits. Prior to 
dissolution in 2012, the Successor Agency obtained liability insurance through membership in the Bay 
Cities Joint Powers Insurance Authority. During the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the Successor 
Agency did not carry liability insurance. Effective July 19, 2013, the Successor Agency obtained 
coverage for personal injury, automobile liability, public official errors and omissions and employment 
practices liability with limits of $10.0 million per occurrence ($5.0 million for employment practices 
liability) and a $0.03 million deductible per occurrence. 

The Successor Agency has noncancelable operating leases for its office sites, which are enforceable 
obligations of the Successor Agency. The leases require the following minimum annual payments: 

Fiscal Fiscal 
Years Years 

2014 1,311 2024-2028 4,351 
2015 .. 870 2029-2033 .. 4,351 
2016 870 2034-2038 .. 4,351 
2017 .. 870 2039-2043 4,351 
2018 .. 870 2044-2048 .. 4,350 
2019-2023 .. 4,351 2049-2051 .... 1,958 

Total ... 32,854 

Rent payments totaling $0.9 million are included in the Successor Agency's financial statements for 
the year ended June 30, 2013. 

140 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Notes to Basic Financial Statements (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

The Successor Agency assumed noncancelable operating leases from the former Agency on various 
facilities within the Yerba Buena Center, Western Addition and Hunters Point, South of Market, 
Mission Bay North, and South Beach Harbor project areas. The minimum future rental income are as 
follows (in thousands): 

Fiscal Years Fiscal Years 
2014 .... 4,222 2024-2028 22,508 
2015 ... 4,280 2029-2033 22,626 
2016 4,240 2034-2038 .... 21,582 
2017 3,985 2039-2043. 19,904 
2018 3,866 2044-2048 ...... 14,444 
2019-2023 .. 19,682 2049-2050 .. 988 

Total .. 142,327 

For the year ended June 30, 2013,. operating lease rental income for noncancelable operating leases 
was $9.7 million. Within the operating lease rental income, $5.4 million represents contingent rental 
income received. At June 30, 2013, the leased assets had a net book value of $41.2 million. 

The former Agency provides standby payment agreements in conjunction with its issuance of 
Mortgage Revenue Bonds wherein the Department of Housing and Urban Development guarantees 
Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) subsidized under Section 8 for multifamily residential facilities. 
If the HAP contract expires and is not renewed or is substantially reduced, the Successor Agency will 
be required to pay the difference. The estimated maximum obligation until June 30, 2019 over the 
terms Of all standby payment agreements is $47.7 million. As of June 30, 2013, management has 
assigned approximately $4.8 million for the standby payment agreements. It is management's intent 
to assign 10% of the estimated maximum obligation. 

(13) TREASURE ISLAND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

The Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA) is a nonprofit public benefit corporation. TIDA was 
authorized in accordance with the Treasure Island Conversion Act Of 1997. TIDA is governed by 
seven members of the TIDA Board of Directors who are appointed by the Mayor, subject to 
confirmation by the City's Board of Supervisors. The specific purpose of TIDA is to promote the 
planning, redevelopment, reconstruction, rehabilitation, reuse and conversion of the property known 
as Naval Station Treasure Island for the public interest, convenience, welfare and common benefit Of 
the inhabitants of the City. 

The services provided by TIDA include negotiating the acquisition of former Naval Station Treasure 
Island with the U.S. Navy and establishing the Treasure Island Development Project; renting 
Treasure Island facilities leased from the U.S. Navy to generate revenues sufficient to cover operating 
costs; maintaining Treasure Island facilities owned by the U.S. Navy which are not leased to TIDA or 
the City; providing facilities for special events, film production and other commercial business uses; 
providing approximately 800 housing units; and overseeing the U.S. Navy's toxic remediation 
activities on the former naval base. 

In early 2000, TIDA initiated a master developer selection process, culminating in the selection of 
Treasure Island Community Development, LLC (TICD) in March 2003. TIDA and TICD entered into 
an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement in 2003, and began work on the Development Plan and Term 
Sheet for the Redevelopment of Naval Station Treasure Island (Development Plan). The 
Development Plan represented the culmination of nearly seven years of extensive public discourse 
about the future of Treasure Island, and was the product of the most extensive public review process 
for a large development project in the City's history. The Development Plan was endorsed by the 
TIDA Board and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in December 2006. In May 2010, the TIDA • 
Board and Board Of Supervisors both unanimously endorsed a package of legislation that included an 
Update to the Development Plan and Term Sheet, terms of an Economic Development Conveyance 
Memorandum of Agreement (EDC MOA Term Sheet), and a Term Sheet between TIDA and the 
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Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative (TIHDI). The 2006 endorsement and 2010 update 
of the Development Plan marked two very important milestones in the project, as they very 
specifically guided the enormous efforts undertaken since then to make the ambitious development 
plans for Treasure Island a reality. Together the updated Development Plan, the EDC MOA Term 
Sheet and the TIHDI Term Sheet formed the comprehensive vision for the future of the former military 
base and represented a major milestone in moving the project closer towards implementation. 

In April 2011, the TIDA Board and the Planning Commission certified the environmental impact report 
for the project and approved various project entitlements, including amendments to the Planning 
Code, Zoning Maps and General Plan, as well as a Development Agreement, Disposition and 
Development Agreement and lnteragency Cooperation Agreement. These entitlements include 
detailed plans regarding land uses, phasing, infrastructure, transportation, sustainability, housing, 
including affordable housing, jobs and equal opportunity programs, community facilities and project 
financing, and provide a holistic picture of the future development. In June 2011, the Board of 
Supervisors unanimously upheld the certification of the project's environmental impact report as well 
as approved project entitlements. These project approvals were a key milestone in realizing a new 
environmentally sustainable community on Treasure Island and the thousands of construction and 
permanent jobs the construction will bring. Pending property transfer from the Navy, the first phase of 
infrastructure construction should begin in the fourth quarter of 2014 with vertical construction 
beginning in 2015. The complete build-out of the project is anticipated to occur over fifteen to twenty 
years. 

In July 200B, amended in November 2011 and later in July 2013, the SFCTA entered into a loan 
agreement with TIDA in the amount of $11.0 million for the repayment of costs related to the Yerba 
Buena Island (YBI) Interchange Improvement Project. Under the terms of the agreement, TIDA will 
repay the SFCTA for all project costs incurred by the SFCTA and accrued interest, less federal 
government reimbursements to the SFCTA. If the federal grant funds do not become available for 
some or all of the project costs, or if the federal agency disallows the SFCTA's reimbursement claims 
on some or all of the project costs, then TIDA bears the responsibility to repay the SFCTA for all costs 
incurred on the YBI Interchange Improvement Project for a total loan obligation amount not-to-exceed 
$1B.B million. The repayment to the SFCTA may be paid by TIDA in four annual installment payments 
on the earlier of 30 days after the first close of escrow for transfer of the Naval Station Treasure 
Island from TIDA to Treasure Island Community Development, LLC or December 31, 2013. Interest 
shall accrue on all outstanding unpaid project costs until TIDA and federal agencies fully reimburse 
the SFCTA for all costs related to the project. Interest will be compounded quarterly, at the City 
Treasurer's Pooled Investment Fund rate or the SFCTA's borrowing rate, whichever is applicable, 
beginning on the date of the SFCTA's reimbursement claim to Caltrans until the SFCTA costs and all 
accrued interest has been repaid. 

This loan is collateralized by the senior security interest in TIDA's right, title and interest in and to 1) 
the rents accruing under the Sublease, Development, Marketing and Property Management 
Agreement between TIDA and The John Stewart Company, related to the subleasing of existing 
residential units at the Naval Station Treasure Island; and 2) any and all other TIDA revenue, except 
revenue prohibited by applicable laws from being used for this purpose or is necessary for repayment 
of the annual amount of TIDA's pre-existing Hetch Hetchy utility obligation under the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between TIDA and Hetch Hetchy. 
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As of June 30, 2013, TIDA has drawn down $9.9 million on the loan with the SFCTA and accrued 
$0.4 million in interest. At June 30, 2013, TIDA has the following payables to other City departments: 

Payable to Purpose Current Noncurrent Total 
SFCTA YBI Loan Agreement $ 10,336 10,336 
SFCTA YBI expenses 220 220 
Hetch Hetchy Utility operations under MOU 200 B2B 1,02B 
Hetch Hetchy Energy efficiency project 2,599 2,599 

420 13,763 $ 14,1B3 

(14) INTERFUND RECEIVABLES, PAYABLES, AND TRANSFERS 

"Due to" and "due from" balances have primarily been recorded when funds overdraw their share of 
pooled cash or when there are transactions between entities where one or both entities do not 
participate in the City's pooled cash or when there are short-term loans between funds. The 
composition of interfund balances as of June 30, 2013 is as follows (in thousands): 

Receivable Fund 
General Fund 

Nonmajor Go-..emmental Funds 

San Francisco Water Enterprise 

Payable Fund 
Nonmajor Go-..emmental Funds 
Internal SeNce Funds 
San Francisco Water Enterprise 

General Fund 
Nonmajor Go-..emmental Funds 
Internal Service Funds 
Municipal Transportation Agency 
Port of San Francisco 

Nonmajor Go-..ernmental Funds 

Hetch Hetchy Water and Power Enterprise General Fund 

Municipal Transportation Agency 

Port of San Francisco 

San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise 

Total 

Nonmajor Go-..emmental Funds 
Port of San Francisco 
General Hospital Medical Center 
San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise 

Nonmajor Go-..emmental Funds 

Nonmajor Go-..emmental Funds 

Nonmajor Go-..emmenta\ Funds 
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Amount 
$ 11,6B1 

32 
40 

11,753 

395 
316 

1,931 
33 

26,7B5 
29,460 

26B 

475 
B,606 

505 
1,19B 
2,006 

12,790 

6,462 

435 

BB 

$ 61,256 
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In addition to the routine short-term loans, Hetch Hetchy serves as the City's agency for energy 
efficiency projects and maintains the Sustainable Energy Account (SEA) to sponsor and financially 
support such projects at various City departments. In this role, Hetch Hetchy may secure low-interest 
financing to supplement funds available in the SEA. At June 30, 2013, Hetch Hetchy loaned 
$11.2 million to other City funds. Hetch Hetchy is also due $1.6 million from the Wastewater 
Enterprise for its share of costs relating to 525 Golden Gate Headquarters project for living machine 
equipment. 

The Port also has an obligation to General Fund of $26.8 million, which represents the total amount of 
commercial paper draws used to fund the expenditures incurred to date on authorized Port projects 
and related costs. The due from nonmajor governmental fund of $0.4 million is for a capital project 
reimbursement due from the SFCTA. The Port also received an advance of $0.5 million from Hetch 
Hetchy Water and Power Enterprise for an energy efficiency project. 

The MTA has a receivable from nonmajor governmental fund of $6.5 million for capital and operating 
grants. 

Due from component units: 
Receivable Entity Payable Entity 

Hetch Hetchy Water and Power Enterprise 11l Component unit - Treasure Island De...elopment Authonty 

Primary government - Nonmajor Go...emmental Fund (l) Component unit - Treasure Island De...elopment Authority 
Primary go...ernment - General 'fi.Jnd \2) Successor Agency 

Primary go...emment - Nonmaior GO'temmental Fund !ll Successor Agency 

Successor Agency (l) Primary go...ernment - Nonmajor Governmental Fund 

Advance to component units: 
Receivable Entity Payable Entity 

Hetch Hetchy Water and Power Enterprise t1J Component unit - Treasure Island De...elopment Authority 

Pnmary go...ernment - Nonmajor GO'temmental Fund l1l Component unit - Treasure Island De...elopment Authority 
Primary go...ernment - General 'fi.Jnd !2) Successor Agency 

(
1
) See discussion at Note 13. 

(
2

) See discussion at Note 12(b) related to the Due to/Advances from the Primary ~overnment. 

Transfers In: 

Transfers Out: Funds 

Non major lntem:;il Municipal Francisco Port of Laguna 

General 

Fund 

Go~mmental SeMce Water Transportation General Wastewater San Honda 

Funds 

Amount 

200 

220 

2,179 

237 
280 

Amount 
$ 3,427 

10,336 

20,067 

Generalft.Jnd ... 
. ' $ 1:38,545 $ 177 $ 600 $ 287,800 $129,069 $ $ 1,310 $ 89, 151 $ 646,912 

Non major 
go1emmental ft.Jnds .... . 

Internal SeMce Funds ... . 
San Francisco 

lntemation:;il Airport ... 
Water Enterprise ... 
Helch Hetchy ... 
Municipal 

Transportation Agency. 
Sein Francisco 

General Hospital ... 
Wastewater Ente!prise .. . 
Port of San Francisco .. . 

4,937 
324 

:36,464 

173 

153,349 

102,196 65,575 91,971 

2,891 
23 

3,811 

31 

919 18,255 28 263,881 
324 

36,464 
2,891 

196 

3,811 

127 153,476 
31 

L.agunaHondaH06p!lal ... __ 25 ~ __ -___ -____ ~ ______ -_ ~ 

Totaltransferaout ~~!.........!Zr~~~ L...!!,2 ~ ~ ~ 
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The $646.9 million General Fund transfer out includes a total of $501.1 million in operating subsidies 
to Municipal Transportation Agency, San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center (SFGH), and 
Laguna Honda Hospital (note 11). Laguna Honda Hospital also received operating transfer in of $5.0 
million from General Fund. The transfer of $138.5 million from the General Fund to the nonmajor 
governmental funds is to provide support to various City programs such as the Public Library and 
Children and Families Fund, as well as to provide resources for the payment of debt service. The 
transfers between the nonmajor governmental funds are to provide support for various City programs 
and to provide resources for the payment of debt service. 

In connection with a memorandum of understanding, the General Fund reimbursed the Port $1.3 
million for certain lost revenues (payment in lieu of rents) during the America's Cup events. Also, Port 
received $18.3 million from the first sale of the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood 
Parks Bond for parks and open space on Port property. 

San Francisco International Airport transferred $36.5 million to the General Fund, representing a 
portion of concession revenue (note 11 (a)). The General Fund received transfers in of $123.9 million 
from San Francisco General Hospital Medical Center for the Safety Net Care Pool (SNCP) and 
Delivery System Reform Incentive Program (DSRIP) intergovernmental transfers (IGT) matching 
program reimbursement, $7.2 million for Low Income Health Program (LIHP) reimbursement for 
Primary Care clinics, $21.4 million for Healthy San Francisco reimbursement, and $0.8 million for 
Child Health Initiative reimbursement (note 11 (g)). 

Wastewater enterprise received a transfer in of $0.9 million from nonmajor governmental funds for 
performing emergency work on the Great Highway that was funded by a grant given to City's 
Department of Public Works. 

MTA received $92.0 million transfers, of which $69.4 million was for capital activities and $11. 7 million 
was for operating activities from nonmajor governmental funds. Nonmajor governmental funds also 
transferred $10.9 million in bond proceeds to MTA to fund various street improvement projects and in 
turn the MTA transferred $3.8 million to pay for various street improvement projects. 

Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) transferred $5.0 million of Senate Bill No. 1128 MediCal 
reimbursements to nonmajor governmental funds for the debt service payment of the LHH general 
obligation bonds and to SFGH the supplemental surplus revenue in the amount of $9.3 million to fund 
SFGH's budgetary cost overruns. 

The Water Enterprise received $66.4 million from transfers in, which included $63.1 million in general 
obligation bond proceeds for the improvement of the Auxiliary Water Supply System Earthquake 
Safety and Emergency Response project, $2.5 million for the second payment of the 17'" and Folsom 
property with the remaining balance of $2.3 million will be paid over a period of five years, and $0.8 
million from the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department for the Lake Merced boat house 
renovation .. On the other hand, the Water Enterprise transferred $2.9 million to other City 
departments, including $0.4 million to San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department for a 
landscape and irrigation project, $2.5 million to the Arts commission for art work at 525 Golden Gate 
Headquarters, and $31 to a nonmajor special revenue fund for the City Surety Bond Program. 
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(15) COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENT LIABILITIES 

(a) Grants and Subventions 

Receipts from federal and state grants and other similar programs are subject to audit to determine if 
the monies were expended in accordance with appropriate statutes, grant terms and regulations. The 
City believes that no significant liabilities will result. 

(b) Operating Leases 

The City has noncancellable operating leases for certain buildings and data processing equipment, 
which require the following minimum annual payments (in thousands): 

Primary Government 

Governmental Activities 

Fiscal Years 

2014 .................. .. 

2015 ................... . 

2016 .................. .. 

2017 .................. .. 

2018 ................... . 

2019-2023 ........ .. 

2024-2028 ........ .. 

Total.. ................. . 

28,252 

25,726 

22,600 

21,077 

17,071 

36,720 

310 
151,756 

Operating lease expense incurred for ftscal year 2012-2013 was approximately $19.4 million. 

Business-tvpe Activities 

Fiscal Years 
2014 .................... .. 
2015 .................... .. 
2016 .................... .. 
2017 .................... .. 
2018 ............. : ...... .. 
2019-2023 .......... .. 
2024-2028 .......... .. 
2029-2933 .......... .. 
2034-2038 .......... .. 
2039-2943 .......... .. 
2044-2048 ........... . 
2049-2050 ........... . 
Total.. .................. .. 

San Francisco 
International 

Airport 
193 
75 

268 

Port 
of San 

Francisco 
$ 2,861 

2,861 
2,794 
2,702 
2,702 

13,508 
13,508 
13,508 
13,508 
13,508 
13,508 
2,927 

97,895 

Municipal Total 
Transportation Business-typo 
Asencx !MTA! Activities 
$ 11,224 14,278 

11,475 14,411 
11,765 14,559 
11,635 14,337 
11,880 14,582 
64,865 78,373 
75,211 88,719 
83,698 97,206 
79,268 92,776 

13,508 
13,508 
2,927 

361,021 459,184 

Operating lease expense incurred for the Airport, Port, and MTA for fiscal year 2012-2013 was 
$0.2 million, $2.8 million, and $13.4 million, respectively. 

146 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Notes to Basic Financial Statements (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Several City departments lease land and various facilities to tenants and concessionaires who will 
provide the following minimum annual payments: 

Primary Government 

Goyemmental Actiyities 

Busjness-type Actjyjties 

Fiscal 

Years 
2014 .. .. 

2015 .. . 
2016 .. . 
2017 .... . 

2018 .. . 
2019-2023 ... . 
2024-2028 .. . 
2029-2033 ... . 
2034-2038 .... . 
2039-2043 .. . 

2044-2048 ... . 
2049-2053 ... . 
2054-2058 .. . 

2059-2063 .. . 

2064-2068 .. . 
2069-2073 .. .. 
2074-2077 ... . 

San Francisco 
International 

Airport 

87,444 
84,568 
80,827 
77,514 
96,535 

Fiscal 

Years 

2014 .. 
2015 
2016 .. 
2017 .. 
2018 
2019-2023 ... 
2024-2028. 
2029-2033 .... 

Total 

Port 
of San 

Francisco 

General 

Hospital 
Medical 
CitnlH 

T39:344 
34,507 
29,974 
23,639 
21,459 
94,017 

70,844 
63,111 
54,439 

39,678 
34,715 

20,895 
16,055 

16,014 
12,894 

8,991 
6,011 

1,268 
1,306 
1,346 
1,386 
1,428 

7,807 

Total ... 426,888 $ 586,587 ===-1-4._,5_41_ 

2,472 

2,189 
1,859 
1,773 
1,124 

906 
666 
250 

11,239 

Municipal Total 
Transportation Market Business-type 

Agency Corp Activities 

5,006 T---s2 133,144 
3,824 124,205 
2,615 114,762 
1,690 104,229 

1,512 120,934 
7,275 109,099 

6,335 77' 179 
6,250 69,361 
6,250 60,689 

6,250 45,928 

6,250 40,965 
6,250 27,145 
3,333 19,388 

62,840 L..E. 

16,014 
12,894 
8,991 
6,011 

1,090,938 

The Airport and Port have certain rental agreements with concessionaires, which specify that rental 
payments are to be based on a percentage of tenant sales, subject to a minimum amount. 
Concession percentage rents in excess of minimum guarantees for the Airport and Port were 
approximately $21.7 million and $14.2 million, respectively, in fiscal year 2012-13. In addition, the 
Airport has a car rental agreement that will expire on December 31, 2013, with the option to extend 
for five years. Under this agreement the rental car companies will pay 10% of gross revenues or a 
minimum guaranteed rent whichever is higher; also in accordance with the terms of their concession 
agreement, the minimum annual guarantee (MAG) for the rental car operators does not apply if the 
actual Enplanements achieved during a one-month period is less than 80% of the actual 
Enplanements of the same Reference Month in the Reference Year, and such shortfall continues for 
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three consecutive months. The MAG attributable to the rental car companies was approximately 
$38.8 million for fiscal year 2012-13. 

Other Commitments 

The Retirement System has commitments to contribute capital for real estate and alternative 
investments in the aggregate amount of approximately $1.3 billion at June 30, 2013. 

In February 2011, the Asian Art Museu.m Foundation (Foundation) entered into an agreement with JP 
Morgan Chase Bank to refinance its obligations of $97 .0 million. To facilitate the refinancing, the City 
entered i.nto an assurance agreement which, in the event of nonpayment by the Foundation, requires 
the City to seek an appropriation to make debt payments as they become due. Since the City has not 
legally guaranteed the debt, and the City believes that the likelihood of nonpayment by the 
Foundation is remote, no amount is recorded in the City's financial statements related to this 
agreement. 

(16) RISK MANAGEMENT 

Risk Retention Program Description 

The City is exposed to various risks of losses related to torts, theft of, damage to, and destruction of 
assets; business interruption; errors and omissions; automobile liability and accident claims (primarily 
for MTA); medical malpractice; natural disasters; employee health benefit claim payments for direct 
provider care (collectively referred to herein as estimated claims payable); and injuries to employees 
(workers' compensation). With certain exceptions, it is the policy of the City not to purchase 
commercial insurance for the risks of losses to which it is exposed. Instead, the City believes it is more 
economical to manage its risks internally and set aside funds as needed for estimated current claim 
settlements and unfavorable judgments through annual appropriations and supplemental 
appropriations. 

The Airport carries general liability insurance coverage of $1 billion, subject to a deductible of $10 per 
single occurrence and commercial property insurance coverage for full replacement value on all 
facilities at the Airport owned by the Airport, subject to a deductible of $500 per single occurrence. 
Additionally, tenants and contractors on all contracts are required to carry commercial general and 
automobile liability insurance in various amounts naming the Airport as additional insured. The Airport 
carries public officials liability and employment practices liability coverage of $5 million, subject to a 
deductible of $100 per single occurrence for each wrongful act other than employment practices' 
violations, and $250 per each occurrence for each employment practices' violation. The Airport also 
carries insurance for public employee dishonesty, fine arts, electronic data processing equipment and 
watercraft liability for Airport fire and rescue vessels. The Airport has no liability insurance coverage for 
losses due to land movement or seismic activity, war, terrorism and hijacking. 

The Port carries the following insurance: 1) marine general liability coverage of $50 million, subject to a 
deductible of $75 per occurrence; 2) hull and machinery liability coverage of $3.5 million, subject to a 
deductible of $100 per occurrence; 3) commercial property insurance for losses up to the insured 
appraised value of Port facilities, subject to a maximum of $1 billion and a deductible of $500 per 
occurrence; and 4) public officials and employee liability coverage of $5.0 million, subject to a 
deductible of $50 per occurrence. The Port also carries insurance coverage for employee dishonesty, 
auto liability, and property damage for certain high value Port vehicles, water pollution and data 
processing equipment. In addition, the Port requires its tenants, licensees and contractors on all 
contracts to carry commercial general liability insurance in various amounts naming the Port and the 
City as additional insured parties. Tenants whose operations pose a significant environment risk. are 
also required to post an environmental oversight deposit and an environmental performance deposit. 

The MTA risk treatment program encompasses both self-insured and insured methods. Insurance 
purchase is generally coordinated through the City's Risk Management Division, and in some specific 
cases, directly by the agency. MTA's general policy is to first eva.luate self-insurance for the risks of 
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loss to which it is exposed. When economically more viable or when required by. debt financing 
covenants, MTA purchases insurance as necessary or required. 

Risks 
a. GeneralfTransit Liability 
b. Property 
c. Workers' Compensation 
d. Employee (Transit Operators) 
e. Directors and Officers 

Coverage 
Sel~lnsure 

Self-Insure and Purchase Insurance 
SelHnsure 
Purchase Insurance 
Purchase Insurance 

The MTA is self-insured on general liability. Through coordination with the Controller and City 
Attorney's Office, the MTA general liability payments are addressed through pay-as-you-go funding 
as part of the budgetary process as well as a reserve that is increased each year by approximately 
$2.0 million. As of June 30, 2013, the reserve was $10.0 million. Claim liabilities are actuarially 
determined anticipated claims and projected timing of disbursement, considering recent claim 
settlement trends, inflation, and other economic social factors. MTA's workers' compensation 
payments are addressed through pay-as-you-go funding as part of the budgetary process. Claim 
liabilities are actuarially determined anticipated claims and projected liming of disbursement, 
considering open claims' future exposure based on current costs and estimation for injuries that may 
have occurred but not yet reported. The workers' compensation claims and payouts are handled by a 
third-party administrator under MTA's oversight and management. MTA continues to develop and 
implement programs to mitigate growth of costs such as the transitional work programs that bring 
injured workers back to work on modified duty. Other programs include injury prevention, injury 
investigation and medical treatment bill review. 

The MTA purchases property insurance on scheduled facilities and personal property. Also, 
insurance is purchased for scheduled City parking garages covering blanket property and business 
interruptions. Damages to facilities and property outside of the specified schedules are self-insured. 
For MTA contractors, MTA requires each contractor to provide its own insurance, the traditional 
insurance ensuring that the full scope of work be covered with satisfactory levels to limit the risk 
exposure to City and MTA's property. 

MTA has purchased group life insurance and a Group Felonious Assault Coverage Insurance on 
transit operators per Memorandum of Understanding with Transport Workers' Union and starting in 
fiscal year 2012, has purchased insurance to cover errors and omissions of its board members and 
senior management. 

Settled claims have not exceeded commercial insurance covera-ge in any of the past three fiscal 
years. 

Expenditures and liabilities for all workers' compensation claims and other estimated claims payable 
are reported when it is probable that a loss has occurred and the amount of that loss can be 
reasonably estimated. These losses include an estimate of claims that have been incurred but not 
reported. Because actual claim liabilities depend on such complex factors as inflation, changes in 
legal doctrines, and damage awards,. the process used in computing claim liabilities does not 
necessarily result in an exact amount. Claim liabilities are re-evaluated periodically to take into 
consideration recently settled claims, the frequency of claims, and other legal and economic factors. 
The recorded liabilities have not been discounted. 

Estimated Claims Payable 

Numerous lawsuits related to the governmental fund types are pending or threatened against the 
City. Th.e City's liability as of June 30, 2013 has been actuarially determined and includes an estimate 
of incurred but not reported losses and allocated loss adjustment expenses. 
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Changes in the reported estimated claims payable since June 30, 2011, resulted from the following 
activity: 

Current 
Beginning Year Claims Ending 

Fiscal Year and Changes Claim Fiscal Year 
Liability in Estimates Payments Liability 

2011-2012 224,481 26,579 (81,673) 169,387 
2012-2013 169,387 36,851 (31,656) 174,582 

Breakdown of the estimated claims payable at June 30, 2013 is follows: 

Governmental activities: 

Current portion of estimated claims payables .. ·············-·-··· 37,374 
Long-term portion of estimated claims payable ................... __ 73~,6_2_7_ 

Total ................................ . 

Business-type activities: 
Current portion of estimated claims payables .. 
Long-term portion of estimated claims payable ... 

Total .................................................... .. 

111,001 

24,284 
39,297 

63,581 

During the year ended June 30, 2013, the Retirement System was involved in various petitions, 
lawsuits, and threatened lawsuits relating to individuals' benefits due under the Retirement System, 
which management does not expect to have a material impact on the net position available for 
pension benefits. The results of such actions are included in the Retirement System's experience 
factors used in its actuarial valuations and accordingly, are eventually considered in establishing the 
City's required annual contributions. 

Workers' Compensation 

The City self-insures for workers' compensation coverage. The City's liability as of June 30, 2013 has 
been actuarially determined and includes an estimate of incurred but not reported losses. The total 
amount estimated to be payable for claims incurred as of June 30, 2013 was $377.8 million, which is 
reported in the appropriate individual funds in accordance with the City's accounting policies. 

Changes in the reported accrued workers' compensation since June 30, 2011, resulted from the 
following activity: 

Current 
Beginning Year Claims Ending 
Fiscal Year and Changes Claim Fiscal Year 

Liability in Estimates Payments liability 

2011-2012 371,014 74,600 (74,730) 370,884 
2012-2013 370,884 76,308 (69,416) 377,776 
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Breakdown of the accrued workers' compensation liability at June 30, 2013 is as follows: 

Governmental activities: 
Current portion of accrued workers' compensation liability... $ 39,759 

Long-term portion of accrued workers' compensation liability.. 189,573 

Total. .... $ 229,332 

Business-type activities: 
Current portion of accrued workers' compensation liability ... 

Long-term portion of accrued workers' compensation liability .. 

Total 

(17) SUBSEQUENT EVENTS 

a) Long-term Debt Issuance 

24,002 
124,442 

148,444 

In July 2013, the Airport terminated the $100.0 million direct-pay letter of credit from Barclays, which 
supported a subseries of the Airport commercial paper. 

In July 2013, the City issued $35.8 million taxable and $16.2 million tax-exempt commercial paper to 
refund maturing $35.7 million taxable and $15.9 million tax-exempt commercial paper. The taxable 
notes bear interest rates at 0.16% and the.tax-exempt notes at 0.10% and 0.12%. The taxable and 
tax-exempt notes are scheduled to mature on August 13, 2013. In August 2013, the City issued $37 .2 
million taxable and $18.0 million tax-exempt commercial paper to refund the July 2013 issuance and 
to provide $3.0 million and $0.3 million interim funding for the War Memorial Veterans Building 
Seismic Retrofit project and Port Cruise Ship Terminal project, respectively. The taxable notes bear 
interest rates at 0.16% and the tax-exempt notes at 0.09% and are all scheduled to mature on 
October 3, 2013. 

In July 2013, the Airport issued its Second Series Revenue Bonds, Series 2013A-C in the.amount of 
$461.1 million to finance and refinance (through the payment of subordinate commercial paper notes) 
a porton of the Capital Plan. The Series 2013A-C bonds are uninsured, long-term fixed rate bonds. 
The Series 2013A (AMT) bonds mature from May 2020 through May 2038 with interest rates ranging 
from 5.00% to 5.50%. The Series 2013B (Non-AMT/Governmental Purpose) bonds mature in May 
2043, with an interest rate of 5.00%. The Series 2013C (Taxable) bonds mature from May 2017 
through May 2019 with interest rates ranging from 2.12% to 2.86%. The bonds were issued to repay 
the entire outstanding balance of commercial paper notes, to finance the Airport's capital projects and 
to pay certain costs related to the issuance of the Series 2013A-C bonds. 

In August 2013, the San Francisco Water Enterprise issued $12.0 million of Series A-1-T taxable 
commercial paper. The proceeds of this issuance will provide the initial deposit to a special 
endowment fund that was created to provide long-term funding to benefit the Bioregional Habitat 
Restoration (BHR) Program of the San Francisco Water Enterprise. The BHR program is a Water 
System Improvement Program (WSIP) capital project. The commercial paper notes bear an interest 
rate at0.19% and will mature on November 14, 2013. 

In March 2013, Deutsche Bank National Trust Company sold its Municipal Bond Trustee Business, 
including the Trust Agreement with the City for San Francisco General Hospital Emergency Backup 
Generator Project, to U.S. Bank National Association. In connection with the sale, Deutsche Bank 
resigned as trustee under the Trust Indenture and U.S. Bank National Association was appointed as 
successor trustee and assumes all of the duties, obligations and responsibilities of the trustee under 
the Trust Indenture effective August 23, 2013. 

In September 2013, based on approval by the MTA Board of Directors and concurrence by the Board 
of Supervisors, the MTA obtained an irrevocable, direct pay letter of credit issued by State Street 
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Bank that will support the MTA's issuance of up to $100.0 million in Commercial Paper (CP) Notes, 
the proceeds of which are expected to be used to pay for costs of projects pending the receipt of 
grant proceeds and/or to finance state of good repair and other capital projects. Such CP Notes, and 
the MTA's obligation to reimburse State Street Bank for draws under the Jetter of credit to pay the 
principal of and interest on the C P Notes, will be secured by a pledge of Pledged Revenues that is 
junior and subordinate to the pledge securing the Series 2013 Bonds. The letter of credit issued by 
State Street Bank is scheduled to expire on September 10, 2018, subject to prior termination 
pursuant to its terms and as provided for in the related reimbursement agreement. 

In September 2013, the Board of Supervisors approved the authorization by the MTA's Board of 
Directors to issue MTA revenue bonds not exceeding $165.0 million to finance certain transportation 
projects. MTA will issue Revenue Bonds Series 2013 in December 2013 with par value of $85.0 
million, with the US Bank as trustee, to finance a portion of the cost of various capital projects for the 
MTA, to make a deposit to the Series 2013 reserve account of the reserve fund and pay the costs of 
issuance of the Series 2013 revenue bonds. 

In October 2013, the Port Commission issued Certificates of Participation (COPs) in the total amount 
of $37.7 million. The COPs were issued to finance the construction, reconstruction, equipping and 
improvement and rehabilitation of certain facilities to be operated by the Port, as well as to refinance 
commercial paper previously issued by the City for the same purpose. The COPs are issued in two 
series, consisting of Series 2013B (Non-AMT) in the amount of $4.8 million and Series 2013C (AMT) 
in the amount of $32.9 million. Series 2013B will mature March 2036 and March 2038, and carry 
coupon rates of 5.25% and 4.75%, respectively. Series 2013C will mature March 2014 through March 
2043 with coupon rates ranging from 4.00% to 5.25%. 

In October 2013, the City issued $39.4 million taxable and $27.8 million tax-exempt commercial paper 
to refund the August 2013 issuance and to provide $9.9 million and $1. 7 million interim funding for the 
War Memorial Veterans Building Seismic Retrofit project and Port Cruise Ship Terminal project, 
respectively. The taxable notes bear interest rates at 0.15% and the tax-exempt notes at 0.07% and 
are all scheduled to mature on November 20, 2013. 

In November 2013, the City issued $8.3 million taxable and $24.1 million tax-exempt commercial 
paper to refund the October 2013 issuance for the interim financing of the War Memorial Veterans 
Building Retrofit project, the Department of Public Works equipment purchase, and the HOPE SF 
affordable housing project. The taxable and tax-exempt notes are scheduled to mature on March 5, 
2014 and bear interest rate at 0.18% and 0.10%, respectively. 

(b) San Francisco General Hospital 

SFGH participated in California's Medi-ca\ Hospital/Uninsured Care Demonstration Project 
(Demonstration Project), which paid selected hospitals for providing care to Medi-ca\ and uninsured 
patients. Payments under the Demonstration Project consisted of fee-for-service cost-based 
reimbursement, Disproportionate Share Hospital payments, and distribution from a pool of funding for 
uninsured care, known as the Safety Net Care Pool. The Demonstration Project began in fiscal year 
2005-06 and participating hospitals are paid an estimated amount from each of these pools of funds, 
which is subject to a final reconciliation as determined by the Department of Health Care Services. 
Subsequent to year end, SFGH received notice of the final reconciliation amounts owed to SFGH for 
fiscal year 2005-06 and recognized revenue of previously deferred cash receipts of $9.0 million from 
fiscal year 2005-06 in fiscal year 2012-13. SFGH will record the remaining $10.2 million it is still owed 
in fiscal year 2013-14 when it receives the related cash. 

(c) Rim Fire 

In August 2013, the Rim Fire, one of the largest in California history was a massive wildfire in 
Tuolumne County and the Stanislaus National Forest, began and burned over 257, 135 acres. It 
passed through an area containing two of Hetch Hetchy Power's generating stations and reaching the 
southern edge of the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir, which supplies 85% of San Francisco's drinking water. 
The City has critical assets in the area, managed by San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and 
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the Recreation and Parks Department. Other critical infrastructure, inclusive of power transmission 
and distribution lines, switch yards and structures were in the wildfire's direct path. 

The City declared a State of Emergency, followed by Governor Jerry Brown's declaration of a State of 
Emergency for San Francisco, on August 23, 2013. Emergency response teams were immediately 
deployed to protect the City's resources and assets upcountry. There was no impact to drinking water 
quality despite some ash being observed falling onto the reservoir. The City's hydroelectric power 
generation system was interrupted by the fire, forcing Hetch Hetchy Power to spend approximately 
$1.6 million buying power on the open market and using existing banked energy with PG&E. 

The fire was fully contained on October 24, 2013. The Rim Fire has inflicted approximately $40.0 
million in damage to parts of the City's water and power infrastructure located upcountry in the region. 
SFPUC retail and wholesale customers remained unaffected; water and power continued to be 
supplied with consistent quality and quantity. Cost recovery alternatives being considered include 
Federal Emergency Management Agency and California Emergency Management Agency assistance 
as well as purchased property insurance coverage for mission-critical assets. Both the Hetch Hetchy 
and Water Enterprise funds have available reserves, which may also be considered for use to backfill 
unrecovered costs. 

(d) Claims 

In July 2013, Asiana Airlines Flight 214 crashed on final approach to the Airport. The City anticipates 
litigation related to this matter but believes that any such litigation would not have a material financial 
impact. The City intends to tender all claims to Asiana Airlines and Asiana's insurance carriers. Under 
the Lease and Use Agreement, Asiana Airlines must defend, hold harmless and indemnify the City 
and the City is additionally insured under Asiana Airline's insurance policy. The City also believes that 
in the unlikely event that there is any potential liability not covered by Asiana Airlines and/or its 
insurance policies, the Airport's insurance policies will cover any such loss. 

(e) Elections 

On November 5, 2013, the San Francisco voters approved Propositions A, a charter amendment that 
will keep the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund (the Trust Fund) from being depleted and would allow 
the Trust Fund Board make payments toward City retiree health care costs from the City's account in 
the fund only when the Trust Fund is fully funded or only under certain circumstances as specified 
below. 

Fiscal Impact: The City's ability to withdraw from the Trust Fund would be restricted. The restrictions 
would ensure that the Trust Fund more rapidly accumulates sufficient funding and investment 
earnings to pay for required City retiree health costs and would therefore reduce the burden of these 
costs on the City's annual budget. The City currently pays for the health care benefits of retired 
employees through the annual budget. These expenses are now approximately $150.0 million 
annually, or about 6% of payroll expenditures, but are expected to grow over time to approximately 
$250.0 million, or about 10% of payroll expenses. Instead of bearing this cost in the annual budget, 
as a sound financial management practice, employers can instead set-aside funds during a worker's 
career and use investment income from those funds to pay for the benefits. 

Through earlier Charter amendments, the City established a Retiree Health Care Trust Fund into 
which both the City and the employees are required to contribute funds. Deposits are now required on 
behalf of employees hired after January 9, 2009 and, beginning in 2016, will be required on behalf of 
all employees. No withdrawals are currently permitted from the Trust Fund until 2020, ensuring that 
the balance will grow until that time, however no such prohibitions are in place following that date. 
The City's most recent actuarial analysis estimates that the cost of health benefits already earned by 
current and future retirees as of July 1, 2010 is $4.4 billion, of which only $3.2 million has been set 
aside to date. 
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The Charter amendment will prohibit withdrawals from the Trust Fund until sufficient funds are set
aside to pay for all future retiree health care costs as determined by an actuarial study. Limited 
withdrawals prior to accumulating sufficient funds will be permitted only if annually budgeted retiree 
health care costs rise above 10% of payroll expenses, and will be limited to no more than 10% of the 
Trust Fund balance. Proposition A allows for revisions to these funding limitations and requirements 
only upon the recommendation of the Controller and an external actuary and if approved by the 
Retiree Health Care Trust Fund Board, two-thirds of the Board of Supervisors, and the Mayor. 

The City's external actuary has estimated that given these proposed provisions, the Trust Fund would 
be fully funded in approximately 30 years. At that time, the City's annual costs would drop to 
approximately $50.0 million in current dollars or about 2% of the payroll expenses. Current and future 
projections of the benefit costs and of the Trust's status are dependent on assumptions of future 
medical inflation, investment returns, and other trends, which will likely differ from those assumed. 
Higher rates of medical inflation or lower rates of investment returns would delay the shift to a fully 
funded Trust Fund. 

Proposition A also (1) further clarifies the required segregation of moneys within the Trust Fund into 
sub-trusts for other participating employers such as the School District, (2) limits withdrawals from 
these sub-trusts by other participating government employers until their governing board has adopted 
a funding strategy by a two-thirds vote, and (3) allows the Treasurer, Controller and General Manager 
of the Retirement System to serve on the Trust Fund Board, rather than appoint members to the Trust 
Fund Board. 

154 

The Embarcadero Freeway covered the face of the Ferry Building from 1957 -1991. 



'Iliis page lias 6een intentionaffy {ejt 6(anli,, 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Required Supplementary Information -

Schedules of Funding Progress and Employer Contributions (unaudited) 
June 30, 2013 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

The schedules of funding progress presented below provide consolidated snapshots of the entity's 
ability to meet current and luture liabilities with plan assets. Of particular interest to most is the funded 
status ratio. This ratio conveys a plan's level of assets to liabilities, an important indicator to 
determine the financial health of the pension or OPES plans. The closer the plan is to a 100% funded 
status, the better position it will be in to meet all of its future liabilities. 

Employees' Retirement System - Pension Plan 11 ' 

Accrued (Under) O/UAALas 
Actuarial Actuarial Liability funded a%of 
Valuation Asset (AAL) AJlJ.. Funded Covered Covered 

Date Value Entry As• (0/UAAL) Ratio Payroll Payroll 

07101110 16,069,058 17,643,394 $ (1,574,336) 91.1% 2,398,823 -65.6% 

07101111 16,313,120 18,598,728 (2,285,608) 87.7% 2,360,413 -96.8% 

07101112 16,027,683 19,393,854 (3,366, 171) 82.6% 2,393,842 -140.6% 

(1) As a result of the Retirement Board's decision to phase in a reduction of the Plan's assumed investment rate 
of return from 7.75% to 7.50% over three years, the assumed investment rate of return used for the most 
recent actuarial valuation as of July 1, 2012 was 7.58%. The unfunded actuarial liability (UAL) as of July 1, 
2012 was $3.37 billion, an increase of $1.0B billion from the UAL of $2.29 billion as of July 1, 2011. This 
increase in the unfunded liability is primarily a result of the market value losses during fiscal year 2008-09 
that are being recognized over five years as well as liability experience losses related to changes to the 
economic and demographic assumptions approved by the Retirement Board. 

The July 1, 2012 valuation results incorporate the following significant a~sumption changes approved by the 
Retirement Board at its December 14, 2011 Board meeting: 

Investment Rate of Return Assumption - phase in reduction from 7.75% to 7.50% over three years 
(fiscal year 2011-12 to 7.66%; fiscal year 2012-13 to 7.58%; and fiscal year 2013-14 to 7.50%) 
Wage/inflation Assumption - phase in reduction from 4.00% to 3.75% over three years (fiscal year 
2011-12 to 3.91%; fiscal year 2012-13 to 3.83%; fiscal year 2013-14 to 3.75%) 
Long-term Consumer Price Index Assumption - phase in reduction from 3.50% to 3.25% over three 
year.s (fi.scal year 2011-12 to 3.41%; fiscal year, 2012-13 to 3.33%; fiscal year 2013-14 to 3.25%) 

California Public Employees' Retirement System - Pension Plan (Safety Members) 

Accrued (Under) UAAL as 
Actuarial Actuarial Liability funded a o/o Of 
Valuation Asset (AAL) AAL Funded Covered Covered 

Date Value Entry A~e (UAAL) Ratio Payroll Paxroll 
06/30109 707,615 $ 758,124 (50,509) ~ 101,929 -49.6% 
06/30110 743,188 787,186 (43,998) 94.4% 104,072 -42.3% 

06/30111 788,580 836,171 (47,591) 94.3% 105,575 -45.1% 

155 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Required Supplementary Information -
Schedules of Funding Progress and Employer Contributions (unaudited) (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Schedule of Funding Progress - City and County of San Francisco -
Other Postemployment Health Care Benefits 

Actuarial 

Accrued (Under) 

Actuarial Actuarial Liability funded 

Valuation Asset (AAL) AAL Funded 

Date<11 Value Entry Age (UAAL) Ratio 

07/01/06 $ 4,036,324 $ (4,036,324) 0.0% 

07/01/08 4,364,273 (4,364,273) 0.0% 

07/01/10(') 4,420, 146 (4,420,146) 0.0% 

(1) The actuarial valuation report is conducted once every t'NO years. 

Covered 

Payroll 

$ 2,066,866 

2,296,336 

2,393,930 

UAAL as 

a %of 

Covered 

Payroll 

-195.3% 

-190.1% 

-184.6% 

(2) As of July 1, 2010, the City set-aside approximately $3.2 million in assets for the OPES plan. However, the 
Retiree Health Care Trust Fund was not established until December 201 D and these assets will be reflected 
in the next actuarial valuation report. 

Schedule of Employer Contributions - City and County of San Francisco -
other Postemployment Health Care Benefits 

Annual 
Year ended Required Per<:entage 

June 30, Contribution Contributed 
2011 $ 384,334 37.9% 

2012 397,862 39.2% 

2013 408,735 39.2% 

Schedule of Funding Progress - San Francisco County Transportation Authority -
Other Postemployment Health Care Benefits 

Actuarial 
Accrued (Under) 

Actuarial Actuarial Liability funded 
Valuation Asset (AAL) AAL Funded Covered 

Date 11 > Value Entry Ago (UAAL) Ratio Payroll 
01/01/08 $ 182 (182) 0.0% 1,978 
01/01/10 173 374 (201) 46.3% 2,858 

6/30/11 ~) 405 671 (266) 60.4% 3,251 

UAALas 
a %of 

Covered 

Payroll 
-9.2% 
-7.0% 

-8.2% 

(1) The actuarial valuation report is conducted once every two years. The SFCTA's next valuation is scheduled 
to be performed in fiscal year 2013-14. 

(2) As of June 30, 2012, the SFCTA complied vvith GASS Statement No. 57 and completed an OPES actuarial 
valuation based on a common date of its trust account vvith CalPERS. CalPERS requires June 30 valuations 
to be prepared for each odd numbered year. As such, the SFCTA performed its latest actuarial valuation as 
of June 30, 2011. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Required Supplementary Information -
Schedules of Funding Progress and Employer Contributions (unaudited) (continued) 

June 30, 2013 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Schedule of Funding Progress - Successor Agency - Other Postemployment Health Care 
Benefits 

Actuarial 
Accrued (Under) UAALas 

Actuarial Actuarial Liability funded a %of 

Valuation Asset (AAL) AAL Funded Covered Covered 
Date 11 > Value Entry Age (UAAL! Ratio Pa~roll Payroll 
6/30/07 $ 13,829 (13,829) 0.0% 9,634 -143.5% 

06/30/09 493 13,790 (13,297) 3.6% 10,515 -126.5% 

06/30111(2) 1,856 14,390 (12,534) 12.9% 4,185 -299.5% 

(1) The actuarial valuation report is conducted once every two years. 

(2) As of June 30, 2013, no actuarial valuation was performed. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NONMAJOR GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 

SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS 

Special Revenue Funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are 
restricted or committed to expenditures for specified.purposes other than debt service or capital projects. 

Building Inspection Fund - Accounts for the revenues and expenditures of the Bureau of Building 
Inspection which provides enforcement and implementation of laws regulating the use, occupancy, 
location and maintenance of buildings. This fund shall be used by the Department of Building 
Inspection to defray the costs of the Bureau of Building Inspection in processing and reviewing 
permits applications and plans, filed inspections, code enforcement and reproduction of documents. 

Children and Families Fund - Accounts for property tax revenues, tobacco tax funding from 
Proposition 10 and interest earnings designated by Charter provision. Monies in this fund are used as 
specified in .the Charter and Proposition 10 to provide services to children less than eighteen years 
old, and to promote, support and improve the early development of children from the prenatal stage to 
five years of age. 

Community/Neighborllood Development Fund - Accounts for various grants primarily from the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development including federal grants administered by the former 
Redevelopment Agency lo provide for community development of rundown areas; to promote new 
housing, child care centers and public recreation areas; to provide a variety of social programs for the 
underprivileged and provide loans for various community development activities. This fund also 
includes proceeds from a bond issuance to benefit the Seismic Safety Loan Program which provides 
loans for seismic strengthening of privately-owned unreinforced masonry buildings in the City. 

Community Health Services Fund - Accounts for state and federal grants used to promote public health 
and mental health programs. 

Convention Facilities Fund - Accounts for operating revenues of the convention facilities: Moscone 
Center, Brooks Hall and Civic Auditorium. In addition to transfers for lease payments of the Moscone 
Center, this fund provides for operating costs of the various convention facilities and the San 
Francisco Convention and Visitors Bureau. 

Court's Fund - Accounts for a portion of revenues from court filing fees that are specifically dedicated for 
Courthouse costs. 

Culture and Recreation Fund - Accounts for revenues received from a variety of cultural and recreational 
funds such as Public Arts, Youth Arts and Yacht Harbor with revenues used for certain specified 
operating costs. 

Environmental Protection Fund - Accounts for revenues received from state, federal and other sources 
for the preservation of the environment, recycling, and reduction of toxic waste from the City's waste 
stream. 

Gasoline Tax Fund - Accounts for the subventions received from state gas taxes under the provision of 
the Streets and Highways Code and for operating transfers from other funds which are used for the 
same purposes. State subventions are restricted to uses related to local streets and highways, 
acquisitions of real property, construction and improvements, and maintenance and repairs. 

General Services Fund - Accounts for the activities of several non-grant activities, generally established 
by administrative action. 

Gift Fund - Accounts for certain cash gifts which have been accepted by the Board of Supervisors on 
behaW of the City and the operations of two smaller funds that cannot properly be grouped into the 
Gift Fund because of their specific terms. Disbursements are made by departments, boards and 
commissions in accordance with the purposes, if any, specified by the donor. Activities are controlled 
by project accounting procedures maintained by the Controller. 

Golf Fund -Accounts for the revenue and expenditures related to the City's six goW courses. 

Human Welfare Fund - Accounts for slate and federal grants used to promote education and discourage 
domestic violence. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NON MAJOR GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 

SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS (Continued) 

Low and Moderate Income Housing Asset Fund - Accounts for the former Redevelopment Agency's 
affordable housing assets upon its dissolution on January 31, 2012. 

Open Space and Park Fund - Accounts for property tax revenues designated by Charter provision. 
interest earnings· and miscellaneous service -charges and gifts. Monies in this fund are used as 
specified in the Charter for acquisition and development of parks and open space parcels, for 
renovation of existing parks and recreation facilities, for maintenance of properties acquired and for 
after-school recreation programs. 

Public Library Fund - Accounts for property tax revenues and interest earnings designated by Charter 
provision. Monies in this fund are to be expended or used exclusively by the library department to 
provide library services and materials and to operate library facilities. 

Public Protection Fund - Accounts for grants received and revenues and expenditures of 21 special 
revenue funds including fingerprinting, vehicle theft crimes, peace officer training and other activities 
related to public protection. 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce Fund - Accounts for the revenues and expenditures of 13 
special revenue funds including construction inspection, engineering inspection and other activities 
related to public works projects. In addition, the fund accounts for various grants from federal and 
state agencies expended for specific purposes, activities or facilities related to transportation and 
commerce. 

Real Property Fund - Accounts for the lease revenue from real property purchased with the proceeds 
from certificates of participation. The lease revenue is used for operations and to pay for debt service 
of the certificates of participation. Sales and disposals of real property are also accounted for in this 
fund. 

San Francisco County Transportation Authon·ty Fund - Accounts for the proceeds of a one-half of one 
percent increase in local sales tax autllorized by the voters for mass transit and other traffic and 
transportation purposes. 

Senior Ciazens' Program Fund - Accounts for grant revenues from the federal and state government to 
be used to promote the well-being of San Francisco senior citizens. 

War Memon·a1 Fund - Accounts for the costs of maintaining, operating and caring for the War Memorial 
buildings and grounds. 

DEBT SERVICE FUNDS 

The Debt Service Funds account for the accumulation of property taxes and other revenues for periodic 
payment of interest and principal on general obligation and certain lease revenue bonds and related 
authorized costs. 

General Obligation Bond Fund - Accounts for property taxes and other revenues, (including the tobacco 
settlement revenues in excess of the $100 million required to fund the Laguna Honda Hospital 
construction project) for periodic payment of interest and principal of general obligation bonds ~nd 
related costs. Provisions are made in the general property tax levy for monies sufficient to meet these 
requirements in accordance with Article XIII of the State Constitution (Proposition 13). 

Certificates of Participation (COP) Funds - Accounts for Base Rental payments from the various Special 
Revenue Funds and General Fund which provide for periodic payments of interest and principal. The 
COPs are being sold to provide funds to finance the acquisition of existing office buildings and certain 
improvements thereto, or the construction of City buildings such as the Courthouse, to be leased to 
the City for use of certain City departments as office space. 

Other Bond Funds - Accounts for funds and debt service for the revolving fund loans operated and 
managed by the Mayor's Office of Community Development to assist with economic development 
efforts in low income neighborhoods (Facade Improvement Program) and for loans under the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development section 108 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974 (Fillmore Renaissance Center and Boys and Girls Club Hunters' Point 
Clubhouse) and the Asphalt Plant Expansion Loan. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NON MAJOR GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 

CAPITAL PROJECTS FUNDS 

Capital Projects Funds are used to account for financial resources that are restricted, committed or 
assigned to expenditures for the acquisition of land or acquisition and construction of major facilities other 
than those financed in the proprietary fund types. 

City Facilities Improvement Fund - Accounts for bond proceeds, capital lease financing, federal and local 
funds and transfers from other funds which are designated for various buildings and general 
improvements. Expenditures for acquisition and construction of public buildings and improvements 
are made in accordance with bond requirements and appropriation ordinances. 

Earthquake Safety Improvement Fund - Accounts for bond proceeds, FederaVState grants and private 
gifts which are designated for earthquake facilities improvements to various City buildings and 
facilities. Expenditures for construction are made in accordance with bond requirements and grant 
regulations. 

Fire Protection Systems Improvement Fund - Accounts for bond proceeds which are designated for 
improvements in fire protection facilities. Expenditures for construction are made in accordance with 
bond requirements. 

Moscone Conv_ention Center Fund - Accounts for proceeds from Moscone Convention Center Lease 
Revenue Bonds and transfers from the General Fund and Convention Facilities Special Revenue 
Fund. Expenditures are for construction of the George R. Moscone Convention Center and for related 
administrative costs. 

Public Library Improvement Fund - Accounts for bond proceeds and private gifts which are designated 
for construction of public library facilities. Expenditures for construction are made in accordance with 
bond requirements and private funds agreements. 

Recreation and Park Projects Fund - Accounts for bond proceeds, Federal and state grants, gifts and 
transfers from other funds which are designated for various recreation and park additions and 
development. Expenditures for acquisition and construction of recreation and park facilities are made 
in accordance with bond requirements and appropriation ordinances. 

Street Improvement Fund - Accounts for gas tax subventions, bond fund proceeds and other revenues 
which are designated for general street improvements. Expenditures for land acquisition and 
construction of designated improvements are made in accordance with applicable state codes, City 
charter provisions and bond requirements. 

PERMANENT FUND 

Permanent funds are used to report resources that are legally restricted to the extent that only earnings, 
not principal, may be used for purposes that support the reporting government's programs. 

Bequest Fund - Accounts for income and disbursements of bequests accepted by the City. 
Disbursements are made in accordance with terms of the bequests. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet - Nonmajor Governmental Funds 

June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with Cfty Treasury .............. . 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ••........ 
Receivables: 

Special 
Revenue 

Funds 

551,445 
16,568 

Property taxes and penalties...................................... 3,715 
Other local taxes......................................................... 15, 191 
Federal and state grants and subventions................. 104,005 
Cl).arges for services.................................................. 11,532 
Interest and other....................................................... 1,759 

Due from other funds.................................................... 743 
Due from component unit.............................................. 421 
Advance to component unit........................................... 10,336 
Loans receivable (net of allowance for uncollectibles).. 70,169 
Deferred charges and other assets............................... --~1=2~4~04_ 

Total assets................................................ 796,266 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 
Liabilities: 

Accounts payable ...•.••..••....••••...............................•••.. 
Accrued payroll .......•......••.....••••.................................• 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues •........... 
Due to other funds •..•.••....•..................................••••.... 
Due to component unit ...••...•...................................... 
Deferred credits and other liabilities ..•....••••.....••......... 
Bonds, loans, capital leases and other payables .•••... 

Total liabilities ..........•.........••.....•.•............... 
Fund balances: 

Nonspendable ..................•..•..••....•••........................... 
Restricted ..•••.•••.....•....................•.........••••...••••........... 
Assigned .....................•....•....••••.................................• 
Unassigned •.....•.....................••••...•....•••......•............... 

Total fund balances ..••...•....••••.................... 
Total liabilities and fund balances ............. . 

78,477 
20,425 
38,449 
19,124 

280 
108,324 
151 821 
416,900 

274 
436,861 

30,759 
(86,506) 
381,388 
798,288 

161 

Debt Service 
Funds 

116,126 
31,489 

5,265 

6 
125 

153,011 

10 

4,640 

14,635 

19,285 

133,726 

133,726 
153,011 

Capital 
Projects 
Funds 

682,375 
23,356 

5,303 

185 
28,717 

36 

739,972 

70,694 
2,583 
1,136 
8,732 

1,949 
49 725 

134 819 

613,179 

!8,026) 
605,153 
739,972 

Total 
Permanent Nonmajor 

Fund Governmental 
Bequest Fund Funds 

7,608 1,357,554 
71.413 

8,980 
15,191 

109,308 
11,538 

2,071 
29,460 

457 
10,336 
70,169 
12 404 

"----'7"',6""1"'"0 1,698,881 

65 149,246 
1 23,009 

81 44,306 
27,856 

280 
40 124,948 

201 546 

187 571,191 

274 
7,423 1,191,189 

30,759 
!94,532) 

7,423 1,127,690 
7,610 1,698,881 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes 

in Fund Balances • Nonmajor Governmental Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Special 
Revenue Debt Service 

Funds Funds 
Revenues: 

Property taxes. . ................................................. $ 122,899 $. 176,857 
Business taxes....... ..................................... 504 
Sales and use tax 
Hotel room tax ... 
Licenses, permits and franchises .... 
Fines, forfeitures and penalties ..............................•. 
Interest and mvestment income 
Rents and concession9,,_ . 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal... 
State ... . 
Other. .. . 

85,754 
56,386 
14,628 
19,969 
4,201 

61,717 

240,618 
107,566 
33,925 

131,668 Charges for services. 
Other ... 

Total revenues ... 
···························~ 

··············~ 
Expenditures: 

Current 
Public protection .... 
Public works, transportation and commerce ......... . 
Human welfare and neighborhood development .. 
Community health 
Culture and recreation. 
General administration and finance. 
General City respons1bi11ties ..••... 

Debt s~rvice: 
Principal retirement..... . .....................•..... 

88,433 
155,204 
284,449 
100,035 
222,224 

24,796 
118 

Interest and fiscal charges... .... . ............. ............ 1,707 
Bond issuance costs ................................ . 

Capital outlay... ----

23,646 
583 
738 

154,542 
105,337 

2 

Total expenditures .... ···········~~ 
Excess (deficiency) of revenues 

over (under) expenditures ... 

Other financing sources (uses). 
Transfers in ............................••...•... 
Transfers out .. 
Issuance of bonds and loans: 

Face value of bonds issued ...••• ,. .•.... 
Face value of loans issued ... 
Premium on issuance of bonds ..... 

135,495 
{125,319) 

5,890 

other financing sources-capital leases .................... ~ 

Total other financing sources (uses)... -----1L111. 
Extraordinary loss from d1ssolut1on of the 

Redevelopment Agency ......... . 

Net change in fund balances ..•.... 
Fund balances at beginning of year ... 

Fund ba.la.nces a.tend of year. 

-~ 
(92,311) 

~ 
... ~ 

162 

106,922 
(486) 

----
~ 

----
53,018 

~ 
~ 

Capital Permanent 
Projects Fund 
Funds Beguest Fund 

580 
312 730 

5,404 
5,054 
4,792 

~ ___ 9_2 

~ ___ 82_2 

1,145 
2,911 

700 

~----
~ ___ 70_0 

10,045 
(158,073) (3) 

557,490 

64,469 

~ ----
_____ill.21! ______Q) 

---- ----
85,508 119 
~ ______I2_Q! 
$ 605153 1-.....Lfil. 

Total 
Non major 

Governmental 
Funds 

299,756 
504 

85,754 
56,386 
14,628 
43,615 

5,364 
63,497 

246,022 
113,341 
38,717 

131,668 
__§§.fil_ 

~ 

88,433 
155,204 
284,.449 
100,035 
222,924 

24,796 
118 

154,542 
108,189 

2,913 

~ 
~ 

252,462 
(283,881) 

557,490 
5,890 

64,469 

~ 
~ 

~ 
46,334 

~ 
$ 1, 127,690 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet 

Nonmajor Governmental Funds • Special Revenue Funds 
June 30, 2013 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ..... . 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury .. . 
Receivables: 

Property taxes and penalties ............. . 
Other local taxes... . .......... . 
Federal and state grants and subventions. 
Charges for services .... 
Interest and other ... . 

Due from other funds .. . 
Due from component unit ... 
Advance to component unit.. ............. . 
Loans receivable (net of allowance for uncollectibles) ... 
Deferred charges and other assets ..... . 

(In Thousands) 

Bulldlng Children and 
Inspection Famllles 

_f!!!!!L__ Fund 

90,189 $ 
3 

374 
26 

306 

71,251 

1,393 

4,020 

26 

Communltyf 
Neighborhood 
Development 

Fund 

88,369 
2,581 

17.959 
3 

19 
62 

69,417 

Community 
Health 

Services 
Fund 

$ 30,271 

24,907 

18 

--- ____ 1 ---

Convention 
Facilities 

Fund 

$ 36,711 

1,507 

Court's Fund 

$ 

157 

Total assets .... $ 90,898 ~ L......lli.:fil ~ ~ L____.1E 

Llabllltles and Fund Balances 
Liabilities: 

Accounts payable... . ....... $ 1,611 
Accrued payroll... . .... ......................... 1,939 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues. 
Due to other funds ...... . 
Due to component unit.. ........... . 
Deferred creats and other (abilities... 16,217 

Bonds, loa;:~a~~i~~~:t:::~~s an·d··~-~-~~-~~:.~~·I·~-~ .. ·::::: 19 76; 

Fund balances: 
Nonspendable ... 
Restricted ... 
Assigned ... 

71,131 

Unassigne~~~I fund balances... ........................ 71 13; 

Total liabilities and fund balances... ... ~ 

13,686 $ 
931 

4,094 

10,434 $ 
810 
690 

15,389 $ 
2,052 
6,426 

615 

2,437 $ 
54 

10 

4.396 

3,972 69,751 782 2,437 

---~ --- --- __ _ 
~~~~~ 

54,007 92,398 29,932 33,290 
2,833 

--- ---- ---~ 
~ ~ 29 932 ~ ~ 
~ L......lli.:fil ~ ~ L____..!E 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet 

Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Culture and Environmental Gift and Other 
Recreation Protectlon Gasoline Tax General Expendable 

Fund Fund - Fund Services Fund ~"~"'~"~F~u~nd=--~G~o~ll~Fu~n~d-
Assets 
Deposits and investments wrth City Treasury ............... $ 5 $ 1,381 
Deposits and investments outside Crty Treasury .. . 7 373 
Receivables: 

Property taxes and penalties ....... . 
Other local taxes ..... 
Federal and state grants and subventions ... 151 1,773 
Charges for services ..... . 119 
Interest and other ... . 

Due from other funds ... . 205 
Due from component unit 
Advance to component unit... ···········--·-
Loans receivable (net of allowance for uncollectibles) ... 
Deferred charges and other assets ... 

$ 14,123 ' 12,970 
2 ·1 

2,408 532 
426 1,659 

3 591 

$ 9,071 
192 

56 

$ 2,299 

384 
1 

Total assets. ·····················~~~~~~ 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 
Liabilities: 

Accounts payable ............................... . .... $ 
Accrued payroll... . . ............................. . 

654 $ 
261 

129 $' 
327 

2,230 

2,353 $ 
1,233 

887 $ 
430 

228 $ 
24 

492 
277 

Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues .... . 217 111 151 
Due to other funds ...................................... . 2,483 
Due to component unil.. ...• ; ... . 
Deferred credits and other liabilities ...•... 125 
Bonds, loans, capital leases and other payables... ... - ---- ---- ---- ----

T olal liabilities ~ ~ ----1.2§1 ___ 40_3 ___ 76_9 

Fund balances: 
Nonspendable .. . 192 
Restricted ............................. . 1,046 13,376 7,109 8,725 
Assigned ... 7,091 1,915 
Unassigned ..................................... ~ ---- ---- ---- ----

Total fund balances.... ~ ~ ~ 14200 ~ --~1~91~5 
Total liabilities and fund balances .............. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet 

Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Low and 
Moderate 
Income 

Public Works, 
Public Transportation 

Human Housing Open Space Public Library Protection and Commerce 
Welfare Fund Asset Fund and Park Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ... 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury. 
Receivables: 

- ' 19,357 $ 24,186 $ 41,112 $ 16,805 16,580 
193 

Property taxes and penalties ... 
other local taxes ... 
Federal and state grants and subventions .. . 
Charges for services ......................................... . 
Interest and other. .. 

Due from other funds ................................. . 
Due from component unit ... 
Advance to component unit... 

7,574 

Loans receivable (net of allowance for uncollectibles)... 446 
Deferred charges and other assets... . .......... -----~ 

Total assets 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 
Liabilities: 

Accounts payable.. . .................... $ 2,131 
Accrued payroll......................... 53 
Deferred tax, grant and subvenbon revenues... 1,034 
Due to other funds. .................................................... 4, 106 
Duetocomponentunrl 
Deferred credits and other liabilities 
Bonds, loans, capital leases and other payables. ...... -

Total liabilities ... 

Fund balances 
Nonspendable .................................... . 
Restricted .. . 
Assigned ......................................... . 250 
Unassigned 

Total fund balances. ___ 25_0 

Totalliabilitiesandfundbalances ............. ~ 

21 

280 
3,137 

22,597 

----
~ 
~ 

165 

1,161 

189 
1,247 
1,023 

3,311 

19,585 

----
~ 
~ 

1,161 

41 
12 
12 

33,104 
1,403 

168 

135 
5,468 

2 
57 

----~~ 
~~~ 

2,692 $ 
3,887 
1,033 

3,310 

30,332 
1,084 

31416 

12,257 $ 
1,514 

14,811 

1,376 
3,497 

608 
358 

22,745 
1,609 

24354 

4,873 
____ 32_0 

57 
1s,9n 

----
~ 

~ ~ ~ 

(Continued) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet 

Nonmajor Governmental Funds ·Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

San Francisco 
County Senior 

Real Property Transportation Citizens' War Memorlal 

-~•~"=""~- Authority Fund Program Fund Fund 
Assets 
Deposits end investments with City Treasury ............... $ 10,565 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury..... 419 
Receivables 

Property taxes and penalties .. . 
Other local taxes ....................................................... . 
Federal and state grants and subvenbons .. . 
Charges for services ... . 12 
Interest and other ...... . 

Due from other funds ....•.... 
Due from component umt 
Advance to component unit. .........•........ 
Loans receivable (net of allowance for uncollecbbJes) .. . 

54,282 $ 
12,797 

15,191 
11,032 

886 
474 
364 

10,336 

503 $ 

313 

Deferredch~!:~::s~:~~rassets...... . ....... $ 
1099

; $ 1054:~ $ 
616 

Llabilltles and Fund Balances 
Liabilities: 

11,410 

Total 

551,445 
16,568 

3,715 
15,191 

104,005 
11,532 

1,759 
743 
421 

10,336 
70,169 

-----1b.1Qi 

~ 

Accounts payable... . ...... $ 993 9,533 $ 796 199 $ 78,477 
Accrued payroll. 1, 1 63 268 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues ... 5,973 46 
Due to other funds. .....................•.••.••... 7,166 
Due to component unit.... . 
Deferred credits and other liabilities •... 

Bonds, loa~~~~~i::~:~::~es and other payables. ...... 
2 17

; 
~ ___ 84_4 

Fund balances: 
Nonspendable-... .. .. ...............•...•...... 62 

417 20,425 
38,449 
19,124 

280 
15 108,324 

~ 
___ 63_1 ~ 

Restricted 8,820 10,924 10,787 
274 

436,661 
30,759 Assigned ....• ····················--·············-· 

Unassigned... . -~ ~ 

Totalfundbalances... ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Total liabilities and fund balances ............. ~ ~ ~ !----1.!i.i1! 
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$ 798 288 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds ·Special Revenue Funds 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Communltyf 
Bulldlng Neighborhood Community Convendon 

Inspection Chlldni!h and Development Health Facllldes 
--'F'"'"""d..__ Families Fund Fund Services Fund ----f!!!!..!!.. Court's Fund 

Revenues: 
Property taxes ..... . 
Business taxes .. 
Sales and use tax ... 
Hotel room tax ..... 
Licenses, permits and franchises .. . 
Fines, ftirfeitures and penalties ..... . 
Interest and investment rncome. 
Rents and concessions ... 
Intergovernmental· 

Federal.. .. 
State ... 
Olher .................................•..... 

Charges for services. 
Other..... . ............................. . 

Total revenues.: .......... . 

Expenditures: 
Current 

Public protection 
Public works, lransportation and commerce ... 
Human welfare and neighborhood 

development 
Community health ... 
Culti.ire and racraation ... 
General administration and finance •.... 
General City responsibilities ..... 

Debt Si'rvice: 
Interest and nscal charges ..... . 

Total expenditures ......... . 
Excess (deficiency) of revenues 

over (under) expenditures ..... . 

Other financing sources (uses): 
Transfers in .••.. 

Transfers out .......................... . 
Issuance of bonds and loans 

Face value of loans issued ..... . 
Other financing sources-capital leases .... 

Total other nnancing sources {uses) ... 
Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

' 46,087 

6,684 

9.328 
14,510 

60,307 
___ 69_6 

~ ~ 

45,228 

132,009 

---
~ ~ 

~ ~ 

61,777 
(12) 

___ 4 _____fil2§§, 

' ' ' 504 

47,227 

695 2,585 
3.853 31 
4,987 23,433 

53.625 63,760 
10,050 33,423 

447 10 
6,252 4,764 

~ ___ 402 _ __-1.m. 
~ ~ ~ 

11,812 2,860 944 

68,207 5,876 
100,035 

45 57,340 
2,296 41 

12 --- ---
102372 ~ ~ 

~ ~ --1.!lfil. 

5,577 19 
{9,019) (7,365) 

---
~ ___ 1_9 ~ 

RedevelopmentAgenc:y.. ---- ____Jfilfil _____ _ 
Net change in fund balances..... 21,767 375 9,001 2,068 622 

Fundbalancesatbeginningofyear ..•.................... ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Fundbalancesatendofyear L.....l1.J1l ~ ~ ~ ~ 
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' 

30 
2 

2,937 

~ 

371 
175 

----21§. 

~ 

(4,i89) 

----
~ 

(1,766) 

~ 
~ 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) · 

Environmental Gift and Other 
Pn:itectron General Expendable 

Culb.lreand 
Recreation 

Fund .Fund 
GasollneTax 

Fund Services Fund ~T'"~'~"~'~"~"•~-~Go~"~'~""~•~ 
Revenues: 

Property taxes .... . 
Business taxes ...... . 
Sales and use tax ••.• 
Hotel room tax .............•................ 
Licenses, po rm its and franchises 
Fines, forfeitures and penalbes ... . 
Interest and investment income .... . 
Rents and concessions .•.• 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal... 
State ... . 
other .... . 

Charges fer services .... 
Other.; ... 

Total revenues .... 

Expenditures: 
Current: 

Public protection ............. . 
Public works, transportation and commerce 
Human welfere and neighborhood 

development ...... . 
Community health 
Culture and racreation ... 
General administration and finance ... 
General City responsibilities. 

Debt service: 
Interest and fiscal charges 

Totel expenditures .... 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures 

Olher financing sources (uses): 
Transfers in ... 
TransfereouL. 
Issuance of bonds and loans 

Face value of loans issued. 
other financmg sources-1:apital leases ... 

Total other financing sources (u~s) ... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency ... 

Net change in fund balances .... 

- $ - $ 

259 

383 

63 3,348 
6,780 

612 
5,378 9 

___ 28_1 ___ 64<J_ 

~~ 

7,522 

13.106 

8,597 

10 

___ 2_11 

~ ~ 

~ ___ 'll_3 

3,640 13 
(4<J) (61) 

5,890 

----
~ ~ 

26,036 

1,900 

---
~ 

28.664 

~ 

__ill§) 

765 
(2,587) 

~ 
__J]]]) 

$ $ $ 

2,219 
219 

7 
1.127 3,030 

3,544 

2,614 55 6,392 
___ 32_4 ~ ---
~ ------1:fil ~ 

260 23 
321 

544 

951 1,815 10,697 
7,079 97 

99 9 

---
~ 2,809 ~ 

~ ~ ~ 

184 9 2,265 
(134) (861) 

---
___ 18_4 ~ -----1..i.1Qi 

---
(476) 225 (1,505) 1,623 (562) 129 

Fund balances at beginning of year ..... 

Fund balances at end of year ..... 

........ ~ ___ 82_1 _..illfil ~ ~ ~ 

~~!...........!1i~~~ 

(Conl1nued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Revenues: 
Property taxes .. . 
Business taxes ... . 
Sales and use tax .... . 
Hotel room tax ....................... . 
Licenses, permits and franchises 
Fines, forfertures and penalties 
Interest and investment income ..... 
Rents and concessions. ... 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal ........ . 
state ... 
Othe' 

Charges for services ... 
other .... 

Total revenues .... 

Expenditures: 
curr9nt 

Public proteciion ........................ . 
Public works, transportation and commerce ..... 
Human welfare and neighborhood 

development 
Community health .................................... . 
Culture and recreahon. 
General administration and finance ..... 
General City responsibilities ... 

Debt service: 
Interest and fiscal charges .... . 

Total expenditures .... .. 

ExcelSS (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures. ... 

other financing sources (uses): 
Transfers in ... 
Transfers out ...............................................•.... 
Issuance of bonds and loans 

Face value of loans issued ...•..... 
other financing sources-capital leases ..... 

Total other financing sources (uses) .... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

(In Thousands) 

Low and 
Moderate Public Works, 
Income Open Space Public Transportation 

Human Housing and Park Public Library Protection and Commerce 
Welfare Fund Asset Fund ----1!!.!!!..__ _E!!fil!...__ _E!!fil!...__ Fund 

- $ 

249 
11· 

187 
564 

38,406 $ 38,406 $ 

24 

- $ 

493 
16,304 

48 
125 

52 
10 

18,704 80 77,997 
548 79 220 12.347 57 

54 504 3 1.442 
150 741 14,420 25,334 

___ 43_ ~ ___ 2_0 ___ 17_8 ___ 44_5 

~~~~~~ 

87,779 
1,088 22 562 16,891 

22,618 802 4,430 11,204 

41,467 89,168 16 
12 30 122 

1 --- ---
~ ___ eo_2 ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.884 861 55,333 1,532 538 
(101) (2,760) (2,083) (52) 

--- --- --- ----
~ _____l!2!) ___ 86_1 ______gfil ~ 

___ 48_6 

RedevelopmentAgency... ~ ___ ---- ---- ----
Net change in fund balances....... 25 (155,337) (3,208) 2,8fl2 28,438 (283) 

Fundbalancesatbeginningofyear ........................ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ----1§d1L 
Fundbalancesatendofyear........ ~ L....Bfil ~ ~ ~ ~ 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

San Francisco 
County Senior 

Real Property Transportation Citizens' War Memorial 
Fund Authority Fund -program Fund ~ ----12!!!....__ 

Revenues· 
Property taxes .... $ $ $ $ 122,899 
Business taxes ..... 504 
Sales and use tax .... 85,754 85,754 
Hotel room tax ... 9,159 56,386 
Licenses, pennits and franchises. ........ 4,724 14,628 
Fines, forfeib.Jres and penalties .... 19,969 
Interest and investment income ...... 21 4,201 
Rents and concessions. ...... 25,764 2,395 61,717 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal ·························· 5,379 4,792 240,618 
State ... 760 756 107,Se.6 
Olhec ............................................................. 456 30,397 33,925 

Charges for services ... 42 372 131,666 
Other .......... ---~ ___ 7_4 ~ 

To~I revenues .... ~ ~ ~ -----11..lli. ~ 
Expenditures: 

Current 
Public protection ...................... 68.433 
Public vt0rks, transportation and commerce ..... 1,023 36,092 155,204 
Human 'NSlfarn and neighborhood 

development. ..... 5,653 284,449 
Community health 100,035 
Culture and recreation ...............•.. 12,128 222.224 
General administration and finance ... 15,119 24,796 
General City responsibilities ...... 118 

Debt service: 
lntarest and fiscal charges ............. ~ -----1.lQL ---Total expenditures ....... -----1§.,jg ~ ~ ~ ~ 

EKcess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures .... ~ ~ ______ill) ~ ~ 

other financing sources (Use&): 
Transfers in .... 65 135,495 
Transfers out. ........................... (14,967) 
Issuance of bonds and loans 

(81,0BB) (125,319) 

Face value of loans issued ............................... 5,890 
other financing sources-capital leases ................ ---- --- _______!,Q§_ 

Total other financing sou~s (uses) ... ~ ~ 
___ 3 ___ 6 -----1.Ll.11 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency --- --- ----11ll.§.W 
Net change in fund balances ..... (4,762) 8,677 (28) (196) (92,311) 

Fund balances at beginning of year .. ··-··-··· ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Fund balances at end of year ~ ~ $ (28) L-1.QlE $ 381 388 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Building Inspection Fund Children and Families Fund 
Variance Variance 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 

Revenues: 

Budget Budget Actual (Negative) ~ Budget Actual _ (Negative) 

Property taxes $ $ 44,716 $ 44,716 $ 46,087 $ 1,371 
Business taxes. 
Sales and use tax ... 
Hotel room tax ... 
Licenses, permits, and franchises. 6,761 6,761 6,684 (77) 
Fmes, forfeitures, and penalties .... 
Interest and investment income. 252 252 56 (194) 295 295 583 266 
Rents and concessions ... 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal .... 9,576 9,557 9,326 (229) 
State 13,489 12,953 12,939 (14) 
other .... ····························· 

Charges for services ••... 42,766 42,767 60,794 18,027 
Other revenues. --- --- -- --- ---1§Q. ----1l!i ____LE ___jj) 

Total revenues ... 49,779 49780 67,536 17 756 68,236 68,285 69,700 ~ 
Expenditures: 

Public protection. 
Public works, transportation and commerce .... 50,039 52,371 45,225 7,146 
Human welfare and neighborhood development... 133,270 133,552 132,009 1,543 
Community health. ······························ 
Culture and recreation ... 
General administration end finance ... --- --- -- --- --- --- ---

Total expenditures ... 50039 52371 45225 ~ 133 270 133 552 132 009 -----1211 
Excess (deficiency) of revenues 

over (under) expenditures ... _____@Q) ~ 22311 24 902 (65,034) {65 267) (62 309) ~ 
Otherfinanang sources (uses): 

Transfers in ... ..... ...... ............. 60,040 e1,m 61,777 
Transfers out .... .. ..................... 
Issuance of loans ....................... 
Issuance of commercial paper ... 
Budget reserves and designations ... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (uses) ... --- --- -- --- --- --- --- ---
Total other financing sources (uses) ..... --- --- -- --- 60040 61,777 61n7 ---

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency . ................................. --- --- -- --- --- --- --- ---
Net change in fund balances ... (260) (2,591) 22.,311 24,902 (4,994) (3,490) (532) 2,958 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ... ~ 48 884 48884 ~ 56735 56 735 ---
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30. .. -·---~ $71,195 $ 24 902 ·---- $ 53,245 ~ $ 2,958 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

CommunityfNeighborhood Development Fund Community Health Services Fund 
Variance Variance 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget _ Actual (Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

Revenues: 
Property taxes ..... $ 
Business taxes .... 1,000 1,000 504 (496) 
Sales and use tax ... 
Hotel room tax. 
Licenses, permrts, and franchises .... 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties ... 695 695 2,513 2,513 2,585 72 
Interest and investment income ..•... 3,406 4,336 930 235 238 210 (28) 
Rents and concessions .. 3,000 3,000 4,988 1,988 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal... 10,135 53,749 53,749 67,171 64,434 64,434 
State. 763 8,331 8,331 23,166 33,789 33,789 
other ... 447 447 30 10 10 

Charges for services ... 5,156 5,156 6,252 1,096 210 4,719 4,764 46 
other revenues ... ---1.fill 30515 34 842 ~ ____ill. ~ ~ ---

Total revenues ....... ---11ML 106299 114.144 ~ 93,763 106110 106,200 __ 9_0 

Expenditures· 
Public protection .. 
Pu~ic·works, transportation a·nd commerce ....... 10,135 11,812 11,812 2,860 2,860 
Human "Welfare and neighborhood development.. 9,896 73,218 72,571 647 
Community health ..... 93,763 100,016 100,016 
Culture and recreation .....•. 1,000 45 45 
General administration and finance. ----2fQ1 ----12£. --1..lli --- -- -- ---

Total expenditures ... ........................... 24232 87422 86775 ~ 93763 102 876 102 876 ---
Excess (deficiency) of revenues 

over (under) expenditures .. ~ 18,877 27,369 ~ ' 3234 3324 __ 9_0 

Other financing sources (uses): 
Transfers m ........ 5,543 5,543 
T ransfer5 out... (9,019) (9,019) 
Issuance of loans ............. 
Issuance of commercial paper ... 
Budget reserves and designations ..... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (uses) ...•••. --- _.ill) _.ill) --- -- -- -- ---
Total other 11nancmg sources (uses) ... ---~ ~ --- -- -- -- ---

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 
Redevelopment Agency ...... --- --- _l§1fil _l§1fil -- -- ---

Net change in fund balances .... (2;565) 15,383 23,257 7,874 3,234 3,324 90 
Budgetary fund balances {deficit), July 1 ... ---12§§. 81270 81 270 -- 32 089 32089 ---
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 ... _$ ___ $ 96,653 $104,527 $ 7,874 _$ ___ $ 35,323 $35,413 L.....22. 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Convention Facilities Fund Court'5 Fund 
Variance Variance 

Revenues· 
Property taxes ..... 
Business taxes. 
Sales and use tax. 
Hotel room tax... . . ...••... 
Licenses, permits, and franchises ... . 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties .. .. 
Interest and investment income ... . 
Rents and concessions. 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal. .. 
State ......•.....•.. 
Other. .. 

Charges for services ................................. . 
Other revenues ... 

Total revenues. ... 
Expenditures· 

Public protection........... ............ .. ........ . 
Pu~ic works, transportation and commerce .... 
Human "Welfare and neighborhood development... 
Community health .......................... . 
Culture and recreation ................................... .. 
General administrabon and finance .. . 

Total expenditures ... 
Excess (deficiency) of revenues 

over (under) expend1tur~s. 
Other financmg sources (uses): ' 

Transfers m ........................ . 
Transfel'li out 
Issuance of loans ... 
Issuance of commerC1al paper. 
Budget reserves and designations ... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (uses) ... 
Total other financing sources (uses) ..... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 
Redevelopment Agency. 

Net change in fund balances ... 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ... . 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget ~ (Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

$ 

47,227 47,227 47,227 

35 35 30 (5) 
4 4 

23,43g 21,g42 23,433 1,491 

3,500 3,500 2,913 (587) 

--- ----1ill. ----1ill. --- --- --- --- ---
70666 70,670 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

4,574 385 371 14 
944 944 175 175 

5,500 5,876 5,876 

74,660 66,162 57,340 8,822 

--- __ 4_1 __ 4_1 --- --- --- --- ---
~ 73023 64201 ~ ~ -----2§2. ~ __ 1_4 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _lffi) 

(6,831) (6,831) (4,189) (4,189) 

_i§Q§) _i§Q§) _i§Q§) --- --- --- ---
(4189) _i§Q§) ~ _lLlli) --- --- ~ ---

--- --- --- ---
(10,000) (9,690) 623 10,313 (1,039) (1,214) (1,792) (578) 
10000 37 432 37 432 ~ _l6fil) _l6fil) ---

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 .. . ..... _$ ___ $ 27,742 ~ $ 10,313 _$ ___ $ (3,663) $ (4,241) ~ 

(Confmued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Culture and Recreation Fund Environmental Protection Fund 
Variance Variance 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget Actual (Negative) Budget Budget ~ (Negative) 

Revenues: 
Property taxes. 
Business taxes ... 
Sales and use tax ................. . 
Hotel room tax. . ..............................•...... 
Licenses, permits, and franchises ... 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties .. 
Interest and investment income ..... 
Rents and concessions ... 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal.. ...•...........................•••...... 
state. 
other .. 

Charges for services 
Other revenues ... 

Total revenues ... 
Expenditures. 

Public protection..... . ......•... 

312 
10 
•5 

327 

6,982 

312 
10 
45 

327 

63 
82 
40 

7,278 
__m 

- $ 

259 

383 

63 
82 
40 

(53) 
(10) 
1'5) 
56 

5,377 (1,901) 
---17.l __ 5_5 

Public works, transportation and commerce........ 892 7,522 7,522 
Human welfare end neighborhood development.. 
Community health ... ·······-······--·-·························-· 
Culture and recreation. 7,547 9,033 8,594 439 
General administration and nnance... __ 

Total expenditures ~ 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures 

Other financing sources (uses): 
Transfersrn ... 
Transfers out... 
Issuance of loans ...... . 
Issuance of commercial paper ... 
Budget reserves and designations 
Loan repayments and otherfinancmg 

sources(uses) ........................••.... 
Total other financing sources (uses) ..... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency ......... . 
Net change rn fund balances .... 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ..•.... 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 ... 

700 

(673) 

3,637 
(40) 

5,890 

(673) 

3,637 
(40) 

5,890 

673 

___Q@ _Q1l) _fill) ---1.Q§_ 
~ ~ ~ ____ill_ 

(993) 321 (359) (680) 

~ ---1Jfil ~ ---
_s ___ $ 2354 $ 1684 ~ 

174 

470 
419 

1,803 
8,823 

583 
9 

~ 
13,257 

3,293 1,490 
8,823 

583 
9 
~~ 

13348 __ 9_1 

5,021 13,261 13, 106 155 

(61) (61) 

(65) 181 246 

$ -$ ~~$1~~$ 246 

(Conl.inued) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -

Revenues: 
Property taxes... . .... . ................. . 
Business taxes .... 
Sales and use tax. 
Hotel room tax 
Licenses, permits, and franchises. 
Fines, forfeifures, and penalties .. . 
Interest and investment income ........................... . 
Rents and concessions... . 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal ....•..... 
State .... . 
Other .. . 

Charges for services .. . 
Other revenues ........................................ . 

Total revenues ......................... . 
Expenditures: 

Public protection .....•.. 
Public works, transportation and commerce ... 
Human welfare and neighborhood development... 
Community health ..... . 
CuJfure and recreabon ............. . 
General administration and finance ... 

Total expenditures 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures .... 

other financing sources (uses). 
Transfers in .............................. . 
Transfers out. .. 
Issuance of loans ... 
Issuance of commercial paper ... 
Budget reserves and designations ... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources(uses) ... 
Total other financing sources (uses) .... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolubon of the 

Redevelopment Agency ....... . 
Net change in fund balances ... 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ... 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 ... 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Gasoline Tax Fund General Services Fund 
Variance Variance 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget ~ (Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

- $ 

42 105 

32,032 30,147 26,036 

800 786 1,666 
__ 1_4 __ 1_4 

63 

(4,111) 

880 

33,639 27,922 27,619 303 

765 765 
(2,587) 

765 
(2,587) 

1,245 (1,620) (2,865) 
-- 15009 15009 ---
_s __ - $ 16,254 $ 13,389 $ 12 865J 

175 

2,472 

44 

2,472 

45 
1,127 

2,219 

48 
1,127 

3,543 3,544 

(253) 

2,288 2,33.:1 2,614 280 

~ ___lli. ___ill. --
~ ~~--3_1 

280 260 260 

951 951 
____§,..§ll~----1.Ql.2.~ 
~~~~ 

154 85 85 

(20) 

(1,556) 1,511 1,761 250 
----1i§§2. 12 538 12 538 ---

·---- $ 14,0.:19 $ 14,299 ~ 

(Continued) 



Revenues: 
Property taxes ... . ......................... 
Business taxes. 
Sales and use tax ....... 
Hotel room tax .... 
Licenses, permits, and franchises. 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties ... 
Interest and investment income ... 
Rents and concessions .. 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal.. .. 
State ..... 
Other. 

Charges for services ... 
other revenues .... 

Total revenues. 

Expenditures: 
Public protection .. 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Gift and Other Expendable Trusts Fund Golf Fund 
Variance Variance 

Original Fin2il Positive Original Final Positive 
Bu_dget Budget Actual {Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

160 219 59 
46 35 (11) 10 10 21 11 

3,383 3,383 3,031 (352) 

55 55 7,407 7,4W 6,392 (1,015) 

~ ~ ~ ~ -- --- ---
~ ~ ___M.QQ_ _____@§ 10 800 10,800 ~ _J1d§ID 

23 23 
Public works, transportation and commerce ...... 321 321 
Human welfare and neighborhood development.. 446 544 544 
Community health .... 
Culture and recreation ... 418 1,815 1,815 12,204 12,132 10,697 1,435 
General administration and finance ... --- __ 9_7 __ 9_7 --- -- --- ---

Total expenditures ...... ~ ___2§QQ_ ~ --- 12,204 12 f32 10,697 ~ 
Excess (deficiency) of revenues 

over (under) expenditures ... --- _..@ ~ _____@§ __illQ1) __J1B) ~ __ 7_9 

Other financing sources (uses): 
Transfers in ..... 2,265 2,265 2,265 
Transfers out.. ... (134) (134) (861) (861) (861) 
Issuance of loans ... 
Issuance of Commercial paper... 
Budget reserves and designations .. 
Loan repayments and other"financmg 

sources (uses) ... --- --- --- --- -- --- --- ---
Total other financing sources (uses) ..... ---~ ~ --- ---1iiQi ~ ~ ---

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency ....... --- --- --- --- -- --- ---
Net change in fund balances ........ (148) (534) (386) 72 151 79 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ..... ---~ ~ --- -- _j.I§_ ~ ---
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 .... -·---~ $ 8,909 L.lli§) -·--- !.......1M1 $ 1,920 ~ 

(Continued) 
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Revenues: 
Property taxes ..... 
Business taxes .... 
Sales and use tax ... 
Hotel room tax .....•.................. 
Licenses, permrts, and franchises ... 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties ...... 
Interest and investment income. 
Rents and concessions ... 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal ... 
State ...... 
Other .. 

Charges for services ... 
Other revenues ... . ........................ 

Total revenues. 

Expenditures; 
Public protection .... 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Human Welfare Fund 
Low and Moderate Income 

Housing Asset Fund 
Variance Variance 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget Actual (Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

210 210 249 39 
11 11 

205 208 
584 564 

21,568 17,563 17,563 
1,080 542 542 

55 54 (1) 504 504 
165 165 150 (15) 

__ 3_0 __ 3_6 __ 4_3 ___ 7 
--- 17,441 16,344 ----11QW 

23,053 18,582 18,612 __ 3_0 --- --1§.1.1! 17,620 ~ 

Public works, transportabon and commerce ... 
Human welfare and neighborhood development... 25,534 22,615 22,615 802 802 
Community health ... 
Culture and recreation 
General administration and finance ... --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

Total expenditures ...... 25,534 22,615 22,615 ---~ ~ ---
Excess (deficiency) of revenues 

over (under) expenditures ... __Q,lli) ~ ~ __ 3_0 --- ---11.m ~ ~ 
other financing sources (uses): 

Transfers in ... 2,481 2,880 2,880 
Transfers out.. ... (101) (101) 
Issuance of loans ... 
Issuance of commercial paper 
Budget reserves and designations ..... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (uses) ...... --- --- --- --- --- ---
Total other financing sources (uses) ... ~ ~ ~ --- ____J!Q1) ____J!Q1) ---

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency ... --- --- --- --- --- (172 033) (172 033) 

Net change in fund balances ... (1,153) (1,123) 30 17,811 (155,316) (173,127) 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ... ---~ ~ --- ~ 177,934 177 934 ---
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 ... -·--- $ 1,242 $ 1,272 L--22. $ 2,439 $195,745 $ 22,618 $(173,127) 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -

Revenues· 
Property taxes .. . 
Business taxes .. . 
Sales and use tax 
Hotel room tax.... ... ·····-····-- .......... . 
Licenses, permits, and franchises. 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties. 
Interest and investment income. 
Rents and concessions ..... 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal.... 
State .. . 
other ........ .. 

Charges for services 
Other revenues .............................................. . 

Total revenues ... 

Expenditures: 
Public protection ........ .. 
Public works, transportation and commerce ..... 
Human welfare and neighborhood development.. 
Community health ... 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Open Space and Park Fund Public Library Fund 

Variance Variance 
Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget Actual (Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative} 

$ 37,265 $ 37,265 $ 38,L106 1,141 

452 452 160 (292) 

152 151 166 15 

1,088 1,088 

$ 37,265 

223 
24 

165 

1,001 

$ 37,265 $ 38,406 $ 1,141 

223 117 (106) 
24 24 

80 80 
218 220 

1,001 872 (129) 
__ 2_0 __ 2_0 

~ 39739 ~ 

22 22 

Culture and recreation 41,301 43,029 41,467 1,562 91,841 90,872 89,165 1,707 
General admirnstration and finance. __ _ 

Total expenditures. 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures 

Other financing sources (uses). 
Transfers in ...... 
Transfers out... 
Issuance of loans ... 
Issuance of commercial paper. 
Budget reserves and designations ... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (uses) ... 

Total other financing sources (uses) ... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency ...• 

Net change in fund balances ... 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ... 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 ... 

861 861 861 

12.571) 15,387) (2,961) 2,426 
---1.§Zl 22 563 22 563 ---

-· --- $ 17176 $ 19602 ~ 

178 

__ 1_2 __ 1_2 

52,950 55,330 55,330 

(213) 3,255 5,870 2,615 
~ 28 338 28 338 ---
_s ___ ~ ~ $ 2,615 

(Continued) 

Revenues. 
Property taxes. 
Business taxes ....... . 
Sales and use tax .. 
Hotel room tax ........................ . 
Licenses, permits, and franchises ... 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties. 
Interest and investment income ... 
Rents and concessions... . 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal 
State .... . 
Other .. . 

Charges for services.. 
other revenues ..... 

Total revenues ............................... . 

Expenditures: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Public Protection Fund 
Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Fund 
Variance Variance 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget Actual (Negative} Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

501 501 
1,688 1,688 

52 74 

10,280 68,586 
9,574 12,355 

3 
3,463 14,243 

~_.ill.. 
26914 g'7628 

493 
16,304 

25 

68,586 
12,355 

3 
13,000 

_____fil 
110.945 

(8) 
14,616 

148) 

(1,243) 

- $ - $ 

133 133 

10 10 

83 213 130 183) 
1,441 1,441 

12,141 19,744 24,878 5,134 

~~ 

Public protecbon .............................. 22,355 89,230 89,230 
Public works, transportation and commerce ... 562 562 
Human welfare and neighborhood development... 3,609 4,430 4,430 
Community health ......... .. 
Culture and recreation .... .. 
General administration and finance... __ __ 3_0 __ 3_0 

Total expenditures. 

Excess {deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures ..... 

Other financing sources (uses). 
Transfers in.... .. ..................... .. 
Transfers out... . ...............•....•.... 
Issuance of loans ... 
Issuance of commercial paper. 
Budget reserves and designations ... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

5ources (uses) ..... 

Total other financing sources (uses) ... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution ot the 

Redevelopment Agency ..... 

Net change in fund balances ... 

11,841) 
1,532 

(2,120) 
1,532 

(1,990) 

(891) 2,788 16,235 
__.!fil. 18 542 18 542 

130 

13,.cl47 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ... 

Budgetary fund balances {deficit), June 30 ... -· ---~ $ 34 777 $ 13,447 

179 

1,055 
10,967 

16,891 16,891 
11,204 11,204 

16 16 

~ ------1ll. 

538 538 

~~~ 
~_____lfil!._____lfil!. 

(5,857) (806) 5,051 

---~ ---1§.jE ---s ____ ~ ~ ~ 

(Continued) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

San Francisco County 
Real Property Fund Transportation Autflority Fund 

Variance Variance 
Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget ~ (Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

Revenues: 
Property taxes ... 
Business taxes .... 
Sales and use tax ... n.464 84,492 85,754 1,262 
Hotel room tax 
Licenses, permits, and franchises ... 4,812 4,812 4,724 (88) 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties. 
Interest and investment income ... 1,012 1,012 21 (991) 
Rents and concessions ... 1,289 25,932 25,764 (168) 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal ... 7,389 7,871 5,379 (2,492) 
State ..... 656 668 760 92 
other. . ........................ 456 456 1,408 35,613 30,397 (5,216) 

Charges for sli!rvices ... 42 42 
other revenues ..... --- --- -- --- ---~ ~ 

Total revenues .... ~ 26,430 26.262 __illfil 92,741 134,468 129 340 ~ 
Expenditures: 
Pu~1c protection ... 
Public works, transportabon and commerce .... 1,023 1,023 170,554 191,399 121,174 70,225 
Human welfare and neighborhood development.. 
Community health ••... 
Culture and recreation. 
General administration and finance ....... ~ 15034 15034 --- --- ---

Total expenditures .... ~ 16057 16057 170 554 191 399 121174 70Z25 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures ...... ~ 10,373 10.205 __illfil ~ ~ ~ 65,097 

Other financing sources (uses): 
Transfers in............... . 
Transfers out.. (14,967) (14,967) 
Issuance of loans ... 
Issuance of commercial paper. ..... 116,955 
Budget reser,ies and designations .. 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (uses) .•... --- -- --- --- ---
Total other financing sources (uses) ..... ---~ !14 967) 116955 --- ---

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency .... --- -- --- --- --- --- ---
Net change in fund balances .•.. (2,068) (4,594) (4,762) (168) 39,142 (56,931) 8,166 65,097 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ..... ~ ___J12§§. 13 586 75600 75600 75600 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 _$ ___ $ 8,992 $ 8,824 LJ1§ID $114,742 ~ $ 83,766 ~ 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Senior Citizens' Program Fund War Memorial Fund 
Variance Variance 

Revenues: 
Property taxes ... .. 
Business taxes .... . 
Sales and use tax .... . 
Hotel room tax ................................... ··············-
Licenses, permits, and franchises ... . 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties 
Interest and investment income ... 
Rents and concessions ..... 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal... 
State ..... . 
other ..... . 

Charges for services.... ............... . ............... . 
Other revenues. 

Total revenues ... 

Expenditures· 
Pu~ic protection ... 
Public works, transportation and commerce... . 
Human welfare and neighborhood development.. 
Community health ... 
Culture and recreabon 
General administration and finance ... 

Total expenditures ..... 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures ... 

other financing sources (uses): 
Transfers in ......... . 
Transfers out.. .. 
Issuance of loans ...... . 
Issuance of commercial paper. .. 
Budget reser,ies and designabons ... 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (usesi) ..... 

Tolal other financing sources (uses) ... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency .... 

Net change in fund balances .... 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 ..... 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 .. 

Original Final Positive Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget Actual (Negative) Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

$ 

9,159 9,159 9,159 

1,751 2,137 2,395 258 

8,659 4,791 4,791 
729 756 756 

297 353 372 19 
--1.QQ. ----1Q!. ~ --- --- -- ---
~ ~ ~ --- ~ 11.649 11 926 _____:§_]_ 

9,488 5,649 5,649 

11,884 12,623 12,122 501 

--- --- --- --- --- -- ---
~ ~ ~ --- ~ 12623 12122 ----2Ql 

--- --- --- --- ~ ~ ~ ~ 

--- --- --- --- --- -- ---
--- --- --- --- --- --- -- ---

--- --- --- --- --- --- ---
(677) (974) (196) 778 

___ 2 ___ 2 __m_ 10946 10946 ---_$ ___ $ ___ 2 _$ __ 2 -·--- _$ ___ $.9972 $ 10 7.50 ~ 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -

Revenues: 
Property taxes... . 
Business taxes ...... 
Sales and use tax .... 
Hotel room tax ... 
Licenses, permits, and franchises ... 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties .......................... 
Interest and investment income ...... 
Rents and concessions .... 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal... .. 
state. ....................................... 
other .... 

Charges for services 
other revenues. 

Total revenues .... 
Expenditures: 

Public protection ..••••........• 
Public works, transportation and commerce .......... 
Human welfare and neighborhood development.. 
Community health .••. 
Culture and recreation .... 
General administration and finance. 

Total expenditures ..... 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures. 

other fin~ncing sources (uses): 
Transfers in .. : 
Transfers out. .................................. 
Issuance of loans .... ......................................... 
Issuance of commercial paper. ... 
Budget reserves and designations. 
Loan repayments and other financing 

sources (uses) ... 
Total other financing sources (uses) ... 

Extraordinary loss from dissolution of the 

Redevelopment Agency .................... 
Net change in fund balances .... 

Budgetary fund balances (deficit), July 1 
Budgetary fund balances (deficit), June 30 ..... 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

TOTAL 
Variance 

Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget ~ (Negative) 

$119,246 $ 119,246 $ 122,899 3,653 
1,000 1,000 504 (496) 

n,464 84,492 85,754 1,262 
56,386 56,386 56,386 
15,068 15,068 14,628 (440) 
4,246 5,245 19,9n 14,732 
2,662 6,349 5,932 (417) 

33,213 58,446 61,719 3,273 

134,na 232,040 230,810 (1,230) 
82,359 109,028 104,g29 (4,099) 

1,857 39,152 33,935 (5,217) 
86,176 1og,559 130,151 20,592 

___filg 56620 60383 ---2ill. 
623 607 892 631 g28 007 35376 

27,209 89,898 89,884 14 
266,314 314,g12 237,238 n.674 
203,731 271,151 266,606 2,345 

93,763 100,016 100,016 
240,855 236,678 222,212 14,466 

~ ~ 24 762 ~ 
845 103 1037636 942918 ~ 

(221 496) (145 005) ~ 130og4 

120,216 135,213 135,213 
(2,702) {40,910) (40,760) 130 

5,890 5,890 
115,g55 

(693) (673) 673 

~ ~ ~ _..w. 
232811 -1!lli 99440 ~ 

(172651) 1172SS1) --- ---
11,315 (46,474) (88,122) (41,648) 

105 866 661 779 661 n9 
$117,181 $ 615,305 $ 573,657 $ (41,646) 
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BUILDING INSPECTION FUND 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Schedule of Expenditures by Department 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Original 
Budget 

Final 
Budget Actual 

Variance 
Positive 

(Negative) 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 
Building Inspection ... 50,039 $ 51,568 $ 44,422 $ 7,146 

Public Utilities Commission .. 
Public Works ... 

74g 74g 

. .......... ---- ___ 5_4 ___ S_4 ---

Total Bu1ldmg Inspection Fund 

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES FUND 

.................... ~ ~ ~ ----112 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 
Child Support Services ... 
Children and Families Commission. 
Mayor's Office .....•........................................ 

12,845 
30,562 

~ 

207 

Total Children and Families Fund ................................................. ~ 

12,845 
26,og2 

~ 
133,552 

12,638 
26,092 

~ 
~ 

COMMUNITY/NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUND 
Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Mayor's Office ............................... . 
Public Works ................................ . 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 
Mayor's Office .................................•. 
Rent Arbitration Board ... 

Culture and Recreation 
Recreation and Park Commission 

General Administration and Finance 
Administrative Services. 
City Planning ..... 

Total Community/Neighborhood Development Fund .... 

COMMUNITY HEAL TH SERVICES FUND 
Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Public Works. 

Community Health 
Community Health Network. ..... 

10,135 10,472 10,472 
. .............. -~~ 

--1.9.i.W.. ~ ~ 

3,g91 67,344 67,344 

~~~___§£ 
~ ~ ____lifill ___§£ 

......... ----1.iQQQ. ___ 4_5 ___ 4_5 

1,766 1,350 1,350 

~ ~ ~ ---
-----2.W.. -----12£. -----1ifil ---
~ ~ ~ ___§£ 

........... ---~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ 

Total Community Health Services Fund ... ..... ·····-···· ~ 102 876 102,875 

CONVENTION FACILITIES FUND 
Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Mayor's Office. 
Public Works ..... 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 
Mayor's Office ....................................... . 

Culture and Recreation 
Arts Commission .... 
Administrative Services ....................................... . 

General Administration and Finance 

City Attorney ........................ . 

Total Convention Facilities Fund ...... 

~ 

········~ 
~ 

---
. . . ... . .. ___filW.2Q, 
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---
102 102 

~ ~ ---
~ ~ ---
~ ~ ---

19 19 

~ ~ ~ 
~ -----2LliQ. ~ 

___ 4_1 ___ 4_1 ---
~ ~ ----1E. 

(Continued) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Schedule of Expenditures by Department 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Original 
Budget 

Final 
Budget Actual 

Variance 
Positive 

{Negative) 

COURTS FUND 
Public Protection 

Trial Courts ..... . .... ~ ~ ___ 37_1 ___ 1_4 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 
Public Works ... 

Total Courfs Fund ........................... . 

CULTURE AND RECREATION FUND 
Public Work&, Transportation and Commerce 

Mayor's Office ... 

Public Utilities Commission ... . 
Public Works.... . .......................... . 

Culture and Recreation 
Arts Commission .. . 
Asian Art Museum .......... . 
Fine Arts Museum. 
Recreation and Park. Commission ... 

Total Culture and Recreation Fund .... 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION FUND 
Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 

....... 

. ............. 

............ 

___ 17_5 ___ 17_5 

892 459 459 
17 17 

---~ ~ ---
~ ~ ~ ---

708 2,356 2,356 
482 572 572 

3,231 3,192 3,192 

~ ~ ~ ~ 
____Lfil ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

Mayor's Office........... .. ... _____§.Qll ~ ---11...lQ§. ___ 15_5 

Total Environmental Protection Fund ..•...................................•... ~ ~ --11.1.Q[ ___ 15_5 

GASOLINE TAX FUND 
Public Work&, Transportation and Commerce 

Municipal Transportation Agency ...... . 1,268 1,268 
Public Utilrties Commission ... 1.842 1,842 
Public Works ...... . ························~~~~ 

Total Gasoline Tax Fund 

GENERAL SERVICES FUND 
Public Protection 

District Attorney. 
Mayor's Office .. . 

~ ~ ---11fil ----1!E 

6 
5 

Trial Courts ... . ··-·······························~~~ 

Culture and Recreation 
Fine Arts Museum .. 

General Administration and Finance 
Administrative Services ... 
Assessor/Recorder ........................... . 
Board of Supervisors ..... 
Telecommunications and Information Services 
Human Resources .. 
Treasurer/Tax Collector ... 

Total General Services Fund .... ··--··-························ 

............. 

... ···-···· 

184 

~~~ 

--- __ 9_5_1 ___ 95_1 ---
328 223 223 

3,370 1,370 1,370 
26 26 

2,516 5,D48 5,047 1 
218 218 

~ __ 4_1_3 ___ 41_3 ---
~ ~ ~ ___ 21_9 

~ ~ ~ __ 2_1_9 

(Contmued) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Schedule of Expenditures by Department 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

GIFT AND OTHER EXPENDABLE TRUSTS FUND 
Public Protection 

District Attorney ... 
Fire Department. .. 

Police Department. ..... 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Public Works ·········-·····-···-·····-··············.-
Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 

Mayor's Office. 
Social Services ...... . 
Comm1ss1on on Status of Women ..... ..... ...... 

Culture and Recreation 
Arts Commission ..... . 
Fine Arts Museum .. . 
Public Library ... 
Recreation and Park Commission. ····-·······-····· ......................... . 
War Memorial ... 

General Administration and Finance 
Administrative Services .......... . 
Telecommunications and lnFormation Services 

Total Gift and other Expendable Trusts Fund 

GOLF FUND 
Culture and Recreation 

Recreation and Park Commission .... 

Total Golf Fund ... 

HUMAN WELFARE FUND 
Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 

Commission on Status of Women...... . . .. . ........................ . 
Social Services .................. . 

Total Human Welfare Fund .... 

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING ASSET FUND 
Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 

Mayor's Office... . .......................... . 
Total Low and Moderate Income Housing Asset Fund 

185 

....... 

.. 
...... 

........ 

Original 
Budget 

---
---
---

446 

---
__ill. 

10 
408 

---
___ 41_8 

---
---
~ 

~ 
~ 

210 

~ 
~ 

---
---

Final 
Budget 

2 
4 

___ 1_7 
___ 2_3 

___ 32_1 

23 
519 

___ 2 

_____fil 

86 
i,104 

163 
249 

___ 21_3 

~ 

96 
___ 1 

___ 9_7 

~ 

~ 
~ 

194 

~ 
~ 

~ 

~ 

Actual 

4 
___ 1_7 
___ 2_3 

___ 32_1 

23 
519 

___ 2 

_____fil 

86 
1,104 

163 
249 

___ 21_3 

~ 

96 
___ 1 

___ 9_7 

~ 

~ 

~ 

194 

~ 
~ 

~ 

~ 

Variance 
Positive 

(Negative) 

---
---
---

---
---

---
---

---
------
~ 
~ 

---
---

------
(Continued) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Schedule of Expenditures by Department 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Variance 
Original Final Posftive 

OPEN SPACE AND PARK FUND 
Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Municipal Transportation Agency ... 
Public Utilities Commission ............................................................• 

Budget Budget Actual (Negative} 
----------------

35 35 
79 79 

Public Works.... __ _ _fil _fil 

~~ 
Culture and Recreation 

Arts Comm1ss1on ..... 
Recreation and Park Commission .... 

Total Open Space and Park Fund ..... 

PUBLIC LIBRARY FUND 
Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Public Utilities Commission ..... . 

Culture and Recreation 
Arts Commission. 
Public Library ..... 

General Administration and Finance 
CrtyAttorney ............................. . 

Total Public Library Fund .......... . 

PUBLIC PROTECTION FUND 
Public Protection 

District Attorney .... 

33 33 

···········~ ~ ~ ~ 

............. 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ---ilJ.ll. ~ ~ 

--- ___ 2_2 ___ 2_2 ---

50 50 

~ ~ ~ -----1J..Q!_ 
____filM1 ~ ~ -----1J..Q!_ 

___ 1_2 ___ 1_2 

4,141 5,209 5,209 
Emergency Communications Department. ..........................................• 4,618 50,398 50,398 
Fire Department... . .......•.•.....•..... 1,933 1,933 
Mayor's Office. . ..................................................................•...•... 34 34 
Police Commission... . ............•..... 
Public Defender.... .. ............................................... . 
Sheriff .... 
Trial Courts ..•....................................•..•... 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 
Public Works ..............................................•... 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 
Mayor's Office. 
Commission on Status of Women. 

General Administration and Finance 
Administrative Services •..•....................................• 

Total Public Protection Fund ...................• 

6,786 23,994 23,S94 
89 417 417 

3,256 3,177 3,177 

~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ 

3,609 4,375 4,375 
___ 5_5 ___ 5_5 

·-···· - ___ 3_0 ___ 3_0 

···-··-···············~~~ 

186 

---
---

(Contmued) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Schedule of Expenditures by Department 

Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 
Special Revenue Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Variance 
Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget Actual {Negative) 

-- ~ ~ ------------
PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE FUND 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 
Public Works ... 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 
Mayor's Office. . ....................... . 

····················~ 

Culture and Recreation 
Arts Commission ...•...... ......................... ---- ___ 1_6 ___ 1_6 

General Administration and Finance 
Administrative Services ............................................................... . 
City Planning ... 

Total Public Works, Transportation and Commerce Fund ... 

REAL PROPERTY FUND 
Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 

Pubhc utilrbes Commission ... 
Public Works ... 

General Administration and Finance 
Administrative Services ............................................................ . 
Telecommunications and Information Services. 

Total Real Property Fund 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORITY FUND 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 
Board of Supervisors. . ........................... . 

Total SF County Transportation Authority Fund .. 

SENIOR CITIZENS' PROGRAM FUND 

...... 

.... 

3,357 

---
~ 
~ 

----1ZQ2§i 

~ 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 
Social Services Department... ················-~ 

Total Senior Citizens' Program Fund ... ~ 
WAR MEMORIAL FUND 

Culture and Recreation 
War Memorial... ~ 

Total War Memorial Fund .•......................•... ~ 

Total Special Revenue Funds With Legally Adopted Budgets ..... 
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26 26 
___ 9_6 ___ 9_6 

-----12 -----12 
~ ~ 

348 348 
_____ill. _____ill. 

~ ~ 

15,002 15,002 
___ 3_2 ___ 3_2 

~ ~ 
~ ~ 

~ ~ 
~ ......llWli 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

----1.6fil ~ 
~ ~ 

---
------

---
---

---
------
--1.Q.fil 
~ 

---
---
___ 50_1 
___ 50_1 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet 

Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Debt Service Funds 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Certificates 
General of 

Obligation Participation other Bond 
Bond Fund Funds Funds Total 

Assets 
Deposrts and investments wrth City Treasury. 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ... 
Receivables: 

Property taxes and penalties ... 
Charges for services ...... 
Interest and other. 

Total assets .... 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 
Liabilities. 

Accounts payable. 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues .... 
Deferred credits and other liab1lit1es 

Total liabilities. 

116,116 $ 

31,489 

5,265 
6 

___ 7_6 ___ 4_9 

~ ~ 

4,640 

~ ---
~ ---

Fund balances· 
Restricted .... ··············~~ 

10 

---
_$ __ 1_0 

10 

---___ 1_0 

Total fund balances... ~ ~ __ _ 

Total liabilities and fund balances ........... ~ ~ .L__1E. 
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116,126 
31,489 

5,265 
6 

___ 12_5 

~ 

10 
4,640 

~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Debt Service Funds 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Certificates 
General of 

Obligation Participation Other Bond 
Bond Fund Funds 

Revenues: 
Funds ~ 

Property taxes ... 176,857 176,857 
Fines, forfeitures and penalties .. 23,646 23,646 
Interest and investment income ..... 577 6 583 
Rents and concessions. 73B 73B 
Intergovernmental: 

State. ............................... 721 721 
Other.. ································· ~ ___ 6_9 --- -----121.§. 

Total revenues. 205 650 ___ B_1_3 --- 206 463 
Expenditures: 

Debt service: 
Principal retirement. .. 138,562 15,396 584 154,542 
Interest and fiscal charges .. 8_1,656 23,338 343 105,337 
Bond issuance costs ......... ___ 2 ---- --- ___ 2 

Total expenditures .... .. 220,220 ----1!Zli ____m. ~ 
Deficiency of revenues 

under expenditures .... .......... ~ ~ _____filI) ~ 
other financing sources (uses): 

Transfers in ... ............................. 66,211 39,784 927 106,922 
Transfers out. .......................... ....... _____illfil --- _____illfil 

Total other financing sources, net. .. ~ ~ _fil ~ 
Net change in fund balances .... 51, 155 1,863 53,018 

Fund balances at beginning of year. ·······-····-··-· ~ ~ ---~ 
Fund balances at end of year .... $ 102 188 ~ 

_$ ____ 
$ 133 726 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances -
Budget and Actual - Budget Basis 

Debt Service Funds 
Year ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

General Obligation Bond Fund 
Variance 

Original Final Positive 
Budget Budget Actual (Negative) 

Revenues: 
Property taxes ....... ......................... $170,851 $170,851 $176,857 $ 6,006 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties .... 23,646 23,646 
Interest and investment income .... 1,224 1,224 
Intergovernmental: 

State. ............................... 750 750 721 (29) 
other revenues. ---~ ~ ~ 

Total revenues 171601 199,265 206,297 ----1.Qg 
Expenditures: 

Debt service: 
Principal retirement... 176,601 138,562 138,562 
Interest and fiscal charges ..... 81,656 81,656 
Bond issuance costs ..... ___ 2 ___ 2 

Total expenditures .... 176,601 220,220 220,220 ---
Excess (deficiency) of revenues over 

(under) expenditures ... ~ (20,955) (13,923) ~ 
other financing sources: 

Transfers in .............................. ___MQQ_ 66,211 66,211 ---
Total other financing sources .......... ___MQQ_ 66,211 66,211 ---
Net change in fund balances ... 45,256 52,288 7,032 

Budgetary fund balance, July 1 ... --- 58,175 58,175 ---
Budgetary fund balance, June 30 .... _s __ $103,431 $110,463 $ 7,032 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet 

Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Capital Projects Funds 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Earthquake 
City Facilities Safety 
Improvement Improvement 

Fund Fund 
Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ... 
Deposits and investments outside Crty Treasury ... 
Receivables: 

Federal and state grants and subventions ... 
Interest and other ... . 

Due from other funds ..... . 
Due from component unit.. ......... . 

Total assets ... 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 

Liabilities: 

378,705 
12,891 

136 
26,785 

----
~ 

Accounts payable.... .. .. ............ ..... . ....... .....•..• 50,626 
Accrued payroll. ..............................•. 722 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues ..... . 
Due to other funds .... 
Deferred credits and other liabilities. 
Bonds, loans, capital leases and other payables .. ~ 

Total liabilities.. .... .......... ..... ..... .. ..... --1.Q.l!!I! 
Fund balances: 

Restricted ........... . 317,439 
Unassigned............ ................................. -

Total fund balances. ~ 

Total liabilities and fund balances... ~ 
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17 

----_s ___ 11 

----
----

17 

----
____ 17 

-$~~-" 

Fire 
Protection 
Systems 

Improvement 
Fund 

7,451 

----
~ 

67 
2 

----___ 6_9 

7,384 

----
~ 
~ 

Moscone 
Convention 
Center Fund 

849 

___ 3_6 

~ 

264 
5 

8,646 

----
~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 

(Continued) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Balance Sheet 

Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Capital Projects Funds (Continued) 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Public Library Recreation Street 
Improvement and Park Improvement 

Fund Projects Fund Total 
Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ... 1,536 125,950 166,712 682,375 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ..... 9,616 23,356 
Receivables: 

Federal and state grants and subventions 2,376 2,927 5,303 
Interest and other. .... 27 20 185 

Due from other funds .... 1,006 025 1 28,717 
Due from component unit ....... ---- ---- ---- ___ 3_6 

Total assets ... ~ $ 129,278 ~ ~ 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 
Liabilities: 

Accounts payable ... 1,198 7,815 10,724 70,694 
Accrued payroll... 8 438 1,408 2,583 
Deferred tax, grant and subvention revenues ... 1,107 29 1,136 
Due to other funds .... 12 69 8,732 
Deferred credrts and other liabilities ... 248 69 1,632 1,949 
Bonds, loans, capital leases and other payables .. ---- ---- ----~ 

Total liabilities .... ···~ ~ ~ ~ 
Fund balances: 

Restricted ...... 1,088 119,837 167,414 613,179 
Unassigned ...... ---- ---- ----~ 

Total fund balances ...•... ···- ... ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Total liabilities and fund balances ... ~ ~ ~ $ 739 972 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds - Capital Projects Funds 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Fire 
Earthquake Protection 

City Facilities Safety Systems Moscone 
Improvement Improvement Improvement Convention 

Fund Fund Fund Center Fund 
Revenues: 

Interest and investment income ... 526 
Rents and concessions 
Intergovernmental· 

Federal 
State .. 
Other ..... 

Other. ---- ---- ---- ----
Total revenues. ___ 52_6 ---- ---- ----

Expenditures: 
Debt service: 

Interest and fiscal charges ... 664 326 
Bond issuance costs ... 1,237 607 

Capital outlay ... ~ ___ 2_8 ___ 9_2_8 ------1.fili 
Total expenditures ..... ~ ___ 2_8 ___ 9_2_8 ~ 
Deficiency of revenues 

under expenditures ... ~ ~ _____EID ~ 
Other financing sources {uses): 

Jransfers in 2,329 3,276 
Transfers oul. ........ ...................... (107,566) {3,558) 
Issuance of bonds and loans. 

Face value of bonds issued ....... 320,385 35,575 
Premium on issuance of bonds. 44,007 3,536 

Other financing sources-ca.pita! leases ... ---- ---- ---- ----
Total other financing sources, net.. ~ ---- ----~ 
Net change in fund balances ....•... {25,007) {28) (928) 35,222 

Fund ba.la.nces at beginning ofyea.r .... ~ ___ 4_5 ~ ~ 
Fund balances at end of year ..... ·-~ 

_. ___ 17 
~ ~ 

(Continued) 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures 

and Changes in Fund Balances 
Nonmajor Governmental Funds • Capital Projects Funds (Continued) 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Public 
Library Recreation Street 

Improvement and Park Improvement 

Fund Projects __ F~"~"~"-- --~To~••~I __ 
Revenues: 

Interest and investment income.... . .............. $ 54 
Rents and concessions ............. . 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal ... 
State .............................. . 
other. 

other. ..... 

Total revenues ....... . 

Expenditures: 
Debt service: 

Interest and fisc21lch21rges. 
Bond issuance costs .. 

___ 5_4 

Capital outlay ................................................. ~ 

Total expenditures. ~ 

Deficiency of revenues 
under expenditures. ~ 

other financing sources (uses): 
Transfers in 
Transfers out ................ ................................ . 
Issuance of bonds and loans: 

Face value of bonds issued .... 
Premium on issuance of bonds ... 

other financing sources-capital leases... ~ 

Total other financing sources, net .. ~ 

Net change in fund balances... (2,278) 
Fund balances at beginning of year ................... ~ 

Fund balances at end of year ............................ ~ 
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312 

5,404 
1,730 3,324 

67 4,725 
___ 1_2 ~ 
~ ~ 

155 
384 683 

~ ~ 
~ ~ 

~ ~ 

457 3,983 
(24,299) (22,650) 

71,970 129,560 
6,044 10,882 

_!.JM ----
~ ~ 

12,107 66,420 

---19L.lli. ~ 
~ L-!§.Lfil 

580 
312 

5,404 
5,054 
4,792 

~ 
~ 

1,145 
2,911 

~ 
~ 

~ 

10,045 
(158,073) 

557.490 
64,469 

~ 
~ 

85,508 

~ 
~ 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS 

Internal Service Funds are used lo account for the financing of goods and services provided by one 
departmenl or agency lo other departments or agencies on a cost reimbursemenl basis. 

Central Shops Fund- Accounts for Central Shops equipmenl (primarily vehicle) maintenance service 
charges and the relaled billings to various departmenls. 

Finance Co!poration - Accqunls for' lhe lease financing services provided by lhe Finance Corporation lo 
City departments. On July 1, 2001 the City established the Finance Corporation Internal Service fund 
because its so.le purpose is to provide lease financing lo the Cily. Previously, the activities of the 
Finance Corporation were reportad within governmental funds. 

Reproduction Fund - Acccunts for prinling, design and mail services required by various City 
departments and agencies. 

Telecommunications and Information Fund-Accounts for centralized telecommunications activities in the 
City's Wide Area Network, radici communication and telephone systems. In addition, it accounts for 
application support provided to many department-specific and citywide systems, management of the 
City's Web site, operations of lhe Cily's mainframe ccmputers and technology training provided to city 
personnel. It also accounts for the related billings to various departments for specific services 
performed and operating support from the General Fund. 

I 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Net Position 

Internal Service Funds 
June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Central 
Shops Finance 
~ Corporation 

Assets 
Current assets: 

Deposits and investmenls with Crt:y Treasury ............. $ 
Receivables: 

Interest and other. .... 

Due from other funds. 

Capital leases receivable..... . 
Restricted assets: 

Deposits and investments outside City Treasury .. 

Total current assets .... 

Noncurrent assets: 
Restricted assets 

Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ..... 
Capital leases receivable ....... . 
CaP.ital assets: 

2,523 

Facilities and equipment, net of depreciation....... . 276 
Deferred charges and other assets.. .................. -

Total noncurrent assets ... 

Total assets ...... 

Liabilities 
Current liabilities: 

············~ 

Accounts payable.... 1,113 
Act:rued payroll...... 655 
Accrued vacation and sick leave pay. 375 
Accrued workers' compensation ... 
Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables ..... . 
Act:rued interest payable ..... . 

Due to other funds ... 
Deferred credits and other liabilities... . . . . ............... -

Total current liabilrties ..... . .... ___1j£ 

Noncurrent liabilities: 
Accrued vacation and sick leave pay .... . 329 
Accrued workers' compensation ............ . 

109 
198 

22,545 

4,777 
239,998 

~ 
~ 

327 499 

308 

20,780 
1,650 
1,963 

~ 
~ 

Other postemployment benefits obligation ... 
Bonds, loans, capital leases, and other payables ... 

Total noncurrent liabilities ... 

4,178 

---~ 
·~~ 

Total liabi11t1es .... . ....... ~ 327,499 

Net Position 
Net investment in capital assets ... 276 
Unrestricted (deficit) ........ . ~---

Total net position (deficit) ... ·············~ _$ ___ _ 

Notes: 

Reproduction 
Fund 

1,482 

1487 

109 

109 
1 596 

172 
89 

30 

291 

291 

79 
1226 

1,305 

Telecom
munications & 

Information 
Fund 

28,363 

649 

29 012 

5,535 

5 535 
34547 

3,933 
1,647 
1,033 

290 
334 

198 
34 

7 469 

995 
1,218 

13,669 

15 882 

23 351 

5,201 
5 995 

11196 

Total 

32,368 

763 
198 l1) 

22,545 

4,777 
239,998 

5,920 

~ 
255,230 
366 441 

5,526 
2,391 
1,408 

290 
21,144 

1,650 
2,161 111 

~ 
~ 

1,324 
1,218 

17,847 
242,718 

263 107 

~ 

5,556 

-----2..Q2i 
~ 

(1) Intra-entity due to and due from eliminated for presentation in the Statement of Net Position - Proprietary Funds on page 34. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenses 

and Changes in Fund Net Position 
·internal Service Funds 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Central 
Shops Finance Reproduction 

~ Corporation Fund 
Operating revenues: 

Charges for services. 

Rent and concessions ... 

Total operating revenues ... 

Operating expenses: 

Personal services .. ·····-···-·-··· ........... . 
Contractual services ... 
Materials and supplies ... 
Depreciation and amortization ..... 
General and administrative ... 
Services provided by other departments ..... 
other. .... 

...... $ 28,571 

12,698 
2,332 

12,444 
113 

99 
1,237 

130 

6,313 

1,561 
3,502 

254 
161 

1 
509 

____ 6 

Total operating expenses. 

Operating income (Joss) .. 

............ 28,923 ___ 13_0 ~ 

........ ~~---31_9 
Nonoperating revenues (expenses): 

Interest and investment income. 5,936 
Interest expense ..... . (44) (5,806) (13) 
other, net. ···············---- --- ----

Total nonoperating revenues (expenses) .... ~ ___ 13_0 _.ill) 
Income (loss) before transfers... (396) 306 

Transfers in. . ............ ___ 4_4 --- ___ 1_3 

Change in net position..... (352) 319 
Total net position (deficit) - beginning ..................... ~ --- ___ 98_6 

Total net position (deficit)- ending... . ......... ~ _$ ___ 
~ 
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Telecom
munications & 

Information 
Fund 

71,798 

90 
71 888 

30,402 
29,020 

6,400 
1,273 

409 
4,657 

981 

73 142 

(1,254) 

(120) 

1 
(119) 

(1,373) 

120 
(1,253) 

12449 

11196 

Total 

106,682 
___ 9_0 

106 772 

44,661 
34,854 
19,098 

1,677 
509 

6,403 

~ 
108189 

_MW 

5,936 
(5,983) 

___ 1 

~ 
(1,463) 

---1ZZ. 
(1,286) 

~ 
~ 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Cash Flows 

Internal Service Funds 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Telecom-
Central munlcations & 
Shops Finance Reproduction Information 

--E!!.!!!._ Corporation --''"'""'"''-- ----''"""""'''--
Cashflo'IYSfromoperatingactivities. 

Cash received from cus1cmers.... . .............. $ 28,6SO 
Cash paid to employees for services.... (12.181) 
Cash paid to suppliers for goods and services. . ........... ~ 

Net cash provided by ·(used in) operating activities .................. ~ 

Cash flows from noncapitel financing activities: 
Transfers in .............................. ·················- __ 4_4 

Net cash provided by noncapital financing activities ................... __ 4_4 

C21sh flows from capital and related financing activities: 
Bond sale proceeds.... . .............................. . 
Acquisition of capital assets ............ . 
Retirement of capital lease obligation ... 
Bond issue costs paid ... 
Interest paid on long-term debt 

Net cash (used in) capital financing activities 

Cash flows from investing activities: 
Purchases of investments with trustees .... 
Proceeds from sale of investments with trustees. 
lnlerest income race1ved 
Other investing activities ................................. . 

Net cash (used in) investing activities .... . 

Increase (decrease) in cash and cash equivalents 
Cash and cash equivalents - beginning of year ...... . 

Cash and cash equivalents- end of year ... 

Reconciliation of operating income (loss) to net cash 
provided by (used in) operating activities. 

(97) 

---
........................... ____ill) 

.. _____ill) 
............... ____lli) 

(445) 

···········~ 
····-···· -·····-·· $ 2523 

$ 26,991 6,340 $ 71,743 
(1,557) {28,222) 

~ ~ ~ 
~ ___ 566_ ------1.:.fil 

--- ___ 1_3 ___ 120 _ 

--- ___ 1_3 ___ 120 _ 

11,829 
(1,899) 

(22,515) (132) (323) 
(143) 

~ ---- ----
~ _____..!1B) ~ 

(4,727) 
5,042 

(31) 

~ _______ill) __mg) - _______ill) __mg) 
(6,425) 436 (947) 

~ ~ ~ 
$ 50537 ~ ~ 

Total 

$ 133,734 
(41,960) 

~ 
~ 

-----1.!1. 
-----1.!1. 

11,829 
(1,996) 

(22,970) 
(143) 

~ 
~ 

{4,727) 
5,042 

(31) 

~ 
--1fil) 

(7,381) 
90,286 

$ 82905 

Operating income (loss) ... 
Adjustments for non-cash activi1ies: 

.... $ (352) $ (130) • 319 $ (1,254) $ (1,417) 

Oepreciation and amortization 

Other ··---···---············---············· 
Changesinas~tslliabilities: 

Receivables, net. .. 
Accounts payable .... 
Accrued payroll 
Accrued vacation and sick leave pay 
Accrued workers' compensation ... 
other- poslemployment benefits obligation 
Due to other funds .......................................... . 

113 130 

89 22,515 
(715) 

(22) 
{115) 

654 

Deferreda-editsandotherliabilities ___ ~ 

Totaladjuetments.... ................................................. ..................... 4 ~ 

Net cash provided by (used in) operating activities . $ (346) ~ 

Reconciliation of cash and cash equivalents 1D the 
combining s1atement of net position. 

Deposits and mvestments with City Treasury: 

161 

27 
57 

4 

___ 24_9 

~ 

1,273 1,6TT 
1 1 

(40) 
(969) 

86 
(232) 
513 

1,813 
190 

_____J1Q§) 

~ 
L____.1.ifil 

22,591 
(1,627) 

68 
(347) 
513 

2,467 
190 

~ 
----1.2..ill 
$ 11 854 

Unrestricted ..... . ········· $ 2,523 $ - $ 1,462 $ 28,363 $ 32,368 
Deposits and investmen'ls outside City Treasury: 

Restricted................................ --- ___§Qjli 
Total deposits and investments ············- ········---···--··············---·····.. 2,523 60,114 
Less: Investments outside of City Treasury not 

meeting the definition of cash equivalenl!il. ........................... - ____!§!.2ZD 
Cash and cash equivalents at end of year on 

1,462 28,363 
~ 

92,482 

combiningstatementotcashflows .................................................... $ 2523 $ 50,537 ~ ~ ~ 
Non-cash capital and related financing ac1:Jvi1les: 

Acquisition of capital asse'ls on accounts payable 

and Ci!lpitel lease .................................................................... $ 2,104 $ - $ 2,104 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

FIDUCIARY FUNDS 

Fiduciary Funds include all Trust and Agency Funds which account for assets held by the City as a 
trustee or as an agent for individuals or other governmental units. 

Trust Funds 

Employees' Retirement System - Accounts for the contributions from employees, City contributions and 
the earnings and profits from investments of monies. Disbursements are made for retirements, 
withdrawal, disability, and death benefits of the employees as well as administrative expenses. 

Health Service System - Accounts for the contributions from active and retired employees, and surviving 
spouses, City contributions and the earnings and profits from investment of monies. Disbursements 
are made for medical expenses and to various health plans of the beneficiaries. 

Retiree Health Care Trust - Accounts for the contributions from employees, City contributions and the 
earnings and profits from investment of monies. Disbursements are to be made for benefits, 
expenses and other charges properly allocable to the trust fund. 

Agency Funds 

Agency Funds are custodial in nature and do not involve measurement of results of operations. Such 
funds have no equity accounts since all assets are due to individuals or entities at some future time. 

Assistance Program Fund - Accounts for collections and advances received as an agent under various 
human welfare and community health programs. Monies are disbursed in accordance with legal 
requirements and program regulations. 

Deposits Fund - Accounts for all deposits under the control of the City departments. Dispositions of the 
deposits are governed by the terms of the statutes and ordinances establishing the deposit 
requirement. 

Payroll Deduction Fund - Accounts for monies held for payroll charges including federal, state and other 
payroll related deductions. 

State Revenue Collection Fund - Accounts for various fees, fines and penalties collected by City 
departments for the State of California which are passed through to the State. 

Tax Collection Fund - Accounts for monies received for current and delinquent taxes which must be held 
pending authority for distribution. Included are prepaid taxes, disputed taxes, duplicate payment of 
taxes, etc. This fund also accounts for monies deposited by third parties pending settlement of 
litigation and claims. Upon final settlement, monies are disbursed as directed by the courts or by 
parties to the dispute. 

Transit Fund - Accounts for the quarter of one percent sales tax collected by the State Board of 
Equalization and deposited with the County of origin for local transportation support. The Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, the regional agency responsible for administration of these monies, 
directs their use and distribution. 

Other Agency Funds- Accounts for monies held as agent for a variety of purposes. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Fiduciary Net Position 

Fiduciary Funds 
Pension and Other Employee Benefit Trust Funds 

June 30, 2013 

Assets 
Deposits and investments With City Treasury ... 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury: 

Cash and deposrts .... 
Short term investments .. . 

Alternative investments .. . 
Debt securities ... . 

Equity securities .... . 
Real estate .... 
Foreign currency contracts, net... 

Invested in securities lending collateral .... 

Receivables: 
Employer and employee contributions ... 

Brokers, general partners and others 
Interest and other. ........ . 

Total assets .. . 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable. 

Estimated claims payable ........... . 
Payable to brokers ... 
Deferred Retirement Option Program liabilities... . 

Payable to borrowers of securities ..... . 
Deferred credits and other liabilities .. . 

Total liabilities ... 

Net Position 

(In Thousands) 

other other Post-
Employee 

Pension Trust Benefrt Trust 
Fund Fund 

Employees' 
Retirement 

System 

Health 
Service 
System 

employment 
Benefit Trust 

Fund 
Retiree 
Health 
Care 

7,769 135,135 30,260 

60,874 
572,556 

2,129,578 
4,290,577 
8,621,434 
1,430,711 

(7,403) 
1,004,266 

39,593 38,217 904 
315,076 

·~~----9 
18499992 178547 ~ 

17,337 16,994 

445,447 
20,502 

1,005,161 

25,593 

58596 

Total 

173,164 

60,874 
572,556 

2,129,578 
4,290,577 
8,621,434 
1,430,711 

(7,403) 
1,004,266 

78,714 
315,076 
~ 

18 709 712 

34,331 
25,593 

445,447 
20,502 

1,005,161 
~ 
~ 

Heldintrustforpensionbenefitsandolherpurposes $ 17011,545 ~ !........21J!1 $ 17120082 

200 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Changes in Fiduciary Net Position 

Fiduciary Funds 
Pension and Other Employee Benefit Trust Funds 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(In Thousands) 

Additions: 

Employees' contributions ....................................................... . 

Employer contributions .......................................................... . 

Total contributions .................................................... . 

Investment income/loss: 

Interest. ................................................................................. . 

Dividends .............................................................................. . 

Net appreciation/(depreciation) in fair value of investments .. . 

Securities lending income ...................................................... . 
Total investment income .......................................... . 

Less investment expenses: 

Pension 
Trust 
Fund 

Employees' 
Retirement 

System 

258,726 

442 870 

701,596 

182,160 

188,644 

1,729,781 

5 096 
2,105 681 

Securities lending borrower rebates and expenses......... 523 

other investment expenses............................................. (41 654) 

Total investment expenses ....................................... ----'("-4_,_,1,_,_,13'-"1) 

Total additions, net.................................................... 2,766 146 

Deductions: 

Benefit payments 1,023,354 

Refunds of contributions......................................................... 9,453 

Administrative expenses ......................................................... --~15""'-51ce8 

Total deductions........................................................ 1 046 325 

Change in net position............................................... 1,717,821 

Net position at beginning of year............................................... 15 293 724 

Net position at end of year......................................................... 17,011,545 
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Other 
Employee 

Benefit Trust 
Fund 

Health 
Service 
System 

118,057 

630 128 

748,185 

749 

(997) 

(248) 

747937 

723,792 

723 792 

24,145 

53 219 

77,364 

Other Post-
employment 
Benefit Trust 

Fund 
Retiree 
Health 
Care 

8,822 

4 411 

13,233 

25 

25 

13,258 

75 

75 

13,183 

17 990 

31,173 

Total 

385,605 

1,077 409 

1,463,014 

182,934 

188,644 

1,728,784 

5,096 
2,105,458 

523 

(41,654) 

(41,131) 

3,527,341 

1,747,146 

9,453 

15.593 

1.772,192 

1,755,149 

15,364,933 

17,120,082 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Changes in Assets and Liabilities 

Agency Funds 
For the Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands} 

Balance Balance 
July 1, June 30, 
~ Additions Deductions ~ 

Assistance Program Fund 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ........... $ 26,606 4,946 7,955 25,601 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury .....• 15 15 
Receivables: 

Interest and other ................................................. __ 1_6 ____22]_ __ 2_1_5 ___ 6 

Total assets ................................................. $ 28 824 1..1.fil ~ $ 25,624 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable ...................................................... $ 147 $ 2,667 3,024 10 
Agency obligations •......•..•..•..•.....•..•.......................... 26,677 ~ ~ ~ 

Total nabilities .................•...•.••.••.••.•............. $ 26 624 $ 9 261 !.......11ill $ 25,624 

Deposits Fund 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ........... $ 14,040 $ 34,372 35,324 13,088 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury .••.•• 23 2 23 2 
Receivables: 

Interest and other ................................................. 54 111 86 79 
Deferred charges and other assets ......•.................... 34 538 ---~ 

Total assets ..............................•.............•..•. $ 48 655 $ 34 485 $ 35 433 !.......fil2Z. 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable ••.••.••.••.••.•••..•..•..•..•..•..•.....•...••..•.... $ 653 $ 12,624 12,937 740 
Agency obligations .................................................... 47,802 33,289 ~ ~ 

Total liabilities •.••.••.••.•..••.....•...................•.... $ 48,655 $ 46,113 $ 47,061 $ 47,707 

Payroll Deduction Fund 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ........... $ 14,111 $ 24,567 36,698 
Receivables: 

Employer and employee contributions ................. 56,441 ~ ~ 
Total assets ................................................. $ 72,552 $ 25.883 

_s ____ 
$ 98 435 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable ...................................................... $ 12,704 $ 3,415 $ 9,269 
Agency obligations .................................................... 59,848 29,296 ---~ 

Total liabilities .............................................. ~ ~ .L.2.fil $ 96,435 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Changes in Assets and Liabilities 

Agency Funds (Continued) 
For the Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

State Revenue Collection Fund 

Assets 

Deposits and investments with City Treasury .•..•..••. 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury ..... 
Receivables: 

Interest and other ............................................... . 

Total assets ..............................................•. 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable ................................................... . 
Agency obligations .................................................. . 

Total liabilities ........................................... .. 

Tax Collection Fund 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury ••.•..••.• 
Deposits and invesbnents outside City Treasury ..... 
Receivables: 

Interest and other ................................................ 

Total assets ................................................ 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable .................................................... 
Agency obligations ..................................•.•..•........... 

Total liabilities ............................................. 

Transit Fund 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury .••.••.••. 
Receivables: 

Interest and other .................................•..•.....•..•.. 

Total assets .•....••....•.........•.•..••.••.••.••.••.•..•.• 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable ..........•..............•..•.•••..•.••.••.••.••.••• 
Agency obligations ................................................... 

Total liabilities .•........................................... 

Balance Balance 
July 1, June 30, 
2012 Additions Deductions 2D13 ---------------

826 
2 

4,826 
3 

3,666 
2 

1,764 
3 

___ 1 ___ 1 ---

~ ~ L....1fil L.....1Z£ 

396 3,576 3,791 163 
~ ____ifil ~ ~ 

L..B! ~ ~ L....1Z2L 

$ 60,261 $3,467,450 $3,473,470 54,261 
179 125 179 125 

171 653 ~ ~ 173,832 

$232,113 $3 641,375 $ 3,645,270 $ 228,216 

$ 16,961 $ 106,639 $ 115,729 6,071 
215152 2,366,269 2,361,274 220,147 

$232,113 $2,473,108 $2,477,003 ~ 

$ 8,065 56,106 61,379 4,794 

___ 2 ___ 3_4 ___ 3_5 ___ 1 

$ 8,067 ~ $ 61,414 ~ 

$ 1,167 $ 16,034 $ 17,160 $ 2,021 
___filQQ_ ~ ~ ----1ll.4.. 
$ 6 067 $ 59 530 $ 62 802 ~ 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Combining Statement of Changes in Assets and Liabilities 

Agency Funds (Continued) 
For the Year Ended June 30, 2013 

(In Thousands) 

Balance Balance 
July 1, June 30, 
2012 Additions Deductions 2013 

Other Agency Funds 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury.............. 15,573 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury......... 4 
Receivables: 

252,636 251,371 
4 

16,636 

lnterestandother ..................................................... -----1IQ. ~ ~ ~ 
Total assets ............... : ..................................... $ 15 947 $ 253 072 $ 251 777 $ 17 242 

Liabilities 
Accounts payable ............•.........................•.•..•............. $ 2,359 
Agency obligations ...........•.............................•............. ~ 

Total liabiUties ................................................. ~ 

Total Agency Funds 

Assets 
Deposits and investments with City Treasury.............. $ 141, 704 
Deposits and investments outside City Treasury......... 208 
Receivables: 

Employer and employee contributions..................... 58,441 
Interest and other..................................................... 172,095 

Deferred charges and other assets.............................. 34 538 
Total assets ..................................................... $ 406.986 

Liabilities 

66,052 66,929 
244,563 244,391 

$ 312,615 $ 311,320 

$ 3,646,927 $ 3,633,367 
145 206 

1,296 
174,569 172,360 

---- ----
$ 4 022.957 $ 4.005 955 

$ 3,462 

~ 
$ 17 242 

155,244 
145 

59,737 
174,324 

~ 
$ 423 988 

Accounts payable ......................................................... $ 34,589 $ 212,212 $ 223,005 23,796 
Agency obligations....................................................... 372,397 2,n6,126 2,698 331 400,192 

Total liabilities ................................................. $ 406.966 $ 2 936 338 $ 2.921 ,336 $ 423.986 
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'ITtis page lias 6een intentionaffy (ejt 6Canli., 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Statistical Section 

This section of the City's comprehensive annual financial report presents detailed information as a context 
for understanding what the information in the financial statements, note disclosures, and required 
supplementary information says about the City's overall financial health. 

Financial Trends 

These schedules contain trend intormation to help the reader understand how the City's financial 
performance and well-being have changed over time. 

Revenue Capacity 

These schedules contain information to help the reader assess the City's most significant local 
revenue sources, the property tax. 

Debt Capacity 

These schedules present intormation to help the reader assess the affordability of the City's current 
levels of outstanding debt and the City's ability to issue additional debt in the future. 

Demographic and Economic Information 

These schedules offer demographic and economic indicators to help the reader understand the 
environment within which the City's financial activities take place. 

Operating Information 

These schedules contain information about the City's operations and resources to help the reader 
understand how the City's financial information relates to the services the City provides and the 
activities it performs. 

Sources: 
Unless otherwise noted, the information in these schedules is derived from the comprehensive annual financial reports for 
the relevant year. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CHANGES IN NET POSITION 

Lasl Ten Fiscal Years 
(accrualbasisofaccounllng) 

(In Thousands) 

Fiscal Year 

Erpenses --'-'"----'-"-' ---'-'"----'-"-' - --'-"-' - ~--'-"-' - --'-"-' - --'-"-' ___ ,_,,, __ 
Governmental activities: 

Publicproteclion_ .. _ ........................ -.. 
Publlcworka,transportal1onandcommeroe ... -···-··· 
Humanwelrareandnelghborhooddevelopmenl... 
Communltyheallh .... 
CUltureandreoreatlon, .. ,,., ........... . 
General administration and finance .. . 
GeneralCityresponsiblli~es ... 
Unallooatedlnterestonlong-termdebl.... 

Tota\governmentaladivitiesexponses ... 
Business-1\'Peaclivities 

Airport ... 
Tranaportalion .... 
Port 
Waler .. 
Power ....... . 

:!~l~ls 
Market 

Prog111mRevenues 
Govemmenlalactrv1Ues: 

Charges for services. 
Publ1cpn:rlectlon .......... ,., ... , ................. . 
Publicworks,transporta!ionandcommeroe ........... . 
Humanwelfareandnelghborhooddevelopmenl... 
Community health .... --. 
Cullureandrecreetion .. _ .............. . 
Generaladmlnlstralionandf1nance 
GenerelOtyresponslbililies ... 

OperatlngG!'lntsandConlribulions ... 
CapllillGrantsandContribulions 

Total Go11emmental ac::1WIUes program revenues .... 
Buslness--l1'Peaotlvlt1es· 

Chargesforseniloes· 
Arrport ...... . 
Transportation 
Port. 

Totalbusiness--typeacllvl11esprogramrevenues 
TolalprimarygoYemmentprogramfi!Yenues ... 

727,580 
169,179 
651,250 
517,065 
232,187 
183,258 
73,530 
~ 
~ 

618,301 
660,650 
61,18!5 

206,211 
121,629 
562,188 
150,586 

---'-" 
~ 
~ 

40,349 
83,176 
23,931 
38,933 
53,369 
43,56!5 
59,609 

823,784 
~ 
~ 

486,132 
186,390 

156,702 
169,260 
124.474 
453,607 
137,006 

1,413 
169,767 

_...fil.ill. 
~ 
s 3085314 

' 730,698 ' 780,642 ' 861,689 . 1,020,457 
213,335 272.397 309,095 342,411 
619,753 858,396 751,034 848,195 
503,259 478,844 516,321 567,410 
256,336 244,423 .290,547 347,433 
152,850 167,490 194,653 250,295 
59,024 49,054 67,948 80,887 
~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

620,445 033,102 624,832 651,581 
711,733 695,593 726,053 830,411 
54,897 55,329 61,937 67,495 

197,848 213,584 236,824 252,802 
116,683 119,146 95,020 109,436 
598,160 546,149 714,349 812,399 
160,650 160,701 168,954 182,712 - ---"-" ---"-" ---"-" ~ ~ ----2fil2filQ. ~ 
~ s 5470608 L...2.lliEl. s 6482670 

' 54,805 ' 51,874 ' 58,979 ' 66,343 
95,081 113,861 111,364 115,939 
21,375 29,181 56,367 108,955 
44,850 52,183 50,266 52,455 
64,614 64,720 55,407 70,576 
41,348 55,799 10,502 20,376 
28,956 31,647 29,604 26,980 

634,607 659,919 927,2.5(5 926,089 
~ ~ ______!!!!.fil ~ 
-----1.lli..QI1 ~ ~ ~ 

477,314 455,342 503,914 535,771 
187,913 210,892 222,115 257,341 
57,519 58,588 61,193 64,498 

184,835 201,833 216,531 234,216 
132,303 149,500 108,224 119,855 
493,596 472,327 515,092 558,167 
148,888 164,703 193,411 202,549 

1,462 1,503 1,567 1,564 
180,807 188,672 183,301 181,725 
~ __..J..1QJfil ~ ----1.&lli 
~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ $ 3515552 $ 3731990 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
NET POSITION BY COMPONENT (2J 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
{accrual basis of accounting) 

(In Thousands) 

' 1,109,311 
254,955 
908,449 
608,733 
319,994 
230,601 

72,634 
______fil.fil!L 
~ 

683,335 
863,218 
71,778 

277,162 
96,228 

820,236 
184,977 

---"-'' ~ 
~ 

• 90,044 
72,287 
33,988 
80.708 
74,477 
33,530 
27,377 

909,695 
~ 
~ 

551,283 
257,083 
66,4)8 

265,781 
115.274 
1566,210 
208,654 

1,546 
186.805 
~ 
~ 
s 3674346 

Fiscal Year 

' 1,089,309 ' 1,099,791 ' 1,158,618 ' 1,236,922 
225,589 239,230 210,415 189,124 
933,039 885,194 942,523 g46,562 
599,741 613,883 673,905 751,491 
310,063 318,083 307,26g 338,042 
221,471 224,027 237,818 249,271 
80,246 84,444 96,147 63,895 

--""""" ~ __1.lQJ..4§. -----1Qm!Q. 
-----1."""1 ~ ~ ~ 

662,347 690,875 745,610 7156,961 
905,694 905,218 959,088 1,026,726 

73,573 68,661 72.307 81,422 
325,242 362,002 431,248 445,004 
119,109 119,282 130,709 129,790 
842,488 885,294 954,1566 992,687 
201,403 201,629 214,593 223,727 

_____J.1li ---"-" ---"-" ---"-" ~ ~ ~ ~ 
s 6693068 $ 6809707 s 7247099 ~ 

. 58,980 ' 62,105 ' 61,412 ' 60,190 
71,288 101,846 93,009 105,981 
25,813 56,628 68,794 69,997 
65,756 64,419 58,864 60,856 
81,855 76,528 7B,a28 93,612 
35,190 37,601 44,358 76,903 
37,806 29,316 29,142 ro.121 

997,091 1,040,116 998,701 1,006,154 

-----"""'" ___...&I1i ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

578,041 607,323 668,672 726,358 
311,311 334,140 350,464 494,005 

66,579 72.268 77,200 60,202 
265,218 288,395 342,101 721,470 
128,590 140,035 127,309 133,927 
606,276 726,522 740,920 868,244 
209,843 229,216 244,155 252,554 

1,681 1,655 1,672 1,715 
182,572 204.153 200,318 224,382 

------11= ~ -----1llfil..§ ~ 
-----'-"""'-~ ~ ~ 
~ $ 43'13347 ~ s 5388942 

--'-"-'---'-"-'- --'-"-'---'-"-'- --'-"-' - __ ,_,._, ___ ,_01_0 ___ ,_01_1 - __ ,._,, ____ ,_01_3_ 
Governmental activities 

Netinvestrnentlnc:apitalassets ... 
Restricted for: 

........ $ 1,096,834 $ 1,159,696 $ 1,438,010 $ 1,454,614 $ 1,436,842 $ 1,725,203 $ 1,833,733 $ 1,910,341 '$ 2,199,316 '$ 2,275,963 

Cashandemergenciesrequlremen!sby 
Charter(!) ... 

Reserve for rainy day ... 
Debt service ... . 
Capilalproiects ... , 
Community development.. ...... , ..... . 
Transpe1rtallonAulhor)tyaclivltles .. . 
Buildln9inspec\lonprograms .... 
Childrenandlamllles ..... . 
Culture,ll!Cll!alion,grantsandotherpurposes ... 

Unreslm:ted{defic!t) ... 

55,139 

9,996 
48,313 

163,875 
135,466 

25,284 
33,655 
63,326 

~ 
Tol:!lgove1nmentalact111rtiesnetposition ........ $ 1,306,741 

48,139 121,976 133,622 
46,575 53,076 28,310 
25,101 10,589 19,128 

206,532 71,207 63,043 
75,262 23,727 10,390 
22,086 20,691 17,213 
40,090 42,649 45,531 
76,066 84,531 113,606 

~ ~ ~ 
~ '$ 1,794,618 ~ 

117,792 98,297 39,582 33,439 34,109 26,339 
23,130 30,724 34,308 36,605 48,202 98,754 

63,323 82,315 91,997 154,502 
95,136 64,031 66,251 59,763 240,771 109,423 

1,693 2,515 1,966 1,366 6,705 10,924 
16,475 13,959 21,837 32,112 49,364 71,131 
43,666 46,273 40,886 45,827 53,632 56,170 

112,219 116,032 113,917 155,152 150,383 158,973 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
$ 1,585,056 $ 1,305,203 $ 1,152,985 $ 1,310,279 $ 1,920,010 ~ 

Business·typeactivities 
Nelinvestrnentlncapitalassets ... 
Restricted for: 

................ $ 3,416,154 '$ 3,391,450 $ 3,436,397 $ 3,795,006 $ 3,935.008 $ 4,204,644 '$ 4,277,799 $ 4,481,404 '$ 4,538,990 $ 4,691,579 

Debtsenilce 242,537 202,006 256,055 249,656 282,167 58,716 71,128 62,421 53,951 56,970 
Capllalprojecls ..... . 128,387 161,231 148,957 75,771 111,463 140,932 186,580 161,580 176,570 299,942 
Olherpurposes,, .. . 61,241 66,753 32,354 23,709 28,254 31,459 16,654 16,741 18,913 13,046 

Unrestricted ..... . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 268,326 ~ ~ 
Tolalbus!ness-typeachvitiesnelposilion. ....... $ 4312977 ~ $ 4.412433 ~ $ 4,848,349 $ 4760146 $ 4815694 '! 4992474 $ 5031266 $ 5674102 

Primary government 
Netinves\menlincaprtalassets ... 
Restricted for: 

"" '$ 4,512,988 '$ 4,551,146 '$ 4,676.407 $ 5,249,620 $ 5,371,850 '$ 5,630,550 '$ 5,735,844 $ 5,993,892 '$ 6,459,434 '$ 6,692,499 

Cashandemergenciesrequiremeritsby 
Charter ... 

Resenieforralnyday 
Debt service ..... 
Capllalprojects .. 
Community development ... 
Transportation Authority activities 
Buildingtnspectionprograms .... 
Children and families ... 
CuHure,recreallon,granlsandotherpurposes ..... . 

Unrestricted(dencit) ... 
Totalprlmaryaclivitlesnetposi\ion ... 

~ 

55,139 
48,139 

252,533 248,581 
176,700 186,332 
163,875 206,532 
135,466 75,282 

25,284 22,066 
33,655 40,090 

124,587 142,821 
139,511 ~ 

...$ 5619718 '$ 5768,561 

121,976 133,622 117,792 98,297 
309,131 277,968 305,317 89,440 
159,546 94,699 111,463 140,932 

71,207 63,043 95,136 64,031 
23,727 10,390 1,693 2,515 
20,691 17,213 16,475 13,959 
42,849 45,531 43,666 46,273 

116,865 137,315 140,473 147,491 

~ ~ ~ ~ 
$ 6207,051 $ 6582275 $ 6433405 '$ 6065,349 

{1) The City's Charter was amended In November 2003 and rap!aced the resenie for cash and emergencies requirements by Charier With the reserve for rainy day. 

(2) Effective w1lh the lmplemenlatlon of GASB Statement No 63, in fiscal year 2013, Net Asse\s was renamed Net Position. 
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39,582 33,439 34,109 26,339 
105,436 99,226 102.153 157,724 
239,209 223,694 246,027 356,002 

66,251 59,763 240,771 109,423 
1,966 1,386 6,705 10,924 

21,837 32,112 49,364 71,131 
40,686 45,827 53,632 56,170 

132,771 173,693 169,298 172,019 

~ ~ ~ ~ 
$ 5,966879 $ 6,302753 ~ '$ 7,494261 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
FUND BALANCES OF GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
{modified accrual basls of accounting) 

(In Thousands) 

Fl'se<1IYear 

~ __J!!L_.__.!!.£!_ __!!!2!,_ ___!!!!..,_ ~ 
General Fund 

Reserved for rainy day," , 
Reserved tora~W not available for appropriation . 
Reserved for encombmnces. , . . , 
R8$0rvsd for apprapriatfon carryforward . 
Reserved tor subsequent years' budgets ... , 

55,139 $ 
7,142 

42,501 
35,754 
6,242 

48,139 s 
9,031 

57,782 
36,198 
22,351 

117,792 $ 
11,358 
63,068 
99,959 
36,341 

ee,297 
11,307 
65,902 
91,075 
6,891 

Unreserved ... ~ 
Tot!ilgenera!fund .............................. "'''"'"" '"" .. $ 210435 

~ 
~ 

--1Lll1 
$ 405 635 
~ 
s -301675 

All other government.al funds 
Reservedforassetsnotavailab!efor;;ippmpriation ......•. .,,, $ 
Reservedfordebt6tnvice .. 
Reserved l'orencltmbrances.,. 
Reserved rorapPropliatiOn carryforward,. 
Reserved for oobSequentyears' budgets. ..... 
UnraseNed reported in· 

Special revenue l\Jnd& ... 19,043 
10,048 Capilal projects fund& , 

Perm61'entf\.mi:t .. .................................. ~ 
Total oth&rgowmrnental funds,. . ~ 

Gener~ Fund 
Nonspendable ..... 

Ras1ricfe(L, 

Committed .. . 
Assigned ... ., 

Unassigned .... 

ToW general fund ... 

All olher governmental 1'Unds 

Nonspandab!e .. 

R&Stncied ..... 

Assigned., 
UnHSignllld .. 

Notes: 

17,683 
45,540 
97,920 

549,571 
8,004 

20,202 $ 
57,429 

423,120 
294,340 

8,004 

19,413 $ 
Si,200 

280,948 
292,234 

8,004 

35,243 47,445 
13,662 (373) 

~~ 
$ 854,308 ~ 

(1) Tfle Cly's Chartntwas arrend&d in No-®e< ;2003 apd 1e1placud thl'I raqlJlttH'Mnts for a cash requirflmant reserve and an emeJgeney MOf'Vd wfh the taltl'fday reserve. 

(2) The City lrr~hl•m&IMd GASB sta!Brrent No. 54 Ir; f.scal year2011 and reetalad the prmsiantalion forfiseal year 2010 

To>.al tiusnmH1;madhoittt.~ 
To'.al pnmaryg<M'lrrmeni 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CtiMIGES IN NET POSITION (Continued) 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(accrual bas!a of accounting:) 

(lfl Thousands) 

~.125,$92 $ 
337,S92 
184,723 
194,290 
78,729 

211,002 
66,233 
33,046 

{451,'71) 

1,169,511 $ 
'.JQH,025 
190,007 
2111,009 
ee,r;ie.o 

155,951 
57,929 
~.S39 

1477,341) 

61,217 49,691 
:.!Jl,244 181,759 
{41,{l7&} 

__.!tLfil ~ 
f'J&J/6~ 

$ f5e1!i1D $ 21Kl47SS 

14,874 $ 20,501 $ 19,598 • 23,854 
39,502 33,439 34,109 26,339 

4.!m 33,431 79;B6 137,487 

132,645 240,635 305,413 353,191 

~ 
5 455725 $ 540 871 

192: $ 192 1,104 $ 'Zl4 

861.188 631,269 1,189,102 1,191.189 
27,493 27,fl22 28,00S 

---1fil2§§) 
$ 807 307 

1,34!1,~ $ 1,355,e.55 $ 
391.779 437.!>7ll 
ia1,474 1sa,235 
20C•,962 23S.,!ifl7 
S1,€a3 91,676 

151,21!5 353,746 
17,645 31,453 
5&,524 91,236 

{3l1,i32) (251,081!} 

~ 
~~ 

44,471 
1/IS,064 

42,299 
214,993 

Bl,533 ~.009 
2Bll,5ll4 61,737 

s (279,853) s; i1e2,21a) 

~~ 
~~ 

(99,851) 

~ 
~ 
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Other financing sources (uses): 

Transfers In ..... . 

Transfers out. .. 

Issuance of bonds and loans: 

Face value of bonds Issued .. . 

Face value of loans issued .. . 

Premium on Issuance of bonds ... . 

Discount on issuance of bonds .. . 

Payment to refunded bond escrow agent 

Other financing sources - capital leases ... 

Total other financing sources (uses) ... 

Extraordinary gain (loss) ... 

Net change in flJncl balances ... 

Debt service as a percentage of 

noncapital expenditures ... 

Debt service as a percentage of 

total expenditures .... 

Noles: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES OF GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS (Continued) 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(modified accrual basis of accounting) 

204,660 
(456,852) 

116,645 
2,156 

271,553 
(513,423) 

346,225 
500 

1,411 11,909 

(65,802) (38,913) 

~~ 

~~ 

5.25% 5.31% 

4.92% 5.08% 

(In Thousands) 

224,523 
(555,155) 

219,120 
5,359 

217,298 
(668,847) 

312,955 
141 

244.770 
(724,172) 

310,155 
1,829 

352,693 
(746,178) 

456,935 

302,790 
(740,349) 

393,010 
599 

304,68:2 
(630,825) 

232,965 
1,813 

10,233 3,521 13,071 12,875 16,647 16,799 
(1,856) 

(159,610) (283,494) (120,000) (142,458) 

~~~-----1i&fil.~~ 
~ (283609) (413587) ~ ~ ~ 

5.71% 5.51% 5.34% 579% 6.90% 7.07% 

5.39')!, 5.04% 5.15% 551% 6.47'16 6.62% 

335,600 
(742,719) 

804,090 
4,359 

89,336 

(487,390) 

~ 
~ 
---12Z.J.!i 
~ 

7.30% 

6.68% 

447,734 
(930,793) 

557,490 
5,690 

64,469 

~ 

~ 

~ 
$ 131480 

6.80% 

6.04% 

(1) Prior to fi5Cal year 2004-2005, transfeis of base rental payments from various Certilicale or Participation Special Revenue Funds which provide for debt service paymenlli were recorded as current expenditures In paying 
departments/funds end rental income in debt service funds. Beginning fiscal year 2004-2005, they were reccrded as transfera. 

(2) In fiscal year 2008-2009, the City transferred its Emergency Communications Department and General Service Agency- Technology's runcilon from Public Works, Transportalion arid Commerce 
to Pubic Proteclion and GeneralA<tninislralion and Finance. 

Revenues: 

Property taxes ... 

Business laxes. . 

Sales and use ta)( ... 
Hotel room tax ... . 

Utility users tax ... . 

Other local taxes ... . 

Licenses, permits and franchises .. . 

Fines, forfe!lures and penalties ... . 

Interest and investment Income .. . 

Rent and concessions. . 

Intergovernmental: 

Federal. ... 

Stale.,. .. 

Other ... 

Charges for services ... 

Other ... 

Total revenues .... 

Expenditures 

Public prolec\lon ..... 

Public works, transportation and commerce ... 

Huma11 welfare and neighborhood development .. 

Community health ... 

Culture and recreation ..... . 

General administration and finance ... 

General City responsib11i\les .. 

Debt service: 

Principal retirement. .. 

Interest and fiscal charges ..... . 

Bond issuance costs ... 

Capital outlay ... 

Total e)(penditures ... 

EKcess (deficiency) of revenues over (under) expenditures ... 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES OF GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(modified accrual basis of accounting) 

(In Thousands) 

$ 721,437 $ 918,645 $ 1,000,151 
264,832 292,763 323,153 
182,567 161,451 175,138 
142,437 151,993 173,923 

70,930 72,574 76,444 
113,513 152,067 170,159 
23,788 25,942 27,662 
25,103 12,509 14,449 
11,630 26,268 70,046 
58,979 49,450 52,426 

344,155 
630,953 

18,259 
217,647 

~ 
2,883 462 

706,758 
165,555 
662,948 
512,914 
273,163 
153,709 

74,623 

340,764 350,985 
522,937 565,989 

25, 703 23,500 
241,750 263,994 

~~ 
3,062,383 J,357,584 

738,494 
195,8ril6 
644,899 
501,050 
239,022 
135,118 
62,799 

767,398 
274,669 
697,102 
471,741 
256,979 
161,195 

53,763 

70,031 80,306 06,970 
61,,886 61,524 75,975 

1,350 4,842 1,933 

~~~ 
2,857,609 2,794,174 3 021 218 

~ 268209 ~ 

$ 1,107,864 $ 1,179,600 $ 1,2n,385 $ 1,331,957 
337,592 396,025 380,653 354,019 
184,723 190,967 172,794 164,769 
194,290 219,089 214,460 186,849 

78,729 66,964 09,801 94,537 
211,082 155,951 126,017 194,070 

27,428 30,943 32,153 33,625 
8,071 13,217 9,694 22,255 

83,846 54,256 33,547 27,038 
52,493 70,160 77,014 78,527 

381,680 328,315 362,582 448,890 
582,666 561,095 575,774 552,641 

15,669 15,907 15,186 7,397 
273,057 288,689 200,407 243,126 

~~ ~~ 
3,504,102 3,672,587 3,600,705 3,790,725 

865,556 1,018,212 999,518 1,021,505 
280,907 236,569 248,161 243,454 
740,171 028,903 886,686 916,301 
509,044 543,046 578,828 581,392 
286,135 309,612 313,442 303,134 
1fr7,505 215,054 190,680 107,221 

57,532 71,205 73,147 06,498 

98,169 106,580 126,501 154,051 
71,266 75,044 74,466 09,946 

3,683 1,090 4,746 2,145 
283.370 ~ ~ 182448 

3,364,138 3 539,270 3,648 648 3, 770,095 

~~ _____g_@L ~ 
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$ 1,380,356 
391,779 
181,474 
209,962 

91,603 
251,285 
35,977 
11,770 
17,041 
78,995 

484,704 
581,119 
32,017 

250,015 

~ 
4,103,371 

1,031,181 
226,920 
870,091 
595,222 
310,392 
191,641 

85,463 

148,231 
101,716 

2,161 

~ 
3,777 035 

~ 

$ 1,352,857 
437,670 
198,236 
239,567 

91,676 
353,089 

39,770 
30,090 
31,371 
89,183 

420,974 
508,532 
33,101 

264,856 

~ 
4,255.494 

$ 1,421,764 
480,131 
200,025 
236,782 

91,671 
359,808 

40,901 
49,641 
7,489 

96,770 

420,775 
656,141 

41,789 
295,059 

~ 
4.493 160 

1,079,203 1,145,884 
250,879 223,218 
918,414 945,106 
653,263 734,736 
311,156 328,794 
203,157 211,138 

96,150 81,775 

1fr7,465 
103,706 

5,386 
270 094 

4,058 873 

~ 

154,542 
100,189 

2,913 

~ 
4,347 289 

~ 



Fiscal Real 
Year!4l· 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
ASSESSED VALUE OF TAXABLE PROPERTY 11 1131141 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(In Thousands) 

Assessed Value Exeme:tions 12l 
Personal Non-reim- Reim- Redevelopment 

Total bur sable bursable Tax Increments 

Total Taxable Total 
Assessed Direct 

Value Tax Rate Proe!;rl;t: Proe!:~ 
~ $ 99,878,960 $ 3,848,851 $103,727,811 $ 3,706,357 $ 689,558 $ 3,892,143 $ 95,439,753 ~ 
2005 ... 106,805,910 3,736,998 110,542,908 4,017,052 678,120 5,199,856 100,847,880 
2006 ... 114,767,252 3,465,752 118,233,004 4,246,112 657,834 6,453,299 106,875,759 
2007 ... 126,074,101 3,524,897 129,598,998 4,617,851 657,144 7,333,916 116,990,087 
2008 ... 136,887,654 3,807,362 140,695,016 5,687,576 652,034 10,134,313 124,221,093 
2009 ... 152,150,004 3,943,357 156,093,361 6,193,368 657,320 8,860,502 140,382, 171 
2010 ... 164,449,745 4,093,813 168,543,558 6,751,558 660,435 9,289,538 151,842,027 
2011 .... 162,347,329 4,066,754 166,414,083 6,910,812 663,664 11,540,067 147,299,540 
2012 .. 168,914,782 3,716,092 172,630,874 7,205,992 660,247 13,842,390 150,922,245 
2013 ... 171,327,361 3,801,645 175,129,006 7,460,708 660,566 14,032,211 152,975,521 

Source: 
Controller, City a'nd County of San Francisco 

Notes: 
(1) Assessed value of taxable property represents all property within the City. The maximum tax rate is 1% of the full cash value or 

$1/$100 of the assessed value, excluding the tax rate for debt service. 
(2) Exemptions are summarized as follows: 

(a) Non.reimbursable exemptions are revenues lost to the City because of provisions of California Constitution •. Article X111(3). 
(b) Reimbursable exemptions arise from Article Xll(25) which reimburses local governments for revenues lost through the 

homeovmers' exemption in Article Xlll(3) (k). 
(c) Tax incrementl5 'l!"ere allocations made to the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency under authority of California 

Constitution, Article XVI and Secbon 33675 of the California Health & Safety Code. Actual allocations are limited under an 
indebtedness agreement between the City and the former Redevelopment Agency, through January 31, 2012. and to the 
Successor Agency after January 31, 2012. 

(3) Based on certified assessed values. 
(4) Based on year end actual assessed values. 
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1.00% 
1.00% 
1.00% 
1.00% 
1.00% 
1.00% 
1.00% 
1.00% 
1.00% 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DIRECT AND OVERLAPPING PROPERTY TAX RATES 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(Rate Per $1,000 of Assessed Value) 

overlae;e;ins Rates 

san Francisco San Francisco 
Fiscal City and County Debt Service Unified School Community Bay Area Rapid 

Year Direct Rate 11J Fund tzl District College District Transit District Total 
~ 1.00000000 0.10682335 0.00017665 ~ 

2005 1.00000000 0.12838968 0.00393518 0.01167514 
2006 1.00000000 0.12012547 0.01092226 0.00415227 
2007 1.00000000 0.09657879 0.01532351 0.01809770 
2008 1.00000000 0.10365766 0.01666683 0.01307551 
2009 1.00000000 0.10532566 0.02737873 0.02129561 
2010 1.00000000 0.10839903 0.02336031 0.02154066 

·2011 1.00000000 0.11210000 0.03020000 0.01860000 
2012 1.00000000 0.11470000 0.03340000 0.01960000 
2013 1.00000000 0.10830000 0.03750000 0.01900000 

Property Tax Rates 

1.20 

1.15 

1.10 

1.05 

1.00 

0.95 

0.90 
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Fiscal Yeu 

NOteS: 

0.00480000 
0.00500000 
0.00760000 
0.00900000 
0.00570000 
0.00310000 
0.00410000 
0.00430000 

•Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District 

l:JSan Francisco 
Community College 
District 

BSan Francisco Unified 
School District 

aDebt Service Fund (2} 

llCity and County Direct 
Rate (1) 

(1) Proposition 13 allows each county to levy a maximum tax of $1 per $100 of full cash value. Full cash value 
is equivalent to assessed value pursuant to Statutes of 1978, Senate Bill 1656. 

(2) On June 6, 1978, California voters approved a constitutional amendment to Article XlllA of the California 
Constitution, commonly known as Proposition 13, that limits the taxing power of California public agencies. 
Legislation enacted to implement Article XlllA (statutes of 1978, Chapter 292, as amended) provides that 
notwithstanding any other law, local agencies may not levy property taxes except to pay debt service on 
indebtedness approved by voters prior to July 1, 1978 or any bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or 

improvement of real property approved on or after July 1, 1978 by two.thirds of the voting public. 
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1.1440 
1.1400 
1.1350 
1.1410 
1.1630 
1.1590 
1.1640 
1.1718 
1.1691 



Assessee 
HWA 555 Owners LLC 
Paramount Group Real Estate Fund 
Emporium Mall LLC 
HD333 LLC 
SHC Embarcadero LLC 
Post-Montgomery Associatas 
SF Hilton Inc 
SHR St Francis LLC 
PPF Off One Maritime Plaza LP 
One Embarcadero Center Venture 
Emban;adero Center Venture 
Pacific Gas & Electnc Company 
555 California Street Partners 
Pacific Bell 
National Office Partrers 
YBG Associates LLC 
BRE- St Francis LLC 
CB-1 Entertainment Partners 
China Basin Ballpark Company LLC 
Total 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
PRINCIPAL PROPERTY ASSESSEES 

Current Fiscal Year and Nine Fiscal Years Ago 
(Dollar in Thousands) 

Type of Business 
ornce, Commercial 
Office, Commercial 
Retail, Commercial 
Office, Commercial 
Office, Commercial 
Office, Commercial 
Hotel 
Hotel 
Office, Commercial 
Office, Commercial 
Office, Commercial 
Utilities 
Office, Commercial 
Utilities, Communications 
Office, Garage 
Hotel 
Hotels 
Hotels, Condcs 
Possesscry Interest-Stadium 

Flscal Year 2013 

Percentage of 
Taxable Total TaXi!ible 

Assessed Assessed 
Valuet1

> Rank Value 
s 922,558 1 -"""'o"'.s'"'s",,.__ 

755,777 2 0.46% 
422,217 0.25% 
394,666 0.24% 
389,419 0.24% 
379,674 0.23% 
376,676 0.23% 
367,002 0.22% 
360,181 0.22% 
337,278 10 0.20% 

$4.1o5.448 2.85% 

SoU;e· Assessor, City and County of San Francisco 

Noles: 
(1) Data 1orfiscal year 2012-2013 updated as cf July 1, 2012. 

Fiscal Year 2004 
Percentage 

of Total 
Tuable 

Taxable Assessed 
Assessed Value Rank Value (Z) 

$ 

375,146 0.38 

1,385,665 1.40 
910,808 0.92 
907,510 0.92 
558,035 0.57 
395,064 0.40 
378,627 0.38 
350,267 0.36 
349,652 0.35 
344.474 10 0.35 

5,955,248 ~ 

(2) Assessed values for fiscal years 2012-2013 and 2003-2004 are frcm the tax rolls of calendar years 2012 and 2003, respectively. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
PROPERTY TAX LEVIES AND COLLECTIONS l'll2> 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(In Thousands) 

Collected within the Fiscal Year of 
the Le~ 

Total Collections in 

Fiscal Adjusted Percentage of Subsequent 

~ Le~ Amount Original Levy Years l3J 

2004 1,100,951 1,079,354 98.04% 9,092 
2005 1,208,044 1,179,959 97.68 18,010 

2006 1,291,491 1,263,396 97.82 17,524 
2007 1,411,316 1,372,174 97.23 5,959 

2008 1,530,484 1,487,715 97.21 20,781 

2009 1,731,668 1,658,599 95.78 21,463 

2010 1,868,098 1,787,809 95.70 40,111 

2011 1,849,132 1,799,523 97.32 45,787 

2012 1,922,368 1,883,666 97.99 37,566 

2013 1,952,525 1,919,060 98.29 31,580 

$2,000,000 

$1,500,dOO 

$,1,000,000 

$500,000 

$-
2004 2005 2006 2007 ·2009 2009 :2010 ·2011 2012 2013 

Source: Controller, City and County of San Francisco 

Notes: 

Total Collections to Date 

Percentage of 
Amount Adjusted Levy 

1,088,446 98.86% 
1,197,969 99.17 
1,280,920 99.18 
1,378,133 97.65 
1,508,496 98.56 
1,680,062 97.02 

1,827,920 97.85 
1,845,310 99.79 
1,921,232 99.94 

1,950,640 99.90 

•Total Adjusted 
Levy 

~ArriOunt 
Collected .. to 
Date 

(1) Includes San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Community College District, Bay Area Rapid 

Transit District, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 

and the Successor Agency to San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 

(2) Does not include SB-813 supplemental property taxes. 

(3) Collections in subsequent years reflect assessment appeals reduction. 
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General Leai;e 
1"1se11l Obllgatton Rellli!nUe 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

RATIOS OF OUTSTANDING DEBT BY TYPE 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 

(In Thousands, except per capita amount} 

i;;":o\lli!rnrnentalActlvttles 

Settlement 
Capllal Obllgatlonand 

~~~Partrelpatlon ~~~~ 
2004 ... $843,499 $ 245,826 $ 287,483 9,515 • 194,815 $ 94,196 ' 1,675,3J4 
2005 ... 1,097,050 230,738 280,561 7,961 198.703 188,602 2,003,615 
2006 1,252,217 231,497 273,522 12,377 190,279 182.B99 2,142,191 
2007 .... 1,112,363 250,0SIS 416,258 11.~o 185,736 177,062 2,213,154 
2008 ... 1.120,688 283,q69 408,020 12,495 174,149 170,577 2,169,39S 
2009 ... 1,193,927 293,326 564,110 11,329 164,383 163,905 2,390,980 
2010 ... 1,429,899 285,085 591,049 10,607 152,273 162,114 2,631,027 
2011 .... 1.401,080 281,274 582.221 10,072 141,377 2,416,024 
2012 .... 1,606,170 274,467 547,251 13,878 22,878 2,464,644 
2013 .... 2,042,553 263,49S 569,JSO 19,184 9,741 2,g()<l,356 

Buslnesr;..TypeAcllvltiesl'll'I TotalPrlmaryi;;":owrnment 

General Callfomla - Cerlllli;iltes Notes, Loans Total Percentage of 

Fi Kai Obllgalion Revolvlng of 
~~~~Participation 

and other Capital Primary Personal 
Payables ~~ Government lncomel'I PerCaplh. 1" 

2004 ... $ 5,10S,8S3 • 400 ' 150,196 • 2005 ... 5,017,292 134,783 
2006 .... 5.450,963 118,868 
2007. 5.321,5S4 102,438 
2008 ... 5,239,031 89,101 
2009 4.803,640 75,339 

2010 .... 7.009.485 61,140 194,112 
2011... 7,959,J99 46,4n. 193,579 

2012 ..... 9,124,807 36,MB 348,641 
2013 ... 9,206,063 339,007 

Flseal Year 2013 Governmental Activities outstanding Debt 
PercentageBreakdO"fl'n 

Lee&eRavanue 
Bonds 
9.07% 

30,995 • 27,278 
22,962 
18,447 
13,749 

324,042 

" 73,322 
31,730 

7,163 
7.370 

4,891 
4,754 
5,522 
4,499 
3.843 
2,635 

1,416 
'52 

3,155 
3,606 

• 5,292,365 $ 6.967,69i 15.55% 9,011 
5,184,107 7,187,722 14.64 9,243 
5,598,315 7,741,106 14.36 9,847 
5,446,948 7,660,102 13.60 9,585 
5,345.724 7,515,122 12.91 9,301 
5,205,656 7,596,636 13.56 9,317 

7,339,475 9,970,502 17.60 12,382 
8,231.852 10.647,876 18.16 13,100 

9,520,654 11,985,308 19.SIG 14,512 

9,555,046 12,460,402 20.29 14,850 

Ase11I Year 2013 Bustness-TypeActLYilles Outstanding Debt 
Peraintage81eakdD11n 

Revenue 
Bonds 

- :::::: 
~ 

3.55% 

es, Loans and 
otherPayebles 

0.08% 

(lJ The amount for fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2010 includes obligation on 2003 Refunding Settlement Obligation Bonds S2003-R1, which 
matured on March 15, 2011. The amount for fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2012 -were revised to exclude commercial paper issued by 
the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the City for multiple capital projects. 

(2/ Includes $22,550 in Certificates of Participabon which was presented in FY 2010 in Capital Leases. 

(3) See Demographic and Economic Statistics, for personal income and population data. 
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Fiscal 
Year 

""20o4 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 

Notes 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

General 
Obligation 

Bonds 111 

$ 843,499 
1,097,050 
1,252,217 
1,172,363 
1,120,688 
1,193,927 
1,429,898 
1,401,080 
1,606, 170 
2,042,553 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
RATIOS OF GENERAL BONDED DEBT OUTSTANDING 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(In Thousands, except per capita amount) 

Less: Amounts Percentage of 
Restricted for Per Taxable Assessed 

Debt Service Ill Total caeita 1•1131 Value l4I 
$ 1,533 841,966 $ 1,089 0.84% 

33,774 1,063,276 1,367 1.00 

46,929 1,205,288 1,533 1.06 

35,249 1,137,114 1,423 0.91 
31,883 1,088,805 1,348 0.81 
40,907 1,153,020 1,414 0.77 
36,901 1,392,997 1,730 0.86 
39,330 1,361,750 1,675 0.85 
51,033 1,555, 137 1,883 0.94 

102,188 1,940,365 2,312 1.16 

Details regarding the City's outstanding debt can be found in the notes to the financial statements. The amounts of general 

obligation bonds include unamortized bond discount, bond premium, and bond refunding loss. 

Populatmn data can be found in Demographic and Economic Statistics. 

FY2012 updated 'Nith ne'Nly available data. 

Taxable property data can be found in Assessed Value ofTaxable Property. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
LEGAL DEBT MARGIN INFORMATION 

Debt limit 

Total net debt applicable to limit t1> 

Legal debt margin 

Total net debt applicable to the limit 

as a percentage of debt limit 

Debt limit 

Total net debt applicable to limit <1> 

Legal debt margin 

Total net debt applicable to the limit 

as a percentage of debt limit 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
(In Thousands) 

2004 2005 

3,000,644 3,195,776 

844,350 1,086,355 

2, 156 294 2, 109,421 

28.14% 33.99% 

2009 2010 

4.497,000 4,853,760 

1,165141 1,386,640 

3,331,859 3,467,120 

25.91% 26.57% 

Fiscal Year 

2006 

3,419,607 

1,232,205 

2,187.402 

36.03% 

Fiscal Year 

2011 

4,785,098 

1,355,992 

3,429,106 

28.34% 

Legal Debt Margin Calculation for Fiscal Year 2013 

Notes: 

Total assessed value 

Less: non-reimbursable exemptions <2> , 

Assessed value <2> 

Debt limit (three percent of valuation subject to taxation l31 
Debt applicable to limit - general obligation bonds 

Legal debt margin 

2007 

3,749,434 

1,155,944 

2,593 490 

30.83% 

2012 

4,962,746 

1,506 330 

3.456,416 

30.35% 

c1> Per outstanding bonds, without adjustment for unamortized bond discount, bond premium and bond refunding loss. 

(2) Source: Assessor, City and County of San Francisco 

<3J City's Administrative Code Section 2.60 Limitations on Bcinded Indebtedness. 

''There shall be a limit on outstanding general obligation bond indebtedness of three percent of the assessed value of all 
taxable real and personal property, located within the City and County." 
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2008 

4,050,223 

1,098,913 

2,951,310 

27.13% 

2013 

5,030,049 

1,889,683 

3,140,366 

37.57% 

175,129,006 

7.460,708 
167,668,298 

5,030,049 

1,889,683 

3, 140,366 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DIRECT AND OVERLAPPING DEBT 

June 30, 2013 

District 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District. .. 

San Francisco Unified School District 

San Francisco Community College District ....................... . 

Subtotal, overlapping debt. ..... . 

City and County of San Francisco direct debt \1l. 

Total net direct and overlapping debt. .... 

Estimated 
Percentage 

Total General Debt Applicable to City 
Outstanding and County !1) 

410,690,000 

647,360,000 

343,730,000 

33.00% 

100.00 

100.00 

Population - 2013 !21 ........................................................................................................................................ . 

Estimated direct and overlapping debt per capita ....... . 

Estimated Share of 
Overlapping Debt 

135,527,700 

647,360,000 

343,730,000 

1,126,617,700 

1,889,683,268 

3,016,300,968 

839,109 

3,594.66 

Note: Overlapping districts are those that coincide, at least in part, with the geographic boundaries of the City. This schedule 
estimates the portion of the outstanding debt of those overlapping districts that is borne by the residents and businesses of 
the City. This process recognizes that, when considering the districts' ability to issue and repay long-term debt, the entire 
debt burden borne by the residents and businesses should be taken into account. 

(i) The percentage of overlapping debt applicable is estimated using taxable assessed property value. Applicable 
percentages were estimated by determining the portion of the City's taxable assessed value that is within the 
districts' bounderies and dividing it the City's total taxable assessed value. 

m Sources: US Census Bureau. 
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Operadng 
Revenues (Z) 

493,682 
496,485 
480,673 
540,186 
565,139 
574,088 
597,429 
622,709 
701,025 
728,044 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Less: 
Opera Ung 

Expenses Pl 

235,765 
253,931 
267,387 
284,692 
295,849 
315,823 
305,995 
331,399 
369,376 
380,543 

PLEDGED-REVENUE COVERAGE 
Last Ten Fiscal Years 

(In Thousands) 

San Francisco lnb!rnational Airport 111 

Net 
Avallable Debt Service 

-~•~··~·•~•~• _ Principal Interest ~ Coverage 

257,917 
242,554 
213,286 
255,494 
269,290 
258,265 
291,434 
291,310 
331,649 
347,501 

$ 70,630 $ 221,208 $ 291,838 0.88 
78,555 207,430 285,985 0.85 
79,125 199.419 278,544 0.77 
79,415 192,746 272,161 0.94 
75,510 214,839 290,349 0.93 
88,205 178,372 266,577 0.97 
97,715 190,490 288,205 1.01 

134,800 177,581 312,381 0.93 
135,760 189,696 325.456 1.02 
152,355 185,000 337,355 1.03 

Fiscal 
Year 

2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 

(1) The pledged-revenue coverage calculations presented in this schedule confo1m lo the requirements of GJl.SB Statement No. 44 and as such differs significanUy 
!tom those calc:ulated in accordance with the Aiiport Commission's 1991 Master Bond Resolution which authorized the sale and issuance of these bonds. 

(2) Operating reYenues consist of Airport operal[ng revenues and Interest and tnvestment income. 
(3) In accordance Yl'ilh GJl.SB Slalement No. 44, Aiiport operating expenses related to the pledged revenues exclude interest, deprecialion and amortization. 

Fiscal 
Year 

2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 

(4) 

Gross 
Revenuest5J 

174,528 
189,928 
213,499 
241,078 
246,885 
272,869 
275,041 
305,678 
375,551 
721,189 

Less: 
Opera Ung 

Expenses16 l 

187,378 
176,453 
186,934 
202.498 
223,052 
248,315 
277,970 
261,927 
304,562 
303,739 

San Francisco Water Deparbnent (4J 

AdJusbnents(BJ 

122,180 
83,078 

110,638 
112,101 
134,215 
125,203 
141,615 
126,126 
115,687 
157,518 

Net 
Available 
Revenue Principal 

$ 109,330 $ 13,345 
96,553 14,055 

137,203 14,790 
150,681 16,160 
158,048 19,170 
149,757 25,520 
138,686 26,605 
169,877 27,7~ 

186,656 44,050 
57 4,968 45,965 

DebtServlc;:e 

$ 24,537 
23,939 
20,585 
48,955 
45,023 
44,065 
42,990 
56,759 (T) 

78,239 (7) 

93,569 (7) 

$ 37,882 
37,994 
35,375 
65,115 
64,193 
69,585 
69,595 
86,554 

122,289 
139,534 

The pledged-revenue coverage calculations presented in this schedule oonfolTil lo the requirements of GO.SB Slalement No. 44 and as such differ 
significantlyfn)mtho!M!calculatedinaeeordancemththebondlndenture. 

(5) Gr0$s Revenue consists of charges for services, rental income and other income, investing activities and capacity fees. 
(6) In accordance mth GJl.SB Statement No. 44, Water Department operating expenses related lo the pledged revenue-$ exclude Interest. 

2.89 
2.54 
3.88 
2.31 
2.46 
2.15 
1.99 
1.96 
1.53 
4.12 

(7) Interest payment was restated to exclude capitalized interest in Pf 2011 through Pf 2012. Pf2012 and Pf2013 also includes "springing" amendments. 
(6) Adjulilments column included adjustment to inve&ting activities, depreciation and non-cash expenses, changes In working capita I and other available funds 

presenledinlhepublishedAnnual Di&elosureReports. 

Fis cal 

....!!!!.... 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 

2013 

Base Rental 
Payment and 
Gross Meb!r 

Revenue 
Charges(9X, 0l 

25,604 
25,623 
31,116 

31,801 
33,091 
33,970 
39,538 
41,204 
47,810 

607,125 

Less: 
Operating 

Expensesl11
ll

12
) 

10,430 
14,071 
14,960 

16,907 
18,038 
18,679 
19,018 
21,077 
19,419 

474,106 

Municipal Transportation Agency 

Net 
Avallable Debt Service 

-~•~··~·~··~•-~ Interest 
15,174 
11,552 
16,156 

14,894 
15,053 
15,091 
20,520 
20,127 

28,391 
133,019 

$ 4,943 $ 2,854 
5,193 2,573 
5,471 2,317 

5,734 1,989 
6,017 1,747 
5,165 1,3~ 

2,680 1,149 
1,615 1,068 

1,685 995 
3,075 1,856 

~ Coverage 

7,797 1.95 
7,766 1.49 
7,788 2.07 

7,723 1.93 
7,764 1.94 
6,560 2.30 
3,829 5.36 
2,683 7.50 

2,680 10.59 
4,931 26.98 

(9) Prior lo Pf2013 revenue bonds were Issued by the Parking Authority, the Pa~ng Authority leased North Beach, Moscone, and San Francisco Hospital 
garages lo the City. In return, the City pledged h:I pay otr the debt service with a base (leai;;e) rental payment. The groM> revenue renec:ts base rental 
payments plus revenue fn)m all melera in San Francisco except the meters on Port property. All the related revenue bonds were defea!M!d'paid off' in 
Pf2013. 

(10) In July 2012, the SFMTA issued its first revenue bonds, Series 2012Aand B. Series2012A 1efunded the bond& dei;;cribed above In Note (9) plus bonds 
issued by !he City's nonprofit garage corporations. The gross pledged revenues consist of transit fares, ?i!lrking lines and fees, rental income, investment 
income plus operating grants fn)m Transportation Development Act (cgdified as Sections 99200 et seq. of the California Public Utilities Code) (the 'TOA"), 
AB 1107 (codified atSootton29140 el seq. oflhe PUblic Ulilities Code (the "AB 110T'), and State Transit Assistance. 

(11) Prior to Pf2013, the operatina expense includes only !he costs related lo parking meter program eMcluding debt service payments. 
(12) Effective Pf2013, related lo the new bonds as described in Nole {TO), the operating expense excludes expenses funded by the Cil)"'s 

General Fund support paratranslt restricted grants. In accordance With GASS Statement No. 44, operating expenses related lo the 
pledgedrevenueseKcludeinterest,deprecialionandamorlization. 
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Flscal 

....!!!!.... 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 

Gross 
Revenues (141 

138,842 
151,981 
170,517 
199,160 
206,648 
210,646 
211,899 

231,143 
247,130 
253,078 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
PLEDGED-REVENUE COVERAGE (Continued) 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 
{In Thousands) 

San Francisco Wastewater Enterprise l13l 
Less: Net 

OperaUng 
Expenses 115) 

Available Debt Service 

129,916 
139,290 
140,954 
151,600 
165,245 
169,300 
185,512 

179,084 
195,857 
208,260 

AdJustments t1B! 

57,461 
36,700 
35,788 
49,600 
66,109 
77,800 
86,880 
56,239 

107,125 
109,323 

Revenue !m ...!.!.!!!£.!.e 
$ 66,387 

49,391 
65,351 
97,160 

107,512 
119,146 
113,267 
108,298 
158,398 

33,445 
34,500 
35,665 
37,130 

26,320 
22,010 

154.141 23,095 

$ 20,233 
17,219 
17,219 
16,718 
15,698 
14,646 
13,183 
18,563 (1!) 

20,180 (161 

15,655 <191 

20.233 
17,219 
17,219 
50,163 
50,196 
50,311 
50,313 
44,863 
42,190 
36,750 

3.28 
2.87 
3.80 
1.94 
2.14 
2.37 
2.25 
2.41 
3.75 
3.98 

(13) Tha pledged-revenue coverage calculaUons presented 1n 1h1s i;;chedule conrt!ITil ID the requiremenl5 ot GASS Sla\emenl No. 44 and as such differs &ignificanUy 
rromthosecalculaledlnaceordancevwiththebondindenture. 

(14) Grossrevenueconsistsofchargesforservices,rentalincomeandolherinct1me. 
(15) In accordance with GASS Statement No. 44, Wa&tewater Enleipriee operating expenses related lo lhe pledged revenues exclude interest. 
(16) Adjusbnenls includes Depreciation and Non-Cash Expense, Change-$ in Working Capital, Investment Income, SRF Loan Payments, and other available Funds 

lhalareplintedinpublishedAnnual Disclosure Reports. 
(17) Restaled lo match the published Annual Disclosure Reports fer Pf 20Cl4, 2005, 2007, 2006, 2009. 
(18) lnNrest payment was restated to exclude capitalized interest in Pf 2011 through Pf 2012. FY"l012 & Pf2013 also includes a "i;;pt1ng1ng" amendment 

Total 
Fiscal OperaHngi 

...!!!!..._ Revenues !201 

2004 57,782 
2005 59,217 
2006 61,581 
2007 65.416 
2008 68,111 
2009 68,722 
2010 68,892 
2011 73,774 
2012 79,819 
2013 81,536 

Less: 
Operating 

Expenses (21
) 

49,707 
43,786 
44,893 
50,887 
56,406 
57,574 
58,756 
51,788 
55,470 
63,615 

Port or San Francisco 119) 

Net 
Avallable Debt Service 

Revenue ~ lnb!rest ~ Coverage 

8,075 $ 3,595 1,719 5,314 1.52 

15.431 
16,668 
14,529 
11,705 
11,148 
10,136 
21,986 
24,349 
17,921 

3,920 
3,390 
3,975 
4,070 
4,185 
4,320 

485 
670 
695 

1,012 
554 
453 
348 

= 75 
2,358 
2,175 
2,151 

4,932 
3,944 
4,428 
4,418 
4,407 
4,395 
2,843 
2,845 
2,846 

3.13 
4.23 
3.28 
2.65 
2.53 
2.31 
7.73 
6.56 
6.30 

(19) The pledged-revenue coverage calculations pre!M!nted in this schedule con~rm lo the requirements ofGASB Statement No. 44 and as such diffe~ 
signllicanllyfromthosecalculaledlnaccordanceWlththebondlndenture. 

(20) Totalrevenuesconsislofoperalingrevenuesandinlerestandinveslmentincome. 
(21) In accordance with GASS Statement No. 44, operating expenses related lo the pledged-revenue stream exclude interest, depreciation and amortization. 

Details regarding outstanding debt can be round in the notei;. to the financial ir;la\ements. Operating e~peni;;es, as defined by the bond indenture, also 
excludesamorlizeddredgingcosts. 

Flscal Gross 
~ Revenues (ZllJ 

2004 
2005 
2000 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 

2011 
2012 
2013 

97,671 
105,711 
113,253 

100,622 
101,191 

Less: 
Operating 

Expenses tz:iJ 

49,337 
86,334 

86,266 
93,607 
93,259 

Hetch Hetchy Water and Power !ilJ !~3l 

4,907 
14,521 
14,786 

13,536 
8,755 

Net 
Available 

53,241 
33,898 
41,773 

20,551 
14,697 

422 
422 
422 
422 

1,009 

Debt Service 

898 

422 
422 
422 
422 

1,907 

126.16 
80.33 
98.99 
48.70 
7.71 

{22) The pledged-revenue coverage cak:ulations presented In lhls schedule conform h:l lhe requirements ofGAS8 Statement No. 44 and as such differa significantly 
fromlhosecalculatedinaccordanceYl'il:hlhebondindenture. 

(23) There were no Heloh Helchy bonds from 2003 to 2008. 
(24) Gross revenues consi&ts of charges for power services, rental income and other income. 
(25) Operatingexpensesonlyincludepoweroperalingexpense. 
{26) Adjuislments Include adjulSl.ments to investment income, depreciation, non-<:ash Items and changes lo werking capital. 
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Fiscal 
Year 

2004 
2005 
2006 

2007 
2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

Population 111 

773,284 
777,660 

786,149 

799, 165 
808,001 

815,358 

605,235 
812,826 
825,863(?) 

839,109(?) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 

Per Capita 
Personal Income Personal Median Public Scheel 

(In Thousands) 121 lncome 13l Agel4) Enrollment 151 

$44,820,235 $57,961 ~ 58,323 
49,085,123 63,119 39.4 57,276 

53,902,906 68,566 39.4 56,459 

56,306,703 70,455 40.0 55,590 
56,199,006 72,028 40.4 56,315 

56,037,063 68,727 38.5 56,454 

56,665,228 70,371 36.5 56,299 

58,619,926 72,119 37,3 56,758 
60, 059,972 (8) 72,724(9) 37,3<10> 57,105 

61,420,297 l8) 73,197(9) 37.4(10) 57,660 

Per Capita Perso.nal Income Population 

Average 
Unemployment 

Rate 161 

6.3% 

5.4% 

4.6% 
4.1% 

4.6% 

7.4% 

9.7% 

9.2% 

8.1% 

6.5% 

$00,000. · ..• ··.! 

$60,000 ~ 
$40,000 

$20,000 

$0 - - . 
1~1~1 

#~~ ... ~~ ... ·'¢''fl'''fl'' ~· #' .?" # ?" opt' # ~' 11'.,, ¢' 

Public School Enrollment Average Unemployment Rate 

~1~1 
#' #' #' # #' opt' 11'0 ~' ¢' 11''· 

.1.2.0%.• ·.1 

"·9:l'b .. 
6.oeul% 

0

4.o'kO'lf> 
4.0% 

Wl'!,,. 

O.OQIP% 

~1 
~ #' #' # ?" opt' .pl" 1!'' ¢' ¢' 

SoUrCes: 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
15) 
(6) 

Note: 
(7) 

(6) 

(9) 

(10) 

US Census Bureau released on December 2012. Fiscal year 2012 is updated from last year's CAFR with newly available data 
US Bureau of Economic Analysis 
US Bureau of Economic Analysis 
US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 
California Department of Education 
California Employment Development Oep.,.rtment 

2012 is updated from last year's- CAFR Wth newly available data. 2013 population was estimated by multiplying 
the estimated 2012 population by the 2011 - 2012 population gro'Mh rate. 
Personal income was estimated by assuming that its percentage of state personal income in 2012 and 2013. 
remained at the 2011 level of3.51 percent. Fiscal year 2012 is updated from last year's CAFR with newly available 
data. 
Per capita personal income for 2012 and 2013 was estimated by dividing the estimated personal income for 2012 
and 2013 by the reported and esbmated population in 2012 and 2013, respectively. Fiscal year 2012 is updated from last 
year's CAFR Wth ne'My available data. 
Median age in 2013 was estimated by averaging the median age in 2011 and 2012. 2012 is updated from last year's CAFR 

with newly available data. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Principal Employers - Current Year and Nine Years Ago 

Year 2012 11 ) 

Percentage of 
Total City 

Eme:loxer Eme:lo:t:ees Rank Eme:lo;t:ment Eme:lo:t:ees 

City and County of San Francisco ........ 25,458 5.33% 28,718 
University of California, San Francisco .. 22,664 4.74% 8,630 
California Pacific Medical Center.. 8,559 1.79% 3,800 
Wells Fargo & Co .... 8,300 1.74% 7,279 
San Francisco Unified School District .. 8,189 1.71% 6,600 
Gap, Inc .. 6,000 1.26% 
PG&E Corporation 4,415 0.92% 4,700 
State of California .... 4,184 0.88% 7,048 
Salesforce.com Inc .. 4,000 0.84% 
Kaiser Permanente .. 3,581 10 0.75% 
United States Postal Service .... 5,295 
AT&T ..... ................. 5,200 
Pacific Bell/SBC Communications ..... 4,600 

Total.. 95 350 19.96% 81 870 

Year 2003 

Percentage of 
Total City 

Rank Eme:lo~ment 

6.64% 
2.00% 

10 0.88% 
3 1.68% 

1.53% 

1.09% 
1.63% 

1.22% 
1.20% 
1.06% 

16.93% 

~Total City and County of San Francisco employee count is obtained from the State ofCalifomia Employee Development Department All other 
dala is obtained from the San Francisco Business Times Book of Lists. 

Note: 

(1) The latest data as of calendar year-end 2012 is presented. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT CITY GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES BY FUNCTION (1) 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 

Public Protection 
Fire Department ... 

Total Public Protection ... 

Public Works, Transportation and Commerce 
Municipal Transportation Agency .... 
Airport Commission ... 
Department of Public Works ... 
Pubfic Utilities Commisiion... . 
Other. .. 

Total Public Works, Transportation and Commerce ... 

Community Heanh 
Pubric Health ... 

Total Community Health ... 

Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development 

Fiscal Year 

1,835 1,752 1,706 1,665 1,726 1,602 1,532 1,512 1,474 1,463 
2,669 2,616 2,664 2,765 2,870 2,949 2,757 2,6B1 2,665 2,655 

937 929 944 939 951 1,016 1,048 953 1,010 1,013 

·····~~~~~~~~~----1.i.Q.ll_ 
6,395 6,227 6,272 6,347 6,566 6,563 6,318 6,115 6,105 6,152 

4,516 4,366 4,232 4,374 4,356 4,528 4,358 4,160 4,141 4,388 
1,214 1,203 1,248 1.220 1,226 1,248 1,233 1,294 1,377 1,443 
1,053 1,059 1,035 1,040 1,060 1,030 822 791 783 808 
1,569 1,513 1,573 1,596 1,609 1,560 1,549 1,564 1,616 1,620 

. ...... 507 505 532 536 543 565 490 506 536 563 
8,881 8,666 B,620 8,768 6,796 B,95T---a;452 ---a:J3T 8,453 ----a:a42 

. 6093 5,928 5,956 5,966 ~ 6,023 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
6,093 5,928 5,956 5.988 6,196 6,023 5,636 5,696 5,671 5,800 

Human Services. 1,735 1,697 1,663 1,745 1,812 1,610 1,662 1,685 1,691 1,750 
other... .. 317 312 306 313 312 309 296 284 269 244 

Total Human Welfare and Neighborhood Development... 2,052 2,009 """T;9s9 2,0sB 2,i24 """"2,i"i9----;:958 ---;:9°69 ~ ~ 

Culture and Recreation 
Recreation and Park Commission ... 1,001 954 916 922 942 919 896 651 634 841 
Public Library ..... . 617 616 606 631 641 649 649 645 628 640 
War Memorial .. . 95 96 95 96 96 97 63 63 63 63 
Other .... ······ 156 149 200 199 204 203 199 201 199 210 

Total Culture and Recreation .... --;:8691']i'S 1,817 ---;-:B481,8s3 1,866 ----;:809 ---USO ~ 1Ts4 

General Administration and Finance 
AdministretiYe Services .. 405 383 378 438 505 539 647 616 637 723 
City Attorney ... 319 306 321 324 327 316 306 300 299 303 
Telecommunications and Information Services ... 313 276 261 270 307 265 252 210 196 199 
Controller ... 141 170 179 164 1BB 196 180 194 201 196 
Human Resources .. 188 172 151 156 155 144 136 119 123 124 
TreasurerfTax Collector ... 192 197 199 206 206 212 220 211 208 202 
Mayor ... 56 51 48 51 57 55 49 42 37 49 
Other. ................... 466 454 491 520 571 547 554 540 567 561 

Total Generel Administra.l1on and Finance ... """'2.080~ 2,028 2.151--z:m-rm~~~~ 

General City Responsibility... .. ... ... ... ...... ... ... ... 4 4 3 - - - - - - -
Sublolal annually runded positions .......................... 27,374 26,660 26,665 27,160 27,865 27,602 26,721 26,109 ~ 26;901 

Capitalprojectfundedpos1!1ons ......................................... --1.2§I_~~~--12filL......!.222....~~~~ 
Total annually funded positions... 28 941 26,257 28 253 26 768 29 635 ~ 26,649 ~ 26 073 28.387 

~Controller, Cityanc:I County of San Fram:is~ 

Note: 
(f) DQta represent buc:lgeted anc:I runc:led lull-time equhoalenl po51ilions. 
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!l!!l£1l2n. 
PUbllcF'rtlle~Dn 

Fioeand Emergen"I' Communicalilns 
Totalresponsetimeclfirslunn1chigheslpricrlylncldent.1equlrTn9 

po11&lblamedicalce.1e,90thpercenh1f, .•. 

Pclice 
Averagelimeflomdispab::hto~nll'alonsceneltlrhigheslprjoritr 

caus 1" ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••..••.••.•• 

Numb91cfhc.mlcldeo.per1!11,0otlpopulnicn1'1 ... 

~rcentageclSanFrancO..C.ns""'orepoit!""lings~leorverysale 

=•inglhe..V...ti'I ___ _ 

Public Works, Tr>1nsportiitlon, and Com mere.. 
General Serviws Agem:y-PubricWDrl<s 

Peroentagecrs.nFranciscans""'oralecloanline""olne;ghbclhccd 

streellasgoodorverygood.--····-·---···---·· 
Number ol blockso!Citrs!rnts rep..,ed .... 

MunicipalTmnsportrionAgency 
AveoageniHngolll1unlstimelinessandrelO.bilflJ'br1esidonti.o!San 

Fra.ncis.,,(1=vel)'pccr,~eryge>od)~1 ........................... . 
PercentageolvehTclnthatruncn~mea=rdinglDpubr.ohed 

schedules (no rrnne than 4 mTnu\m; l91e er 1 min um earlr! 

measuredO!llerminaloando.ta~lshedlntermediatepcinls" 1 ••• 

Peroentageolscheduledservicelioursdelive1ed"1 ___ _ 

Alrpcll 
Peroentchangeinai1pa.,..,ngo1•olume 

HumanWelhln!ondNetgllborhoodOeweloprnnt 
En•lronmeot 

Percenlageo!lo!<olwlidwastemalerO.!sdNe~dinacalendaryear .... 

culture and RRCreellon 
RecreationendPllrk 

Pen::entageo!San Franciscans""'o "'le the quality of the Cit}''• 

parkgrounds(land&OBpTng)asgood orverrgood 1' 1_ ••• 

CltylO!de ;ieicen!Bgeol f1>1<k main!Rnance standaod5 metier all pall:! 
;ns,,..cted · 

PubTicLibrary 
Perc:entageofSanFranciscans""'o"'t..thequarrtyorTibrerystall 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OPERATING INDICATORS BY FUNCTION 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 

66.690 

"·"' 

,,. 
'" 

74.4'11o 
96.9'11o 

73.5'!1. 

96.6'ilo 

,,. .,., 

assistance as good orv~ good............... 61'!1. i"5% NIA i'01'1> NIA 
Cfrculationct,,._rialsalS:anFrancis""'libraries... 6,~,643 7,279.926 7,459.821 7,6815,692 6,334.391 ll,636,160 10.849,582 10,679,061 10.971.97~ 10,SBT.213 

AsianandFineArtsMuseums 

Number ol visilors ID CllJ'-o..,,ed all museums 1" •••• 1.54S,61T 1,679,066 2.599,322 i.e65,?.i9 

Scuroe: Conlroler, Ctr and County ol San Francisco 

(1) Measure changed '"'m median time ID average tirm In FY 21XlB. Values!or FT 2004 through FY 2007 r"1'1~medlan ~me. FY 20CIB through FY 2013 rriecb .,.,erage tine. 
(2) ValuefcrFY200flisbHedonadilr9!anlsourcelorpopulationdalallianpriorlilcalyears.FY2006andFY2010havebffnreslated. 
(J) ValuetcrFY200'5hasbeenresta!Rdlcbeconsis!Rnlorill1CitrSurt'eydata. 
[4) ValuesforFY20[)31hrou9hFY20lShavebeenres!al9d1Dbeccins;steotasa"nualaveragelorfiscalyear'"'mtlieMTAse,...lc:eslandardsrepcrts.. 
(5) Values fer FY 2003 and FY 2006 have been re.tiled ID le consis!Rnl as annual average for filiC:ill rear loom lhe MTA se,...ice standards "'port... 
(13) TMoCelilomlaAcademyo!SciencesopenedonSeplember'Il,2006, 

NIA= lntormatio~ is net available, No!R thO!I in mo.teases this!~ due ID thefacllhO!I lhe Ctr su,...er, ""'ich was administered annually unfi! 2005, then b;enniallr aflerwa1ds, is the olata source 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CAPITAL ASSET STATISTICS BY FUNCTION 

Last Ten Fiscal Years 

Flscal Year 

,E!!.!!£!!ru!.. ~~~~~~~~~~ 
Police protection (1) 

Numberofstations .... 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Number of police officers ... 2,170 2,180 2,070 2,304 2,455 2,356 2,261 2,288 2,243 2,164 

Fire proh!ciion(2) 
Numberofstations .... 45 45 48 42 42 42 42 46 46 46 
Number of firefighters .. 1,690 1,675 1,333 1,012 978 809 768 778 718 817 

Public works 
Mileofstreet(3) ... 1,050 1,050 1,051 1,051 1,291 1,318 1,317 1,317 1,315 1,315 
Numberofstreetlights(4) ... 41,031 41,431 41,571 42,029 42,957 43,492 43,973 44,530 44,594 44,655 

Water(4) 
Number of services ... 169,689 169,975 170,471 170,873 172,471 172,885 172,680 173,033 173,454 173,744 

Average daily 
consumption (million gallons) . 257.2 239.7 236.3 247.1 247.5 236.6 219.9 213.6 212.0 215.1 

Mile of water mains ... 1,450 1,453 1,457 1,457 1,457 1,465 1,465 1,473 1,488 1,488 

Sewers(4) 
Mile of collecting sewers ... 993 993 993 993 99' 993 993 993 959 966 
Mile oftransport/storage sewers. 15 15 15 15 17 17 17 17 17 24 

Recreation and cultures 
Numbercfpark.s(5) ... 209 210 220 209 222 222 220 220 220 221 
Number of libranes (6) ... 27 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 
Number of library 

volumes(million)(6) ... 2.1 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.5 

Public school education (7) 
Attendance cenh!rs ... 118 119 117 112 112 112 115 115 115 115 
Number of classrooms ... 3,439 3,434 3,390 3,256 3,269 2,723 2,779 2,797 2,797 2,877 

Numberofteacliers, 
full-time equivalent... 3,138 3,171 3,103 3,103 3,113 3,167 3,312 3,132 3,245 3,129 

Number of students ... 57,805 57,144 56,236 55,497 56,259 55,272 55,779 55,571 56,310 56,970 

~ 
(1) Police Commis.sion, City and County of San Francisco 
(2) Fire Commission, City and County of San Francisco 
(3) Department of Pub Ire Work&, City and County of San Franc16co 
(4) Public Utilities Commission, City and County or San Francisco 

(5) Parks and Recreation Commission, City and County of San Francisco 

(6) Library Commission, City and County of San FrancrSC1:1 
(7) San Francisco Unified Schoel Oistnct 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICE OF THE TREASURER & TAX COLLECTOR 

INVESTMENT POLICY 





1.0 Policy 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICE OF THE TREASURER & TAX COLLECTOR 

INVESTMENT POLICY 
Effective October 2013 

It is the policy of the Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector of the City and County of San Francisco 
(Treasurer's Office) to invest public funds in a manner which will preserve capital, meet the daily cash 
flow demands of the City, and provide a market rate of return while conforming to all state and local 
statutes governing the investment of public funds. 

2.0 Scope 

This investment policy applies to all funds over which the Treasurer's Office has been granted fiduciary 
responsibility and direct control for their management. 

3.0 Prudence 

The standard of prudence to be used by the Treasurer's Office shall be the Prudent Investor Standard as 
set forth by California Government Code~ Section 53600.3 and 27000.3. The Section reads as follows: 
The Prudent Investor Standard states that when investing, reinvesting, purchasing, acquiring, exchanging, 
selling, or managing public funds, a trustee shall act with care, skill, prudence; and diligence under the 
circumstances then prevailing, including, but not limited to, the general economic conditions and the 
anticipated needs of the Treasurer's Office, that a prudent person acting in a like capacity and familiarity 
with those matters would use in the conduct of funds of a like character and with like aims, to safeguard 
the principal and maintain the liquidity needs of the Treasurer's Office. 

This standard of prudence shall be applied in the context of managing those investments that fall under 
the Treasurer's direct control. Investment officers acting in accordance with written procedures and this 
investment policy and exercising due diligence shall be relieved of personal responsibility for an 
individual security's credit risk or market price changes provided deviations from expectations are 
reported in a timely fashion and appropriate action is taken to control adverse developments. 

4.0 Objective 

The primary objectives, in priority order, of the Treasurer's Office's investment activities shall be: 

4.1 Safety: Safety of principal is the foremost objective of the investment program. Investments 
of the Treasurer's Office shall be undertaken in a manner that seeks to ensure the preservation of 
capital. To attain this objective, the Treasurer's Office will diversify its investments. 

4.2 Liquidity: The Treasurer's Office investment portfolio will remain sufficiently liquid to 
enable the Treasurer's Office to meet cash flow needs which might be reasonably anticipated. 
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4.3 Return on Investments: The portfolio shall be designed with the objective of generating a 
market rate of return without undue compromise of the first two objectives. 

5.0 Delegation of Authority 

The Treasurer of the City and County of San Francisco (Treasurer) is authorized by Charter Section 6.106 
to invest funds available under California Government Code Title 5, Division 2, Part 1, Chapter 4, Article 
1. The Treasurer shall submit any modification to this Investment Policy to the Treasury Oversight 
Committee members within five (5) working days of the adoption of the change . 

. 6.0 Authorized Broker/Dealer Firms 

The City seeks to employ a fair and unbiased broker-dealer selection process, which culminates in an 
array of medium to large-sized firms that provide the best investment opportunities and service to the 
City. 

The Treasurer's Office will evaluate and classify broker-dealers based on the qualifications of the firm 
and firm's assigned individual. Approved broker-dealers will be evaluated and may be classified into one 
of the following categories: 

FULL ACCESS - Broker-dealers will have significant opportunity to present investment ideas to 
the investment team. 

LIMITED ACCESS - Broker-dealers will have limited opportunity to present investment ideas to 
the investment team. 

All others may apply for Provisional status appointment. Provisional appointments will be made for: 

(1) Applicants who have changed firms; 
(2) Applicants (firm and individual) who were not approved by the Treasurer's Office in the 

past year; and · 
(3) Broker-dealers who have been classified as Limited Access, but are seeking Full Access 

status. 

Broker-dealers, who are granted Provisional status, will be treated as Full Access firms for a limited time 
period of up to six months. During the Provisional status period, the investment team will evaluate the 
applicant and provide a determination of status (Full Access, Limited Access or Not Approved). Broker
dealers may reapply for Provisional status every two years. A limited number of broker-dealers will be 
granted Provisional status concurrently. 

All broker-dealers are encouraged to apply for consideration. All applicants will be evaluated and 
classified based on the qualifications of the firm and the firm's assigned individual. A score will be 
assigned to each applicant and will serve as the sole determinant for Full Access, Limited Access, or Not
Approved status. 

All approved broker-dealers will be re-assessed annually. During the reassessment period, broker-dealers 
will be sent the City's most recent Investment Policy and are expected to respond with a policy 
acknowledgement letter, updated profile information and a completed questionnaire. 
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All securities shall be purchased and sold in a competitive environment. 

The Treasurer's Office will not do business with a firm which has, within any consecutive 48-month 
period following January 1, 1996, made a political contribution in an amount exceeding the limitations 
contained in Rule G-37 of the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board, to the Treasurer, any member of 
the Board of Supervisors, or any candidate for those offices. 

7.0 Authorized & Suitable Investments 

Investments will be made pursuant to the California Government Code (including Section 53601 et seq.) 
and this investment policy to ensure sufficient liquidity to meet all anticipated disbursements. 

Unless otherwise noted, the maximum maturity from the trade .settlement date can be no longer than 
five years. 

Types of investment vehicles not authorized by this investment policy are prohibited. 

In an effort to limit credit exposure, the Treasurer's Office will maintain Eligible Issuer, Eligible 
Counterparty and Eligible Money Market lists for security types where appropriate. These lists are 
intended to guide investment decisions. Investments, at time of purchase, are limited solely to issuers, 
counterparties and money market funds listed; however, investment staff may choose to implement 
further restrictions at any time. 

The Treasurer's Office shall establish a Credit Committee comprised of the Treasurer, Chief Assistant 
Treasurer, Chieflnvestment Officer and additional investment personnel at the Treasurer's discretion. 
The Committee shall review and approve all eligible issuers and counterparties prior to inclusion on the 
aforementioned Eligible Issuer and Eligible Counterparty lists. The Committee shall also be charged with 
determining the collateral securing the City's repurchase agreements. 

In the event of a downgrade of the issuer's credit rating below the stated requirements herein, the Credit 
Committee shall convene and determine the appropriate action. 

In addition, the Treasurer's Office shall conduct an independent credit review, or shall cause an 
independent credit review to be conducted, of the collateralized CD issuers to determine the 
creditworthiness of the financial institution. The credit review shall include an evaluation of the issuer's 
financial strength, experience, and capitalization, including, but not limited to leverage and capital ratios 
relative to benchmark and regulatory standards (See Section 7.4). 

The following policy shall govern unless a variance is specifically authorized by the Treasurer and 
ratified by the Treasury Oversight Committee pursuant to Section 5.0. 

October 2013 

C-3 



7.1 U.S. Treasuries 

United States Treasury notes, bonds, bills or certificates of indebtedness,. or those for which the faith and 
credit of the United States are pledged for the payment of principal and interest. 

Allocation Issuer Limit Issue Limit Maximum Maturity/Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum 
100% of the 100% 100% 5 years 
portfolio value 

7 .2 Federal Agencies 

Federal agency or United States government-sponsored enterprise obligations, participations, or other 
instruments, including those issued by or fully guaranteed as to principal and interest by federal agencies 
or United States government-sponsored enterprises .. 

Allocation Issuer Limit 
Issue Limit Maximum 

Maturity/Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum 
85% of the 100% 100% 5 years 
portfolio value 
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7.3 State and Local Government Agency Obligations 

The Treasurer's Office may purchase bonds, notes, warrants, or other evidences of indebtedness of any 
local or State agency within the 50 United States, including bonds payable solely out of the revenues from 
a revenue-producing property owned, controlled, or operated by the local agency or State, or by a 
department, board, agency, or authority of the local agency or State. 

Allocation Issuer Limit 
Issue Limit Maximum 

Maturity/Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum 
20% of the 5% No Limit 5 years 
portfolio value 

Issuer Minimum Credit Rating: Issuers must possess either a short-term or long-term credit rating 
(dependent upon maturity length) of the second highest ranking or better (irrespective of+/-) from at least 
one NRSRO (Nationally Recognized Statistical Rating Organization). This limitation applies to all local 
and State agencies within the 50 United States with the exception of the State of California. 

7.4 Public Time Deposits (Term Certificates Of Deposit) 

The Treasurer's Office may invest in non-negotiable time deposits (CDs) that are FDIC insured or fully 
collateralized in approved financial institutions. 

The Treasurer's Office will invest in FDIC-insured CDs only with those firms having at least one branch 
office within the boundaries of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Collateralized CDs are required to be fully collateralized with 110% of the type of collateral authorized in 
California Government Code, Section 53651 (a) through (i). The Treasurer's Office, at its discretion, may 
waive the collateralization requirements for any portion that is covered by federal deposit insurance. The 
Treasurer's Office shall have a signed agreement with any depository accepting City funds per 
Government Code Section 53649. 

Allocation Issuer Limit Issue Limit Maturity/Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
No Limit None NIA 13 months 

Issuer Minimum Credit Rating (applies to collateralized CDs only): Maintenance of the minimum 
standards for "well-capitalized" status as established by the Federal Reserve Board. The current standards 
are as follows: 

Tier 1 risk-based capital ratio of 8% or greater 
Combined Tier 1 and Tier 2 capital ratio of 10% or greater 
Leverage ratio of 5% or greater 

Failure to maintain minimum standards may result in early termination, subject to the discretion of the 
Treasurer's Office. 
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7.5 Negotiable Certificates Of Deposit I Yankee Certificates Of Deposit 

Negotiable certificates of deposit issued by a nationally or state-chartered bank, a savings association or 
a federal association (as defined by Section 5102 of the Financial Code), a state or federal credit union, 
or by a state-licensed branch of a foreign bank. Yankee certificates of deposit are negotiable instruments 
that are issued by a branch of a foreign bank. 

Allocation Issuer Limit 
Issue Limit Maximum 

Maturity /Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum 
30% of the No Limit NIA 5 years 
portfolio value 

Issuer Minimum Credit Rating: Issuers must possess either a short-term or long-term credit rating 

(dependent upon maturity length) of the second highest ranking or better (irrespective of+/-) from at 

least one NRSRO. 

7.6 Bankers Acceptances 

Bills of exchange or time drafts drawn on and accepted by a commercial bank, otherwise known as 
bankers' acceptances. 

Allocation Issuer Limit Issue Limit Maximum Maturity /Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum 
40% of the No Limit No Limit 180 days 
portfolio value 

Issuer Minimum Credit Rating: None 

7.7 Commercial Paper 

Obligations issued by a corporation or bank to finance short-term credit needs, such as accounts 
receivable and inventory, which may be unsecured or secured by pledged assets. 

Allocation Maximum 
Issuer Limit Issue Limit Maturity/Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum 

25% of the portfolio 10% None 270 days 
value 

Issuer Minimum Credit Rating: Issuers must possess a short-term credit rating of the second highest 
ranking or better (irrespeetive of+/-) from at least one NRSRO. 
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7.8 Medium Term Notes 

Medium-term notes, defined as all corporate and depository institution debt securities with a maximum 
remaining maturity of five years or less, issued by corporations organized and operating within the United 
States or by depository institutions licensed by the U.S. or any state, and operating within the U.S. 

Allocation Maximum 
Issuer Limit Issue Limit Maturity/Term 
Maximum Maximum Maximum 

15% of the portfolio 10% 5% 24 months 
value 

Issuer Minimum Credit Rating: Issuers must possess either a short-term or long-term credit rating 
(dependent upon maturity length) of the second highest ranking or better (irrespective of+/-) from at least 
oneNRSRO. 

7.9 Repurchase Agreements 

The Treasurer's Office shall selectively utilize this investment vehicle with terms not to exceed one year, 
secured solely by government securities and said collateral will be delivered to a third party custodian, so 
that recognition of ownership of the City and County of San Francisco is perfected. 

7.10 Reverse Repurchase and Securities Lending Agreements 

This procedure shall be limited to occasions when the cost effectiveness dictates execution, specifically to 
satisfy cash flow needs or when the collateral will secure a special rate. A reverse repurchase agreement 
shall not exceed 45 days; the amount of the agreement shall not exceed $75MM; and the offsetting 
purchase shall have a maturity not to exceed the term of the repo. 

7.11 Money Market Funds 
Shares of beneficial interest issued by diversified management companies that are money market funds 
registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission under the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. Sec. 80a-1, et seq.). 

Allocation Issuer Limit Percentage of Fund's Maturity/Term 
Maximum Maximum Net Assets Maximum Maximtµn 
No Limit NIA 5% NIA 

Issuer Minimum Credit Rating: Fund rating must.be rated in at least the second highest rating 
category from two NRSRO or independent investment research firms (e.g. Morningstar or Lipper). 

7.12 Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) 
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Investments in LAIF, a California state investment fund available to California municipalities, are 
authorized. 

8.0 Interest and Expense Allocations 

The costs of managing the investment portfolio, including but not limited to: investment management; 
accounting for the investment activity; custody of the assets, managing and accounting for the banking; 
receiving and remitting deposits; oversight controls; and indirect' and overhead expenses are charged to 
the investment earnings based upon actual labor hours worked in respective areas. Costs of these 
respective areas are accumulated and charged to the Pooled Investment Fund on a quarterly basis, with 
the exception of San Francisco International Airport costs which are charged directly through a work 
order. 

The San Francisco Controller allocates the net interest earnings of the Pooled Investment Fund. The 
earnings are allocated monthly based on average balances. 

9.0 Safekeeping and Custody 

All security transactions, including collateral for repurchase agreements, entered into by the 
Treasurer's Office shall be conducted on a delivery-versus-payment (DVP) basis pursuant to 
approved custodial safekeeping agreements. Securities will be held by a third party custodian 
designated by the Treasurer and evidenced by safekeeping receipts. 

10.0 Deposit and Withdrawal of Funds 

California Government Code Section 53684 et seq. provides criteria for outside local agencies, where 
the Treasurer does not serve as the agency's treasurer, to invest in the County's Pooled Investment 
Fund, subject to the consent of the Treasurer. Currently, no government agency outside the 
geographical boundaries of the City and County of San Francisco shall have money invested in City 
pooled funds. 

The Treasurer will honor all requests to withdraw funds for normal cash flow purposes that are 
approved by the San Francisco Controller. Any requests to withdraw funds for purposes other than cash 
flow, such as for external investing, shall be subject to the consent of the Treasurer. In accordance with 
California Government Code Sections 27136 et seq. and 27133(h) et seq., such requests for withdrawals 
must first be made in writing to the Treasurer. These requests are subject to the Treasurer's 
consideration for the stability and predictability of the Pooled Investment Fund, or the adverse effect on 
the interests of the other depositors in the Pooled Investment Fund. Any withdrawal for such purposes 
shall be at the value shown on the Controller's books as of the date of withdrawal. · 

11.0 Limits on Receipt of Honoraria, Gifts and Gratuities 
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In accordance with California Government Code Section 27133(d) et seq., this Investment Policy hereby 
establishes limits for the Treasurer, individuals responsible for management of the portfolios, and 
members of the Treasury Oversight Committee on the receipt of honoraria, gifts and gratuities from 
advisors, brokers, dealers, bankers or others persons with whom the Treasurer conducts business. Any 
individual who receives an aggregate total of gifts, honoraria and gratuities in excess of those limits must 
report the gifts, dates and firms to the Treasurer and complete the appropriate State disclosure. 

These limits may be in addition to the limits set by a committee member's own agency, by state law, or 
by the California Fair Political Practices Commission. Members of the Treasury Oversight Committee 
also must abide by the following sections of the Treasurer's Office Statement oflncompatible Activities: 
Section III(A)(l)(a), (b) and (c) entitled "Activities that Conflict with Official Duties," and Section III(C) 
entitled "Advance Written Determination". 

12.0 Reporting 

In accordance with the provisions of California Government Code Section 53646, which states that the 
Treasurer may render a quarterly report or a monthly report on the status of the investment portfolio to the 
Board of Supervisors, Controller and Mayor, the Treasurer regularly submits a monthly report. The report 
includes the investment types, issuer, maturity date, par value, and dollar amount invested; market value 
as of the date of the report and the source of the valuation; a statement of compliance with the investment 
policy or an explanation for non-compliance; and a statement of the ability or inability to meet 
expenditure requirements for six months, as well as an explanation of why moneys will not be available if 
that is the case. 

13.0 Social Responsibility 

In addition to and subordinate to the objectives set forth in Section 4.0 herein, investment of funds should 
be guided by the following socially responsible investment goals when investing in corporate securities 
and depository institutions. Investments shall be made in compliance with the forgoing socially 
responsible investment goals to the extent that such investments achieve substantially equivalent safety, 
liquidity and yield compared to investments permitted by state law. 

13.1 Social and Environmental Concerns 
Investments are encouraged in entities that support community well-being through safe and 
environmentally sound practices and fair labor practices .. Investments are encouraged in entities that 
support equality of rights regardless of sex, race, age, disability or sexual orientation. Investments are 
discouraged in entities that manufacture tobacco products, firearms, or nuclear weapons. In addition, 
investments are encouraged in entities that offer banking products to serve all members of the local 
community, and investments are discouraged in entities that finance high-cost check-cashing and deferred 
deposit (payday-lending) businesses. Prior to making investments, the Treasurer's Office will verify an 
entity's support of the socially responsible goals listed above through direct contact or through the use of 
a third party such as the Investors Responsibility Research Center, or a similar ratings service. The entity 
will be evaluated at the time of purchase of the securities. 

13.2 Community Investments 
Investments are encouraged in entities that promote community economic development. Investments are 
encouraged in entities that have a demonstrated involvement in the development or rehabilitation of low 
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income affordable housing, and have a demonstrated commitment to reducing predatory mortgage 
lending and increasing the responsible servicing of mortgage loans. Securities investments are encouraged 
in financial institutions that have a Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) rating of either Satisfactory or 
Outstanding, as well as financial institutions that are designated as a Community Development Financial 
Institution (CDFI) by the United States Treasury Department, or otherwise demonstrate commitment to 
community econom,ic development. 

13.3 City Ordinances 
All depository institutions are to be advised of applicable City contracting ordinances, and shall certify 
their compliance therewith, if required. 

14.0 Treasury Oversight Committee 

A Treasury Oversight Committee was established by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in 
Ordinance No. 316-00. The duties of the Committee shall be the following: 

(a) Review and monitor the investment policy described in California Government Code Section 27133 
and prepared annually by the Treasurer. 

(b) Cause an annual audit to be conducted to determine the Treasurer's compliance with California 
Government Code Article 6 including Sections 27130 through 27137 and City Administrative Code 
Section 10.80-1. The audit may examine the structure of the investment portfolio and risk. This audit may 
be a part of the County Controller's usual audit of the Treasurer's Office by internal audit staff or the 
outside audit firm reviewing the Controller's Annual Report. 

(c) Nothing herein shall be construed to allow the Committee to direct individual decisions, select 
individual investment advisors, brokers, or dealers, or impinge· on the day-to-day operations of the 
Treasurer. (See California Government Code, Section 27137.) 
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APPENDIX I 

Glossary 

AGENCIES: Federal agency securities and/or Government-sponsored enterprises. 

ASK/OFFER: The price at which securities are offered. 

BANKERS' ACCEPTANCE (BA): A draft or bill or exchange accepted by a bank or trust company. The 
accepting institution guarantees payment of the bill, as well as the issuer. 

BENCHMARK: A comparative base for measuring the performance or risk tolerance of the investment 
portfolio. A benchmark should represent a close correlation to the level of risk and the average duration of 
the portfolio's investments. 

BID: The price offered by a buyer of securities. (When you are selling securities, you ask for a bid.) See 
Offer. 

BROKER: A broker brings buyers and sellers together for a commission. 

CERTIFICATE OF DEPOSIT (CD): A time deposit with a specific maturity evidenced by a Certificate. 
Large-denomination CD's are typically negotiable. 

COLLATERAL: Securities, evidence of deposit or other property, which a borrower pledges to secure 
repayment of a loan. Also refers to securities pledged by a bank to secure deposits of public monies. 

COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT (CAFR): The CAFR is the City's official annual 
financial report. It consists of three major sections: introductory, financial, and statistical. The 
introductory section furnishes general information on the City's structure, services, and environment. The 
financial section contains all basic financial statements and required supplementary information, as well 
as information on all individual funds and discretely presented component units not reported separately in 
the basic financial statements. The financial section may also include supplementary information not 
required by GAAP. The statistical section provides trend data and nonfinancial data useful in interpreting 
the basic financial statements and is especially important for evaluating economic condition. 

COUPON: (a) The annual rate of interest that a bond's issuer promises to pay the bondholder on the 
bond's face value. (b) A certificate attached to a bond evidencing interest due on a payment date. 

DEALER: A dealer, as opposed to a broker, acts as a principal in all transactions, buying and selling for 
his own account. 

DEBENTURE: A bond secured only by the general credit of the issuer. 

DELIVERY VERSUS PAYMENT: There are two methods of delivery of securities: delivery versus 
payment and delivery versus receipt. Delivery versus payment is delivery of securities with an exchange 
of money for the securities. Delivery versus receipt is delivery of securities with an exchange of a signed 
receipt for the securities. 

DEPOSITORY INSTITUTIONS: These institutions hold City and County moneys in the forms of 
certificates of deposit (negotiable or term), public time deposits and public demand accounts. 
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DERIVATIVES: (1) Financial instruments whose return profile is linked to, or derived from, the 
movement of one or more underlying index or security, and may include a leveraging factor, or (2) 
financial contracts based upon notional amounts whose value is derived from an underlying index or 
security (interest rates, foreign exchange rates, equities or commodities). 

DISCOUNT: The difference between the cost price of a security and its maturity when quoted at lower 
than face value. A security selling below original offering price shortly after sale also is considered to be 
at a discount. 

DISCOUNT SECURITIES: Non-interest bearing money market instruments that are issued a discount 
and redeemed at maturity for full face value, e.g., U.S. Treasury Bills. 

DIVERSIFICATION: Dividing investment funds among a variety of securities offering independent 
returns. 

FDIC DEPOSIT INSURANCE COVERAGE: The FDIC is an independent agency of the United States 
government that protects against the loss of insured deposits if an FDIC-insured bank or savings 
association fails. Deposit insurance is backed by the full faith and credit of the United States government. 
Since the FDIC was established, no depositor has ever lost a single penny of FDIC-insured funds. FDIC 
insurance covers funds in deposit accounts, including checking and savings accounts, money market 
deposit accounts and certificates of deposit (CDs). FDIC insurance does not, however, cover other 
financial products and services that insured banks may offer, such as stocks, bonds, mutual fund shares, 
life insurance policies, annuities or municipal securities. There is no need for depositors to apply for 
FDIC insurance or even to request it. Coverage is automatic. To ensure funds are fully protected, 
depositors should understand their deposit insurance coverage limits. The FDIC provides separate 
insurance coverage for deposits held in different ownership categories such as single accounts, joint 
accounts, Individual Retirement Accounts (IRAs) and trust accounts. 
Basic FDIC Deposit Insurance Coverage Limits* 
Single Accounts (owned by one person) $250,000 per owner 
Joint Accounts (two or more persons) $250,000 per co-owner 
IRAs and certain other retirement accounts $250,000 per owner 
Trust Accounts $250,000 per owner per beneficiary subject to specific limitations and requirements** 
*The financial reform bill, officially named the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection 
Act, signed into law on July 21, 2010, made the $250,000 FDIC coverage limit permanent. 

FEDERAL CREDIT AGENCIES: Agencies of the Federal government set up to supply credit to various 
classes of institutions and individuals, e.g., S&L's, small business firms, students, farmers, farm 
cooperatives, and exporters. 

FEDERAL FUNDS RA TE: The rate of interest that depository institutions lend monies overnight to other 
depository institutions. Also referred to as the overnight lending rate. This rate is currently pegged by the 
Federal Reserve through open-market operations. 

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANKS (FHLB): Government sponsored wholesale banks (currently 12 
regional banks), which lend funds and provide correspondent banking services to member commercial 
banks, thrift institutions, credit unions and insurance companies. The mission of the FHLBs is to liquefy 
the housing related assets of its members who must purchase stock in their district Bank. 
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FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION (FNMA): FNMA, like GNMA was chartered 
under the Federal National Mortgage Association Act in 1938. FNMA is a federal corporation working 
under the auspices of the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). It is the largest single 
provider of residential mortgage funds in the United States. Fannie Mae, as the corporation is called, is a 
private stockholder-owned corporation. The corporation's purchases include a variety of adjustable 
mortgages and second loans, in addition to fixed-rate mortgages. FNMA's securities are also highly liquid 
and are widely accepted. FNMA assumes and guarantees that all security holders will receive timely 
payment of principal and interest. 

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE CORPORATION (FHLMC): Freddie Mac's mission is to 
provide liquidity, stability and affordability to the housing market. Congress defined this mission in 
(their) 1970 charter. Freddie Mac buys mortgage loans from banks, thrifts and other financial 
intermediaries, and re-sells these loans to investors, or keeps them for their own portfolio, profiting from 
the difference between their funding costs and the yield generated by the mortgages. 

FEDERAL OPEN MARKET COMMITTEE (FOMC): Consists of seven members of the Federal Reserve 
Board and five of the twelve Federal Reserve Bank Presidents. The President of the New York Federal 
Reserve Bank is a permanent member, while the other Presidents serve on a rotating basis. The 
Committee periodically meets to set Federal Reserve guidelines regarding purchases and sales of 
Government Securities in the open market as a means of influencing the volume of bank credit and 
money. 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM: The central bank of the United States created by Congress and 
consisting of a seven member Board of Governors in Washington, D.C., 12 regional banks and about 
5,700 commercial banks that are members of the system. 

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION (GNMA or Ginnie Mae): Securities 
influencing the volume of bank credit guaranteed by GNMA and issued by mortgage bankers, 
commercial banks, savings and loan associations, and other institutions. Security holder is protected by 
full faith and credit of the U.S. Government. Ginnie Mae securities are backed by the FHA, VA or FmHA 
mortgages. The term "pass-throughs" is often used to describe Ginnie Maes. 

GOVERNMENT SECURITIES: Obligations of the U.S. Government and its agencies and 
instrumentalities. 

LIQUIDITY: A liquid asset is one that can be converted easily and rapidly into cash without a substantial 
loss of value. In the money market, a security is said to be liquid if the spread between bid and asked 
prices is narrow and reasonable size can be done at those quotes. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT POOL (LGIP): The aggregate of all funds from political 
subdivisions that are placed in the custody of the State Treasurer for investment and reinvestment. 

MARKET VALUE: The price at which a security is trading and could presumably be purchased or sold. 

MASTER REPURCHASE AGREEMENT: A written contract covering all future transactions between 
the parties to repurchase-reverse repurchase agreements that establishes each party's rights in the 
transactions. A master agreement will often specify, among other things, the right of the buyer-lender to 
liquidate the underlying securities in the event of default by the seller borrower. 

October 2013 

C-13 



MATURITY: The date upon which the principal or stated value of an investment becomes due and 
payable. 

MONEY MARKET: The market in which short-term debt instruments (bills, commercial paper, bankers' 
acceptances, etc.) are issued and traded. 

NRSRO: Nationally Recognized Statistical Rating Organization; Credit rating agencies that are registered 
with the SEC. Such agencies provide an opinion on the creditworthiness of an entity and the financial 
obligations issued by an entity. 

OFFER: The price asked by a seller of securities. (When you are buying securities, you ask for an offer.) 
See Asked and Bid. 

OPEN MARKET OPERATIONS: Purchases and sales of government and certain other securities in the 
open market by the New York Federal Reserve Bank as directed by the FOMC in order to influence the 
volume of money and credit in the economy. Purchases inject reserves into the bank system and stimulate 
growth of money and credit; sales have the opposite effect. Open market operations are the Federal 
Reserve's most important and most flexible monetary policy tool. 

PAR VALUE: The principal amount ofa bond returned by the maturity date. 

PORTFOLIO: Collection of securities held by an investor. 

PRIMARY DEALER: A group of government securities dealers who submit daily reports of market 
activity and positions and monthly financial statements to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and are 
subject to its informal oversight. Primary dealers include Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC)
registered securities broker-dealers, banks, and a few unregulated firms. 

PRUDENT PERSON RULE: An investment standard. In some states the law requires that a fiduciary, 
such as a trustee, may invest money only in a list of securities selected by the custody state-the so-called 
legal list. In other states the trustee may invest in a security if it is one which would be bought by a 
prudent person of discretion and intelligence who is seeking a reasonable income and preservation of 
capital. 

PUBLIC TIME DEPOSITS (Term Certificates Of Deposit): Time deposits are issued by depository 
institutions against funds deposited for a specified length of time. Time deposits include instruments such 
as deposit notes. They are distinct from certificates of depo~it (CDs) in that interest payments on time 
deposits are calculated in a manner similar to that of corporate bonds whereas interest payments on CDs 
are calculated similar to that of money market instruments. 

QUALIFIED PUBLIC DEPOSITORIES: A financial institution which does not claim exemption from 
the payment of any sales or compensating use or ad valorem taxes under the laws of this state, which has 
segregated for the benefit of the commission eligible collateral having a value of not less than its 
maximum liability and which has been approved by the Public Deposit Protection Commission to hold 
public deposits. 

RATE OF RETURN: The yield obtainable on a security based on its purchase price or its current market 
price. This may be the amortized yield to maturity on a bond the current income return. 
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REPURCHASE AGREEMENT (RP OR REPO): A holder of securities sells these securities to an 
investor with an agreement to repurchase them at a fixed price on a fixed date. The security "buyer" in 
effect lends the "seller" money for the period of the agreement, and the terms of the agreement are 
structured to compensate him for this. Dealers use RP extensively to finance their positions. Exception: 
When the Fed is said to be doing RP, it is lending money that is, increasing bank reserves. 

SAFEKEEPING: A service to customers rendered by banks for a fee whereby securities and valuables of 
all types and descriptions are held in the bank's vaults for protection. 

SECONDARY MARKET: A market made for the purchase and sale of outstanding issues following the 
initial distribution. 

SECURITIES & EXCHANGE COMMISSION: Agency created by Congress to protect investors in 
securities transactions by administering securities legislation. 

SEC RULE 15(C))3-l: See Uniform Net Capital Rule. 

STRUCTURED NOTES: Notes issued by Government Sponsored Enterprises (FHLB, FNMA, SLMA, 
etc.) and Corporations, which have imbedded options (e.g., call features, step-up coupons, floating rate 
coupons, derivative-based returns) into their debt structure. Their market performance is impacted by the 
fluctuation of interest rates, the volatility of the imbedded options and shifts in the shape of the yield 

·curve. 

TREASURY BILLS: A non-interest bearing discount security issued by the U.S. Treasury to finance the 
national debt. Most bills are issued to mature in three months, six months, or one year. 

TREASURY BONDS: Long-term coupon-bearing U.S. Treasury securities issued as direct obligations of 
the U.S. Government and having initial maturities of more than 10 years. 

TREASURY NOTES: Medium-term coupon-bearing U.S. Treasury securities issued as direct obligations 
of the U.S. Government and having initial maturities from two to 10 years. 

UNIFORM NET CAPITAL RULE: Securities and Exchange Commission requirement that member firms 
as well as nonmember broker-dealers in securities maintain a maximum ratio of indebtedness to liquid 
capital of 15 to 1; also called net capital rule and net capital ratio. Indebtedness covers all money owed to 
a firm, including margin loans and commitments to purchase securities, one reason new public issues are 
spread among members of underwriting syndicates. Liquid capital includes cash and assets easily 
converted into cash. 

YIELD: The rate of annual income return on an investment, expressed as a percentage. (a) INCOME 
YIELD is obtained by dividing the current dollar income by the current market price for the security. (b) 
NET YIELD or YIELD TO MA TURlTY is the current income yield minus any premium above par or 
plus any discount from par in purchase price, with the adjustment spread over the period from the date of 
purchase to the date of maturity of the bond. 
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APPENDIXD 

FORM OF CONTINUING DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE 

$209,955,000 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
SERIES 2014A 

(PROPOSITION A, 2008) 

This Continuing Disclosure Certificate (the "Disclosure Certificate") is executed and delivered by the 
City and County of San Francisco (the "City") in connection with the issuance of the bonds captioned above 
(the "Bonds"). The Bonds are issued pursuant to Resolution No. 528-08 and Resolution No. 417-13, adopted 
by the Board of Supervisors of the City on December 16, 2008 and November 26, 2013, respectively, and duly 
approved by the Mayor of the City on December 19, 2008 and November 27, 2013, respectively (together, the 
"Resolution"). The City covenants and agrees as follows: 

SECTION 1. Purpose of the Disclosure Certificate. This Disclosure Certificate is being 
executed and delivered by the City for the benefit of the Holders and Beneficial Owners of the Bonds and in 
order to assist the Participating Underwriters in complying with Securities and Exchange Commission Rule 
15c2-12(b )(5). 

SECTION 2. Definitions. The following capitalized terms shall have the following meanings: 

"Annual Report" shall mean any Annual Report provided by the City pursuant to, and as described in, 
Sections 3 and 4 of this Disclosure Certificate. 

"Beneficial Owner" shall mean any person which: (a) has or shares the power, directly or indirectly, 
to make investment decisions concerning ownership of any Bonds (including persons holding Bonds through 
nominees, depositories or other intermediaries) including, but not limited to, the power to vote or consent with 
respect to any Bonds or to dispose of ownership of any Bonds; or (b) is treated as the owner of any Bonds for 
federal income tax purposes. 

"Dissemination Agent" shall mean the City, acting in its capacity as Dissemination Agent under this 
Disclosure Certificate, or any successor Dissemination Agent designated in writing by the City and which has 
filed with the City a written acceptance of such designation. 

"Holder" shall mean either the registered owners of the Bonds, or, if the Bonds are registered in the 
name of The Depository Trust Company or another recognized depository, any applicable participant in such 
depository system. 

"Listed Events" shall mean any of the events listed in Section 5(a) and 5(b) of this Disclosure 
Certificate. 

"MSRB" shall mean the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board or any other entity designated or 
authorized by the Securities and Exchange Commission to receive reports pursuant to the Rule. Until 
otherwise designated by the MSRB or the Securities and Exchange Commission, filings with the MSRB are to 
be made through the Electronic Municipal Market Access (EMMA) website of the MSRB currently located at 
http://emma.msrb.org. 

"Participating Underwriter" shall mean any of the original underwriters or purchasers of the Bonds 
required to comply with the Rule in connection with offering of the Bonds. 
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"Rule" shall mean Rule 15c2-12(b)(5) adopted by the Securities and Exchange Commission under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as the same may be amended from time to time. 

SECTION 3. Provision of Annual Reports. 

(a) The City shall, or shall cause the Dissemination Agent to, not later than 270 days 
after the end of the City's fiscal year (which is June 30), commencing with the report for the 2013-14 
Fiscal Year (which is due not later than March 27, 2015), provide to the MSRB an Annual Report 
which is consistent with the requirements of Section 4 of this Disclosure Certificate. If the 
Dissemination Agent is not the City, the City shall provide the Annual Report to the Dissemination 
Agent not later than 15 days prior to said date. The Annual Report must be submitted in electronic 
format and accompanied by such identifying information as is prescribed by the MSRB, and may 
cross-reference other information as provided in Section 4 of this Disclosure Certificate; provided, that 
ifthe audited financial statements of the City are not available by the date required above for the filing 
of the Annual Report, the City shall submit unaudited financial statements and submit the audited 
financial statements as soon as they are available. If the City's Fiscal Year changes, it shall give notice 
of such change in the same manner as for a Listed Event under Section 5( e ). 

(b) If the City is unable to provide to the MSRB an Annual Report by the date required 
in subsection (a), the City shall send a notice to the MSRB in substantially the form attached as 
Exhibit A. 

(c) The Dissemination Agent shall (if the Dissemination Agent is other than the City), 
file a report with the City certifying the date that the Annual Report was provided to the MSRB 
pursuant to this Disclosure Certificate. 

SECTION 4. Content of Annual Reports. The City's Annual Report shall contain or incorporate 
by reference the following information, as required by the Rule: 

(a) the audited general purpose financial statements of the City prepared in accordance . 
with generally accepted accounting principles applicable to governmental entities; 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 
City; and 

(f) 
the City. 

a summary of budgeted general fund revenues and appropriations; 

a summary of the assessed valuation of taxable property in the City; 

a summary of the advalorem property tax levy and delinquency rate; 

a schedule of aggregate annual debt service on tax-supported indebtedness of the 

summary of outstanding and authorized but unissued tax-supported indebtedness of 

Any or all of the items listed above may be set forth in a document or set of documents, or may be 
included by specific reference to other documents, including official statements of debt issues of the City or 
related public entities, which are available to the public on the MSRB website. If the document included by 
reference is a final official statement, it must be available from the MSRB. The City shall clearly identify each 
such other document so included by reference. 
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SECTION 5. Reporting of Significant Events. 

(a) The City shall give, or cause to be given, notice of the occurrence of any of the 
following events numbered 1-9 with respect to the Bonds not later than ten business days after the 
occurrence of the event: 

1. Principal and interest payment delinquencies; 

2. Unscheduled draws on debt service reserves reflecting financial difficulties; 

3. Unscheduled draws on credit enhancements reflecting fmancial difficulties; 

4. Substitution of credit or liquidity providers, or their failure to perform; 

5. Issuance by the Internal Revenue Service of proposed or final determination oftaxability 
or of a Notice of Proposed Issue (IRS Form 5701 TEB) or adverse tax opinions; 

6. Tender offers; 

7. Defeasances; 

8. Rating changes; or 

9. Bankruptcy, insolvency, receivership or similar event of the obligated person. 

Note: for the purposes of the event identified in subparagraph (9), the event is considered to occur 
when any of the following occur: the appointment of a receiver, fiscal agent or similar officer for an 
obligated person in a proceeding under the U.S. Bankruptcy Code or in any other proceeding under 
State or federal law in which a court or governmental authority has assumed jurisdiction over 
substantially all of the assets or business of the obligated person, or if such jurisdiction has been 
assumed by leaving the existing governmental body and officials or officers in possession but subject 
to the supervision and orders of a court or governmental authority, or the entry of an order confirming 
a plan of reorganization, arrangement or liquidation by a court or governmental authority having 
supervision or jurisdiction over substantially all of the assets or business of the obligated person. 

(b) The City shall give, or cause to be given, notice of the occurrence of any of the 
following events numbered 10-16 with respect to the Bonds not later than ten business days after the 
occurrence of the event, if material: 

10. Unless described in paragraph 5(a)(5), other material notices or determinations by the 
Internal Revenue Service with respect to the tax status of the Bonds or other material 
events affecting the tax status of the Bonds; 

11. Modifications to rights of Bond holders; 

12. Unscheduled or contingent Bond calls; 

13. Release, substitution, or sale of property securing repayment of the Bonds; 

14. Non-payment related defaults; 

15. The consummation of a merger, consolidation, or acquisition involving an obligated 
person or the sale of all or substantially all of the assets of the obligated person, other 
than in the ordinary course of business, the entry into a defmitive agreement to undertake 
such an action or the termination of a definitive agreement relating to any such actions, 
other than pursuant to its terms; or 

16. Appointment of a successor or additional trustee or the change of name of a trustee. 

(c) The City shall give, or cause to be given, in a timely manner, notice of a failure to 
provide the annual financial information on or before the date specified in Section 3, as provided in 
Section 3(b ). 

D-3 



(d) Whenever the City obtains knowledge of the occurrence of a Listed Event described 
in Section 5(b ), the City shall determine if such event would be material under applicable federal 
securities laws. 

(e) If the City learns of the occurrence of a Listed Event described in Section 5(a), or 
determines that knowledge of a Listed Event described in Section 5(b) would be material under 
applicable federal securities laws, the City shall within ten business days of occurrence file a notice of 
such occurrence with the MSRB in electronic format, accompanied by such identifying information as 
is prescribed by the MSRB. Notwithstanding the foregoing, notice of the Listed Event described in 
subsection 5(b)(12) need not be given under this subsection any earlier than the notice (if any) of the 
underlying event is given to Holders of affected Bonds pursuant to the Resolution. 

SECTION 6. Termination of Reporting Obligation. The City's obligations under this Disclosure 
Certificate shall terminate upon the legal defeasance, prior redemption or payment in full of all of the Bonds. 
If such termination occurs prior to the final maturity of the Bonds, the City shall give notice of such 
termination in the same manner as for a Listed Event under Section 5( e ). 

SECTION 7. Dissemination Agent. The City may, from time to time, appoint or engage a 
Dissemination Agent to assist it in carrying out its obligations under this Disclosure Certificate, and may 
discharge any such Agent, with or without appointing a successor Dissemination Agent. The Dissemination 
Agent shall have only such duties as are specifically set forth in this Disclosure Certificate. 

SECTION 8. Amendment; Waiver. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Disclosure 
Certificate, the City may amend or waive this Disclosure Certificate or any provision of this Disclosure 
Certificate, provided that the following conditions are satisfied: 

(a) If the amendment or waiver relates to the provisions of Sections 3(a), 3(b), 4, 5(a) or 
5(b ), it may only be made in connection with a change in circumstances that arises from a change in 
legal requirements, change in law, or change in the identity, nature or status of an obligated person 
with respect to the Bonds or the type of business conducted; 

(b) The undertaking, as amended or taking into account such waiver, would, in the 
opinion of the City Attorney or nationally recognized bond counsel, have complied with the 
requirements of the Rule at the time of the original issuance of the Bonds, after taking into account 
any amendments or interpretations of the Rule, as well as any change in circumstances; and 

(c) The amendment or waiver either (i) is approved by the owners of a majority in 
aggregate principal amount of the Bonds or (ii) does not, in the opinion of the City Attorney or 
nationally recognized bond counsel, materially impair the interests of the Holders. 

In the event of any amendment or waiver of a provision of this Disclosure Certificate, the City shall 
describe such amendment in the next Annual Report, and shall include, as applicable, a narrative explanation 
of the reason for the amendment or waiver and its impact on the type (or in the case of a change of accounting 
principles, on the presentation) of financial information or operating data being presented by the City. In 
addition, if the amendment relates to the accounting principles to be followed in preparing financial 
statements: (i) notice of such change shall be given in the same manner as for a Listed Event under Section 5; 
and (ii) the Annual Report for the year in which the change is made should present a comparison (in narrative 
form and also, if feasible, in quantitative form) between the financial statements as prepared on the basis of the 
new accounting principles and those prepared on the basis of the former accounting principles. 

SECTION 9. Additional Information. Nothing in this Disclosure Certificate shall be deemed to 
prevent the City from disseminating any other information, using the means of dissemination set forth in this 
Disclosure Certificate or any other means of communication, or including any other information in any Annual 
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Report or notice of occurrence of a Listed Event, in addition to that which is required by this Disclosure 
Certificate. If the City chooses to include any information in any Annual Report or notice of occurrence of a 
Listed Event in addition to that which is specifically required by this Disclosure Certificate, the City shall have 
no obligation under this Disclosure Certificate to update such information or include it in any future Annual 
Report or notice of occurrence of a Listed Event. 

SECTION 10. Remedies. In the event of a failure of the City to comply with any provision of this 
Disclosure Certificate, any Participating Underwriter, Holder or Beneficial Owner of the Bonds may take such 
actions as may be necessary and appropriate to cause the City to comply with its obligations under this 
Disclosure Certificate; provided that any such action may be instituted only in a federal or state court located 
in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California, and that the sole remedy under this Disclosure 
Certificate in the event of any failure of the City to comply with this Disclosure Certificate shall be an action to 
compel performance. 

SECTION 11. Beneficiaries. This Disclosure Certificate shall inure solely to the benefit of the 
City, the Dissemination Agent, the Participating Underwriters and Holders and Beneficial Owners from time to 
time of the Bonds, and shall create no rights in any other person or entity. 

Date: January 28, 2014. 

Approved as to form: 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 
CITY ATTORNEY 

Deputy City Attorney 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Benjamin Rosenfield 
Controller 



CONTINUING DISCLOSURE CERTIFICATE EXHIBIT A 

Name of City: 

Name of Bond Issue: 

Date oflssuance: 

FORM OF NOTICE TO THE 
MUNICIPAL SECURITIES RULEMAKING BOARD 

OF FAILURE TO FILE ANNUAL REPORT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, 
SERIES 2014A (PROPOSITION A, 2008) 

January 28, 2014 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board that the City has not 
provided an Annual Report with respect to the above-named Bonds as required by Section 3 of the Continuing 
Disclosure Certificate of the City and County of San Francisco, dated January 28, 2014. The City anticipates 
that the Annual Report will be filed by ____ _ 

Dated: _____ _ 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

By: [to be signed only if filed] 
Title: 
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APPENDIXE 

DTC AND THE BOOK ENTRY ONLY SYSTEM 

The information in numbered paragraphs 1-10 of this Appendix E, concerning The Depository Trust 
Company, New York, New York ("DTC'~ and DTC's book-entry system, has been furnished by DTC for use in 
official statements and the City takes no responsibility for the completeness or accuracy thereof The City 
cannot and does not give any assurances that DTC, DTC Participants or Indirect Participants will distribute 
to the Beneficial Owners (a) payments of interest or principal with respect to the Bonds, (b) certificates 
representing ownership interest in or other confirmation or ownership interest in the Bonds, or (c) redemption 
or other notices sent to DTC or Cede & Co., its nominee, as the registered owner of the Bonds, or that they 
will so do on a timely basis, or that DTC, DTC Participants or DTC Indirect Participants will act in the 
manner described in this Appendix. The current "Rules" applicable to DTC are on file with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission and the current "Procedures" of DTC to be followed in dealing with DTC Participants 
are on file with DTC. As used in this appendix, "Securities" means the Bonds, "Issuer" means the City, and 
''Agent" means the Paying Agent. 

Information Furnished by DTC Regarding its Book-Entry Only System 

1. The Depository Trust Company ("DTC"), New York, NY, will act as securities depository for the 
securities (the "Securities"). The Securities will be issued as fully-registered securities registered in the name 
of Cede & Co. (DTC's partnership nominee) or such other name as may be requested by an authorized 
representative of DTC. One fully-registered Security certificate will be issued for the Securities, in the 
aggregate principal amount of such issue, and will be deposited with DTC. 

2. DTC, the world's largest securities depository, is a limited-purpose trust company organized under 
the New York Banking Law, a ''banking organization" within the meaning of the New York Banking Law, a 
member of the Federal Reserve System, a "clearing corporation" within the meaning of the New York Uniform 
Commercial Code, and a "clearing agency" registered pursuant to the provisions of Section 17 A of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934. DTC holds and provides asset servicing for over 3.5 million issues of U.S. 
and non-U.S. equity issues, corporate and municipal debt issues, and money market instruments (from over 
100 countries) that DTC's participants ("Direct Participants") deposit with DTC. DTC also facilitates the post
trade settlement among Direct Participants of sales and other securities transactions in deposited securities, 
through electronic computerized book-entry transfers and pledges between Direct Participants' accounts. This 
eliminates the need for physical movement of securities certificates. Direct Participants include both U.S. and 
non-U.S. securities brokers and dealers, banks, trust companies, clearing corporations, and certain other 
organizations. DTC is a wholly-owned subsidiary of The Depository Trust & Clearing Corporation ("DTCC"). 
DTCC is the holding company for DTC, National Securities Clearing Corporation and Fixed Income Clearing 
Corporation, all of which are registered clearing agencies. DTCC is owned by the users of its regulated 
subsidiaries. Access to the DTC system is also available to others such as both U.S. and non-U.S. securities 
brokers and dealers, banks, trust companies, and clearing corporations that clear through or maintain a 
custodial relationship with a Direct Participant, either directly or indirectly ("Indirect Participants"). DTC has 
a Standard & Poor's rating of AA+. The DTC Rules applicable to its Participants are on file with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. More information about DTC can be found at www.dtcc.com and www.dtc.org. 

3. Purchases of Securities under the DTC system must be made by or through Direct Participants, 
which will receive a credit for the Securities on DTC's records. The ownership interest of each actual 
purchaser of each Security ("Beneficial Owner") is in turn to be recorded on the Direct and Indirect 
Participants' records. Beneficial Owners will not receive written confirmation from DTC of their purchase. 
Beneficial Owners are, however, expected to receive written confirmations providing details of the transaction, 
as well as periodic statements of their holdings, from the Direct or Indirect Participant through which the 
Beneficial Owner entered into the transaction. Transfers of ownership interests in the Securities are to be 
accomplished by entries made on the books of Direct and Indirect Participants acting on behalf of Beneficial 

E-1 



Owners. Beneficial Owners will not receive certificates representing their ownership interests in Securities, 
except in the event that use of the book-entry system for the Securities is discontinued. 

4. To facilitate subsequent transfers, all Securities deposited by Direct Participants with DTC are 
registered in the name ofDTC's partnership nominee, Cede & Co., or such other name as may be requested by 
an authorized representative of DTC. The deposit of Securities with DTC and their registration in the name of 
Cede & Co. or such other DTC nominee do not effect any change in beneficial ownership. DTC has no 
knowledge of the actual Beneficial Owners of the Securities; DTC's records reflect only the identity of the 
Direct Participants to whose accounts such Securities are credited, which may or may not be the Beneficial 
Owners. The Direct and Indirect Participants will remain responsible for keeping account of their holdings on 
behalfoftheir customers. 

5. Conveyance of notices and other communications by DTC to Direct Participants, by Direct 
Participants to Indirect Participants, and by Direct Participants and Indirect Participants to Beneficial Owners 
will be governed by arrangements among them, subject to any statutory or regulatory requirements as may be 
in effect from time to time. 

6. Redemption notices shall be sent to DTC. If less than all of the Securities within an issue are being 
redeemed, DTC's practice is to determine by lot the amount of the interest of each Direct Participant in such 
issue to be redeemed. 

7. Neither DTC nor Cede & Co. (nor any other DTC nominee) will consent or vote with respect to 
Securities unless authorized by a Direct Participant in accordance with DTC's MMI Procedures. Under its 
usual procedures, DTC mails an Omnibus Proxy to Issuer as soon as possible after the record date. The 
Omnibus Proxy assigns Cede & Co.'s consenting or voting rights to those Direct Participants to whose 
accounts Securities are credited on the record date (identified in a listing attached to the Omnibus Proxy). 

8. Redemption proceeds, distributions, and dividend payments on the Securities will be made to Cede 
& Co., or such other nominee as may be requested by an authorized representative of DTC. DTC's practice is 
to credit Direct Participants' accounts upon DTC's receipt of funds and corresponding detail information from 
Issuer or Agent, on payable date in accordance with their respective holdings shown on DTC's records. 
Payments by Participants to Beneficial Owners will be governed by standing instructions and customary 
practices, as is the case with securities held for the accounts of customers in bearer form or registered in "street 
name," and will be the responsibility of such Participant and not of DTC, Agent, or Issuer, subject to any 
statutory or regulatory requirements as may be in effect from time to time. Payment of redemption proceeds, 
distributions, and dividend payments to Cede & Co. (or such other nominee as may be requested by an 
authorized representative of DTC) is the responsibility of Issuer or Agent, disbursement of such payments to 
Direct Participants will be the responsibility of DTC, and disbursement of such payments to the Beneficial 
Owners will be the responsibility of Direct and Indirect Participants. 

9. DTC may discontinue providing its services as depository with respect to the Securities at any time 
by giving reasonable notice to Issuer or Agent. Under such circumstances, in the event that a successor · 
depository is not obtained, Security certificates are required to be printed and delivered. 

10. Issuer may decide to discontinue use of the system of book-entry-only transfers through DTC (or 
a successor securities depository). In that event, Security certificates will be printed and delivered to DTC. 

Discontinuation of Book-Entry Only System; Payment to Beneficial Owners 

In the event that the book-entry system described above is no longer used with respect to the Bonds, 
the following provisions will govern the registration, transfer and exchange of the Bonds. 
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Payment of the interest on any Bond shall be made by check mailed on the interest payment date to 
the owner at the owner's address at it appears on the registration books described below as of the Record Date 
(as defined herein). 

The City Treasurer will keep or cause to be kept, at the office of the City Treasurer, or at the 
designated office of any registrar appointed by the City Treasurer, sufficient books for the registration and 
transfer of the Bonds, which shall at all times be open to inspection, and, upon presentation for such purpose, 
the City Treasurer shall, under such reasonable regulations as he or she may prescribe, register or transfer or 
cause to be registered or transferred, on said books, Bonds as hereinbefore provided. 

Any Bond may, in accordance with its terms, be transferred, upon the registration books described 
above, by the person in whose name it is registered, in person or by the duly authorized attorney of such 
person, upon surrender of such Bond for cancellation, accompanied by delivery of a duly executed written 
instrument of transfer in a form approved by the City Treasurer. 

Any Bonds may be exchanged at the office of the City Treasurer for a like aggregate principal amount 
of other authorized denominations of the same interest rate and maturity. 

Whenever any Bond or Bonds shall be surrendered for transfer or exchange, the designated City 
officials shall execute and the City Treasurer shall authenticate and deliver a new Bond or Bonds of the same 
series, interest rate and maturity, for a like aggregate principal amount. The City Treasurer shall require the 
payment by any Bond owner requesting any such transfer of any tax or other governmental charge required to 
be paid with respect to such transfer or exchange. 

No transfer or exchange of Bonds shall be required to be made by the City Treasurer during the period 
from the Record Date (as defined in this Official Statement) next preceding each interest payment date to such 
interest payment date or after a notice of redemption shall have been mailed with respect to such Bond. 
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APPENDIXF 

PROPOSED FORM OF OPINIONS OF CO-BOND COUNSEL 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Citigroup Global Markets Inc. 
New York, New York 

[Closing Date] 

We have acted as co-bond counsel in connection with the issuance and delivery by the City and 
County of San Francisco (the "City") of $209,955,000 aggregate original principal amount of its General 
Obligation Bonds, Series 2014A (Proposition A, 2008) (the "Series 20 l 4A Bonds"). 

In that regard, we examined a certified copy of the record of proceedings of the City, together with 
various accompanying certificates, pertaining to the authorization and issuance of the Series 2014A Bonds. 
The record of proceedings includes (i) proceedings relating to calling and holding a special election on 
November 4, 2008 to authorize $887,400,000 general obligation bonds of the City (the "Bonds") for building 
and/or rebuilding and improving the earthquake safety of San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center, 
including among other things Ordinance No. 123-08 duly adopted by the Board of Supervisors (the "Board of 
Supervisors") of the City on July 22, 2008 and approved by the Mayor on July 24, 2008 calling and providing 
for the November 4, 2008 special election on the Bonds and Resolution No. 503-08 duly adopted by the Board 
of Supervisors on December 9, 2008 and approved by the Mayor on December 11, 2008, declaring the results 
of the special election on the Bonds; (ii) Resolution No. 528-08 duly adopted by the Board of Supervisors on 
December 16, 2008 and approved by the Mayor on December 19, 2008 providing for the issuance of the Bonds 
from time to time; (iii) Resolution No. 417-13 duly adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November 26, 
2013 and approved by the Mayor on November 27, 2013, providing for the sale of the Series 2014A Bonds 
(together with Resolution No. 528-08, the "Resolutions"); (iv) the Certificate Awarding the Bonds with respect 
to the Series 2014A Bonds executed by the Controller of the City on January 16, 2014 pursuant to the 
Resolutions (the "Certificate of Award"); and (v) certificates of officers of the City, the City's co-financial 
advisors and the purchaser of the Series 2014A Bonds as to various factual matters. 

The Series 2014A Bonds are dated the date of this opinion, mature on June 15 of each of the years 
2014 to 2033, inclusive, in the amounts for each year provided in the Certificate of Award, and will bear 
interest from their date, payable semiannually on June 15th and December 15th of each year commencing on 
June 15, 2014, at the interest rate for each maturity provided in the Certificate of Award. 

The Series 2014A Bonds are subject to optional redemption in advance of their maturity upon the 
terms provided in the Certificate of Award. · 

Based upon this examination, we are of the opinion that: 

1. The proceedings described above show lawful authority for the issuance and sale of the Series 
2014A Bonds pursuant to the Constitution and laws of the State of California and the City Charter, including a 
proposition approved by not less than a two-thirds vote of the qualified electors of the City voting at a special 
election held in the City on November 4, 2008, and the Resolutions. 
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2. The Series 2014A Bonds have been duly and validly authorized and issued in accordance 
with the Constitution and laws of the State of California, the City Charter and the Resolutions and are valid 
and legally binding general obligations of the City in accordance with their tenor and terms, payable from ad 
valorem taxes levied against all of the taxable property in the City without limitation as to rate or amount 
(except for certain personal property which is taxable at limited rates). The Board of Supervisors has the 
authority and is obligated to levy such taxes for payment of the principal of and interest on the Series 20 l 4A 
Bonds. 

3. Interest on the Series 2014A Bonds under present law is not included in "gross income" for 
federal income tax purposes and thus is exempt from federal income taxes based on gross income. This 
opinion is subject to compliance by the City with its covenant to comply with all requirements which must be 
met in order for interest on the Series 2014A Bonds not to be included in gross income for federal income tax 
purposes under present law. The City has the power to comply with its covenant. If the City were to fail to 
comply with these requirements, interest on the Series 2014A Bonds could be included in gross income for 
federal income tax purposes retroactive to the date the Series 2014A Bonds are issued. Interest on the Series 
20 l 4A Bonds is not an item of tax preference for calculation of an alternative minimum tax for individuals or 
corporations under present law. Interest on the Series 2014A Bonds will be taken into account, however, in 
computing an adjustment used in determining the alternative minimum tax for certain corporations. 
Ownership of the Series 20 l 4A Bonds may result in other federal tax consequences to certain taxpayers, and 
we express no opinion regarding any such collateral consequences arising with respect to the Series 2014A 
Bonds. 

4. Interest on the Series 2014A Bonds is exempt from present California personal income taxes 
under present California law. Ownership of the Series 2014A Bonds may result in other state and local tax 
consequences to certain taxpayers and we express no opinion with respect to any such state and local tax 
consequences with respect to the Series 2014A Bonds. 

The rights of registered owners of the Series 2014A Bonds, the obligations of the City and the 
enforceability of the Series 2014A Bonds and the Resolutions may be subject to bankruptcy, insolvency, 
reorganization, moratorium and other similar laws affecting creditors' rights. Enforcement of provisions of the 
Series 2014A Bonds and the Resolutions by equitable or similar remedies may be subject to general principles 
of law or equity governing such remedies, including the exercise of judicial discretion whether to grant any 
particular form of relief. Enforcement of provisions of the Series 2014A Bonds and the Resolutions is also 
subject to statutes, public policy considerations and court decisions that may limit legal remedies imposed in 
actions against governmental entities in the State of California. 

This opinion is based upon facts known or certified to us and laws in effect on its date and speaks as 
of that date. The opinions stated in this letter are expressions of professional judgment based upon such facts 
and law and are not a guaranty of a result if the validity or tax-exempt status of the Series 20 l 4A Bonds are 
challenged. We have not undertaken any obligation to revise or supplement this opinion to reflect any facts or 
circumstances that may come to our attention after the date of this opinion or any changes in law that may 
occur after that date. In addition, we have not undertaken any obligation to assist the City in complying with 
those requirements described in paragraph 3 above which the City must meet after the date of this opinion in 
order for interest on the Series 2014A Bonds not to be included in gross income for federal income tax 
purposes under present law. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Supervisors: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica 
File 131206: Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

\ 3 \:LO lo 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has received 184 petitions like the one below. They 
will be placed in the file and the Cpages. 

Off ice of the Clerk of the Board 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, 
and archived matters since August 1998. 

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. 

-----Original Message-----
From: www-data@puig.mayfirst.org [mailto:www-data@puig.mayfirst.org] On Behalf Of Gregory Hom 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 5:27 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

~I 3i2DG 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Lisa Jervis [lisa@delightfullycranky.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:13 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Raphael Sperry [raphael@arph.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:15 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to ·support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

2 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of cir.lapin@[drlapin.org dr.lapin@drlapin.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:22 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Iris Biblowitz [irisbiblowitz@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:24 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Jessica Arnett [arnett.jessica@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:24 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the . 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of elizabeth jacoby [ehjacoby@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:29 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San.Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Megan Zapanta [mzapanta1 O@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:32 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

. Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Sandy Weil [sweil46117@aol.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:32 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Berklee Lowrey-Evans [berkleejean@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:39 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Jill Marinelli [jill@missiongraduates.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:32 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active trans~ortation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Meilani Clay [ms.meilani@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:43 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Donna Canalo [donnaluna2@sbcglobal.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:40 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income. Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of obohelp@ [yahoo.com obohelp@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:46 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Kelly Donohue [kdonohue@openplans.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:48 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Eric Olliff [ericolliff@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:59 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Mira Ingram [mirabai.prema@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:03 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Donna Willmott [donna@sdaction.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:06 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of benjamin carpenter [bcarpenter@meca.edu] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:07 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of jonathan winston Owinstonsf@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:10 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Alex Tom [alex@cpasf.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:10 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Jade Rivera Oadeafrica@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:12 AM · 

To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

. Dear Supervisors, 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Steve Williams [steve41iberation@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:14 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Barry Hermanson [barry@hermansons.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:25 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Pablo Beimler [pbeimler@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:27 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

· www-data@puig.mayfirst.org 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:29 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Jose Torres [j.m.torres415@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201410:28 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Rick Kelley [mplsrick@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:30 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Micah Bazant [micahbazant@gmail.c6m] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:31 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Darnell Boyd [darnell26162@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:32 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Nan McGuire [nanmc@jimstevens.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:34 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Chris Carlsson [carlsson.chris@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:36 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. -
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Tracy Zhu [tracy7zhu@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201410:42 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of John Weiss uohn@bayviewboom.org] 
Monday, February 10, 201410:43 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Teresa Almaguer [tere@podersf.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:44 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transp~rtation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Sarah Noyes [ms.noyes@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:54 AM · 

To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

. . 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Yulanda Hendrix [chefyulanda@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:54 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low~lncome Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles O~dinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Emily Lee [emily@cpasf.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:55 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

37 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Robin Ryan [abacusaurus@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:56 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the · 
~Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Jan Adams [jan@janadams.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :02 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco; I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active·transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Karen Fishkin [karenfishkin@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :04 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

40 



.. , .... , 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Matthew Stewart [matthewdanstewart@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :05 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of KATHY LIPSCOMB [kathylipscomb2@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201411:10 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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--~~~ .. -·---------------------------------------------------------------------------
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Terra Curtis [terra.curtis@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :09 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Therese Coupez [tcoupez@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201411:17 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Um:laimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

D.ear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Laura MacMillan [macmillan.laura@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :28 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

. Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

3 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of niklas lollo [nicklollo2@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :29 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Megan Vieira [plurchild@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :38 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Alan Townsend [alantech@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :46 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Alan Townsend 

San Francisco, CA 94110 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Todd Snyder [todd.clark.snyder@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :47 AM 
Board of Supervisor!? 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Todd Snyder 

San Francisco, CA 94115 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

rae nicoletti [rae.nicoletti@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11:48 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge ~ou to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

rae nicoletti 

san francisco, CA 94117 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Daren Garshelis [dsgarshelis@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :51 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city:_ 

Daren Garshelis 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Micah Ludeke [Micah.Ludeke@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11:52 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Micah Ludeke 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

10 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Loretta Gies [romanyx@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201411:45 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Loretta Gies 

San Francisco, CA 94134 

11 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Stephen Poulios [s_poulios@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :53 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Stephen Poulios 

San Francisco, CA 94123 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

aaron small [aaron_small@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :57 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I .am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

aaron small 

San Francisco, CA 94131 

13 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Bianca Molgora [biancamsf@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :50 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Bianca Molgora 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

14 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories~ 

Alice Polesky [askalice@pacbell.net] 
Monday, February 10, 201411:47 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Alice Polesky 

San Francisco, CA 94107 

15 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

CategQries: 

michelle elston [michelle.r.elston@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201411:47 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

michelle elston 

san francisco, CA 94110 

16 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Julie Jumonville Oumonvillejulie@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Julie Jumonville 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

17 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Susan Hughes [Hughes.sd@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:06 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increa~es access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Susan Hughes 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

18 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Cheryl Richard [cr111@outlook.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201412:00 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Cheryl Richard 

SF, CA 94110 

19 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Gina Lyons [gina.lyons@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :59 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation ac~ess of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Gina Lyons 

San Francisco, CA 94118 

20 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Micah Ludeke [Micah.Ludeke@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :52 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Micah Ludeke 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

21 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Ernest Thayer [emtattorney@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:09 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Ernest Thayer 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

22 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Joni Eisen [jonieisen@sbcglobal.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:10 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

23 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Linda Ray [dadaray@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:11 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting heaithy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

24 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Christopher Concolino [conco@sfsu.edu] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:12 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Christopher Concolino 

San Francisco, CA 94122 

25 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Vivian Huang [vivianyihuang@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:12 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Ron Avila [ronavila@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:14 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

27 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Barbara Attard [battard@comcast.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:15 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Cycling is a fun, healthy way to promote active lifestyles for our kids. 

Barbara Attard 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

28 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Barrie Mcclune [barrie@activevoice.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:23 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about'the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Barrie McClune 

San Francisco, CA 94117 

29 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Karlyn Latney [fairybutch@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:30 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Karlyn Latney 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

30 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Michael Treece [nonwhiz@earthlink.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:30 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

31 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of pearl ubungen [pearlubungen@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:31 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

32 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Maria Sanchez [mssanchezy1@yahoo.com) 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:33 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Maria Sanchez 

San Francisco, CA 94110 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Christopher Gallagher [eggking@me.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:39 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Christopher Gallagher 

San Francisco, CA 94122 
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·-------------------------------------------------------------------------From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Lydia Sugarman [lksugarman@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Lydia Sugarman 

San Francisco, CA 94121 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www~data@puig.mayfirstorg on behalf of R Michael Flynn [rmflynn79@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:43 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Lynn Shauinger [starpath@pacbell.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:45 PM 
Board of Supervisors . 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families!· 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Lynn Shauinger 

San Francisco, CA 94117 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Sarah McCoy [sarahjmccoy@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:45 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in Sari Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Sarah McCoy 

San Francisco, CA 94131 

38 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of connie rubiano [connie.rubiano@gmail.com) 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:45 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Nancy Loewen [njloewen@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:48 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Untlaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Nancy Loewen 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

40 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Mae Stadler [maes07@comcast.lnet] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:56 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

41 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Esther Yassi [Eyassi@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 12:57 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Esther Yassi 

San Francisco, CA 94111 

42 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

C LaBrecque [ChlaB53@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:04 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

C LaBrecque 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

43 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Reza Harris [info@dregsone.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:08 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

44 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Kelly Harold [samarascreams@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:11 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

45 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Jacqueline Swan [jaquiheather@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:13 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

46 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Emily Lubahn [elubahn@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 20141:16 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Emily Lubahn 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

47 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Ari Gluck [arigluck@gmail.com) 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:27 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Ari Gluck 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

48 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Bonnie Steiger [bonnie@bonniesteiger.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:28 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Bonnie Steiger 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

49 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Natasha Kanhai [nakanhai@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 20141:29 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Natasha Kanhai 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

50 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Rachel Laforest [rlaforest@righttothecity.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:37 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

51 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Michael Zagaris [z_man@sbcglobal.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 1:55 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Michael Zagaris 

San Francisco, CA 94117 

52 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Stacey Mangni [smangni@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:01 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Stacey Mangni 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

53 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

-----Original Message-----
From: www-data@puig.mayfirst.org [mailto:www-data@puig.mayfirst.org] On Behalf·Of Jaron 
Browne 
Sent: Wednesday,. February 05, 2014 3:06 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of young people in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed 
Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's 
climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Thank you. 

1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Francis Kintz [oneeyedfranc@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:02 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Francis Kintz 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

2 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Valeska Vitals [valeskaville@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:21 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

4 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Anne Morton [anne6439@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:15 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Anne Morton 

San Francisco, CA 94115 

3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Adriana Calambas [Adricalambas@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:26 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Adriana Calambas 

San francusco, CA 94107 

6 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Linda Weiner [lwsf72@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:26 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, ahd increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

5 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Paul Novak [p.maxwell.novak@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:30 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

8 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Gregory Nielsen [gregorynielsen43@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:29 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

7 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Jeffrey Lucchini LJdlucchini@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:50 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation,_ aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Jeffrey Lucchini 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

10 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Denzel Lima [d.lima92@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:48 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

9 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Teresa Scherzer [teescherzer@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:54 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Teresa Scherzer 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

12 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Andrea Tacdol [bayview.healzone@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:50 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families .across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

11 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Tehmina Khan [teatime4pm@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 3:32 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

14 



.~-----------------------------------------------------------------------
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Joe Sciarrillo Uoe@dscs.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:54 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. r·urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases ~ccess to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

13 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Mary Ratcliff [editor@sfbayview.com) 
Monday, February 10, 2014 3:37 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the · 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

16 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Maria Allain [meallain@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 3:34 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

15 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Karen Nossiter [knossiter@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 3:46 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across th~ity. 

Karen Nossiter 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

18 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of lindsey schwartz [lindseyschwartz33@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 3:44 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

.I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

17 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

anne veraldi [anneveraldi@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 3:53 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! . 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

anne veraldi 

sf, CA 94110 

20 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Ramona Draeger [ramonald@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 3:50 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Ramona Draeger 

San Francisco, CA 94117 

19 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of sara shortt [shorttsara@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:12 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

22 



From:· 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Christine Oda [jandjoda@att.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:05 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for. families across the city. 

Christine Oda 

SF, CA 94115 

21 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Erik Schnabel [erikschnabel@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:20 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the· 
city. 

Thank you. 

24 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Margaret Vickers [magsvickers@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:16 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Margaret Vickers 

San Francisco, CA 94116 

23 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Tyler Stowers [tylerstowers@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:25 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

26 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Deborah Gallegos [deborah.gallegos@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:21 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles.Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

25 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Jennifer Willis Oenniferdaphne@netscape.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

28 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of mai-stella khantouche [maistella.k@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:26 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

27 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Maria Zamudio [maria.zamudio@cjjc.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:58 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

30 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

. Categories: 

Michelle Layer [maestralayer@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:55 PM. 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Michelle Layer 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

29 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Janet Ma [janettma@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:59 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, .active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Janet Ma 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

31 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Joel Meza Odemeza@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 5:03 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. · 

Joel Meza 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

32 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Charlie Bergstedt [CHARLIEbergstedt@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 5:13 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San F~ancisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Charlie Bergstedt 

San Francisco, CA 94133 

33 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

martha brooder [mbrooder@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 5:24 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

martha brooder 

san francisco, CA 94110 

34 



. . ....... :...,, ."\ .\ ~ ...... "' ·. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Cathy Connor [clconnor1@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 5:37 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

35 



.from: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Gregory Gomez [solresolgomez@mindspring.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 5:57 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Gregory Gomez 

San Francisco, CA 94112 

5 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

. r:__ 

LISA PATTON [lapatton729@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 6:04 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaim~d Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

LISA PATTON 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115 

6 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

joan stennick Ostennick@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 6:15 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

joan stennick 

san francisco, CA 94123 

7 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Fred Hosea [tangofred@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 6:37 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

8 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org 
Monday, February 10, 2014 6:45 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

9 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
S1.1bject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Bob Thawley [bthawley@mindspring.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 6:49 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

10 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of caryl browne [carylbrowne@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 7:01 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

11 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Phyllis Cardozo [pjcardozo@pacbell.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 7:33 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Phyllis Cardozo 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

12 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Peter Lee [peterboothlee@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 7:38 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Peter Lee 

San Francisco, CA 94118 

13 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Caro Savary [carol@carolsavary.com] 
Monday, Februa·ry 10, 2014 7:48 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in· San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Caro Savary 

San Francisco, CA 94131 

14 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Diane Robinson [dianelrobinson@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 7:57 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Diane Robinson 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

15 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

ronen hartfeld [ronen4@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 8:06 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

ronen hartfeld 

san francisco, CA 94117 

16 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Laura Guzman [lauraguzman@mnhc.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 8:07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

17 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Pati Boyle [patiboyle@comcast.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 8:25 PM 
Board of SupeNisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

18 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Marjorie Sturm [purplemaze@earthlink.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:09 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

19 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Carolyn Chris [carolynchris@sbcglobal.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:22 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, .and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Carolyn Chris 

San Francisco, CA 94112 

20 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Josh Steinmetz [torilove73@gmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:22 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Josh Steinmetz 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

21 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Michael Tomczyszyn [mtomczyszyn@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:36 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Michael Tomczyszyn 

San Francisco, CA 94132 

22 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of david browne [david-caryl.browne@sbcglobal.net] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 9:39 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

23 



~~wL1~·~··.L.:....<:..--------------------------------------------------------------------------
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Paul Causey [paul@revisionasia.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:13 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases ~ccess to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

24 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Adriana Popescu [adrianapopescu@hotmail.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 10:22 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Frahcisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Adriana Popescu 

San Francisco, CA 94117 

25 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

·~ . ..-----------------------------------------------------------------------Gladys Tam [gtam191@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 201411:06 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Gladys Tam 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

26 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: · 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of ming xu [mxu11@yahoo.com] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :29 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

27 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Mishwa Lee [mishwalee@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 201412:08 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

28 



From: 
Sent:· 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of ntanya.lee@[gmail.com ntanya.lee@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 12:12 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

29 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Renee Brown [ms.reneenbrown@live.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 2:07 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Renee Brown 

San Francisco, CA 94115 

30 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Naomi Prochovnick [nshomani@hotmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 2:17 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urg~ you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

31 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Sheila-Chung Hagen [sheila.admin@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 3:33 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

32 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

pamela axelson [pamelaaxelson@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 5:37 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city . 

. Pamela axelson 

san francisco, CA 94112 

33 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Donna Wang [dnnawang@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 6:38 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

34 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of siaira harris [siaira6@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 7:45 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

35 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Alondra Trevino [alondratrevino@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 7:51 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Alondra Trevino 

San Francisco, CA 94124 

36 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Charles Higgins [charlesh@rdnc.org) 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 7:59 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

37 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of ri molnar [alovingspoolful@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 8:26 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

~r am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

38 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Anna Couey [couey@well.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 8:41 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

39 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Sarah Olson [solson75@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 8:56 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

40 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Amber Lancaster [amberlancaster@gmail.com] 
· Tuesday, February 11, 2014 9:08 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

41 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Nora Roman [noritaroman@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 9:22 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concer~ed about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

42 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Nora Roman [noritaroman@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 9:49 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Nora Roman 

SF, CA 94110 

43 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Rheema Calloway [rheema@sfphf.org] 
Tuesday, February 11, 201410:06 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

44 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Morgan Kanninen [me_kan@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 201410:14 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

45 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Diego gomez [designnurd@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 201410:51 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

46 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Tim Kline [tskline@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 11 :04 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Joaquin Avellan [joaquinavellan79@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 11 :26 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Joaquin Avellan 

San Francisco, CA 94115 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Stephen Bingham [smbingham@earthlink.net] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 11:38 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Andrew Terranova [terranova.andrew@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 12:06 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

David Williams [iamdhw@comcast.net] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 12:57 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

David Williams 

San Francisco, CA 94127 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Michael Lamperd [mikestheone@sbcglobal.net] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 2:10 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

C-Page 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Michael Lamperd 

San Francisco, CA 94122 
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·~-\~ - ·_... ___________________________________ _ 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Katherine Roberts· [grrlfriday@mac.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 2:53 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Cady Mier [caydzdid@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 3:00 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kristen Villalobos [frlkris.v@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 3:04 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Kristen Villalobos 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Larry Chinn [larry_chinn@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 5:04 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoti~g healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Francis Kintz [oneeyedfranc@gmail.com] cpttl(f
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 5:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Natalie Russell [natalieerussell@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 6:41 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Andrea Salinas [aasalinas@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 8:40 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Ariana Jostad-Laswell [arianajl@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 6:58 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Edgar R.Molina Perez 
[edgar.molina.perez@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 11 :51 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

jnani Chapman LJnanichapman@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 12:35 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

jnani chapman 

San Francisco, CA 94115 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Charlie K [ckuttner@mindspring.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 2:30 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Charlie K 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Azul Dahlstrom-Eckman [azuld53@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 5:19 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
-increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Azul Dahlstrom-Eckman 

San Francisco, CA 94112 
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From: 
Sent: 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of J B [jamiejbond@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 7:10 PM · 

To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

gus gomez [gomezgus@rocketmail.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 8:13 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

I am deeply concerned about the health, well being, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. 
I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active 
transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and increases access to 
opportunity for families across the city. 

gus gomez 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Kevin Cho [chocho.kevin@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 10:53 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 

11 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalfof Antonio Diaz [adiaz@podersf.org] 
Thursday, February 13, 2014 6:29 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jorge Castillo OorcasOO@gmail.com] 
Thursday, February 13, 2014 9:25 AM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Families! 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access of young people 
in San Francisco. I urge you to support the "Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is 
promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with the city's climate objectives, and 
increases access to opportunity for families across the city. 

Jorge Castillo 

San Francisco, CA 94109 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

www-data@puig.mayfirst.org on behalf of Daisy lsarraras [drisarraras@gmail.com] 
Thursday, February 13, 2014 2:21 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Act Now to Support Bikes for Low-Income Families 

I am deeply concerned about the health, wellbeing, and transportation access 
of youth and families in San Francisco. I urge you to support the 
"Unclaimed Bicycles Ordinance" that is promoting healthy, active transportation, aligns with 
the city's climate objectives, and increases access to opportunity for families across the 
city. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

AJSS C/eJ-Daniel Masarsky [daniel@friscovapor.com] 
Thursday, February 06, 2014 12:34 PM 
Lee, Mayor; Avalos, John; Breed, London; Chiu, David; Cohen, Malia; Farrell, Mark; Kim, V 
Jane; Tang, Katy; Wiener, Scott; Campos, David; Mar, Eric (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Evans, Derek; Board of Supervisors 
Ordinance sponsored by Sup. Eric Mar - prohibit e-cigarette use wherever smoking is 
prohibited 
NYCCouncil letter.pdf 

Mayor Ed Lee and the Board of Supervisors of San Francisco, 

My name is Daniel Masarsky, and I am the co-founder of Frisco Vapor in San Francisco's Marina 
District. We educate and sell electronic cigarettes as well as US manufactured vapor liquid to our 
customers. I am writing you today to give you some information on our business and how we view e
cigarettes. 

Banning e-cigaretts and treating it as a tobacco product will be a big mistake. New York City failed to 
listed to the 17th Surgeon General of the United States when he wrote a letter to the board imploring 
them to not ban e-cigarettes. He called the proposal "a giant step backward in the effort to defeat 
tobacco smoking". I am attaching the letter that he wrote to the city council with this email for you to 
read. 

Since we opened on December 1st of 2013, we have seen a many of our customers drop their 
cigarette habit completely due to the use of e-cigarettes. I have customers that have been smoking 
for over 30 years that have not touched one cigarette since they have visited my store .. There health 
has improved greatly since dropping the cancer stick habit. Within 12 hours of quitting smoking your 
lungs regain the ability to clean themselves. Within that period of time the excess carbon monoxide 
that is inhaled with a cigarette is out of their blood stream. In one week they are able to improve their 
sense of smell. In three months their lung function improves. In twelve weeks a smokers lungs 
regains the ability to clean themselves. In twelve months their risk of heart disease is halved. In five 
years the risk of getting a stroke has dramatically decreased. I want to also note that we do not sell to 
minors. 

Nicotine has a bad name due to the vehicle used to get it - tobacco. This is not the case anymore. 
You can now get your nicotine without having to inhale all of the deadly toxins (50+ cancer causing 
chemicals) that are found in smoking cigarettes. Nicotine is widely considered by doctors around the 
world to give all the same benefits of caffeine. 

Both my business partner and my father have been pack a day smokers for over 20 years. They both 
have not touched a cigarette in over 8 months due toe-cigarettes. Their health has greatly improved. 
They are able to run without feeling like their lungs are going to collapse. They still have their last 
pack of cigarettes as a reminder of how they will never smoke again. In fact, if you talk to most e
cigarette users, they will tell you that the smell of a cigarette disgusts them after months of not having 
one. 

Hundreds of thousands of people die a year in the United States due to smoking cigarettes. Tobacco 
use is still the number-one cause of preventable death in the United States. By banning electronic 
cigarettes we are giving the message that we don't care. It's just another obstacle made to help 
people quit. Seeing people in public using e-cigs is a good thing. It give awareness to smokers that 
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you can still get your nicotine without having to use combustion to get it. I implore you to visit my store 
for your own research so that you can see that the smell from e-cigarettes are not offensive. It is a 
proven fact that their is no second hand smoke associated with vapor. It is very easy to be able to tell 
the difference between vapor and smoke. We also believe in responsible vaping. I personally do not 
vape in a restaurants while people are eating their food. I instead go outside to having my nicotine fix. 
We tell all of our customers to follow this same path in order to respect others boundaries. 

Some interesting facts:: 

• Smoking bans are enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but e-cigarettes 
have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low 
health risks associated withe-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. 

• The low risks of e-cigarettes is supported by research done by Dr. Siegel of Boston University, Dr. 
Eissenberg of Virginia Commonwealth, Dr Maciej L Goniewicz of the Roswell Park Cancer 
Institute, or·. Laugesen of Health New Zealand, Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University, and by the fact 
that the FDA testing, in spite of its press statement, failed to find harmful levels of carcinogens or 
toxic levels of any chemical in the vapor. 

• A comprehensive review conducted by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health 
based on over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette liquid and vapor found "no apparent concern" for 
bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case" assumptions about exposure. 

• Electronic cigarette use is easy to distinguish from actual smoking. Although some e-cigarettes 
resemble real cigarettes, many do not. It is easy to tell when someone lights a cigarette from the 
smell of smoke. E-cigarette vapor is practically odorless, and generally any detectable odor is not 
unpleasant and smells nothing like smoke. Additionally, e-cigarette users can decide whether to 
release any vapor ("discreet vaping"). With so little evidence of use, enforcing use bans on electronic 
cigarettes would be nearly impossible. 

• The ability to use electronic cigarettes in public spaces will actually improve public health by inspiring 
other smokers to switch. Surveys of thousands of users indicate that the majority of those who switch 
completely replace tobacco cigarettes with the electronic cigarettes, reducing their health risks by an 
estimated 99%. 

• By switching to a smokeless product, you have greatly reduced your health risks. 

San Francisco needs to show the rest of the nation that electronic cigarettes will save millions of lives 
around the world. San Francisco is a unique city that is more open minded than a lot of other cities 
across our nation. I have lived here my whole life and I am proud of my city for the ability to be open 
to new ideas. Please educate yourselves on this topic and remember that the negative articles that 
you may find on this subject are largely backed by Big Pharma (nicotine patch, nicotine pills, etc.) and 
Tobacco companies that are in danger of loosing billions of dollars of revenue to the electronic 
cigarette industry. 

I know that your duty to the people is to enact legislation that protects the people. Banning e
cigarettes is sending the opposite message, and will have an adverse affect on those trying to 
improve their health. 

Best, 

Daniel Masarsky 
Daniel@FriscoVapor.com 
Co-Founder I Frisco Vapor 
415-299-8300 
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RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United. States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Albert Vann 
New York City Council 
613-619 Throop Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11216 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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Hon. Albert Vann 
December 11, 2013 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General oF the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Brad Landers 
New York City Council 
456 5th Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11215 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RlCHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.J-1., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Charles Barron 
New York City Council 
718 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Brooklyn, NY 11207 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of th~ United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Darlene Mealy 
New York City Council 
1757 Union Street, 2nd Floor 
Brooklyn, NY 11213 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
· 1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. David G. Greenfield 
New York City Council 
4424 16th Avenue 
Brooklyn, NY 11204 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Diana Reyna 
New York City Council 
444 South 5th St. 
Brooklyn, NY 11211 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declinlng to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however; that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon Geneml of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Domenic Recchia, Jr. 
New York City Council 
445 Neptune Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11224 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
. the preventable harm don.e by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
. Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 

_ preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 i 11 Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Erik Dilan 
New York City Council 
387 Arlington Avenue 
Brooklyn, NY 11208 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Jumaane Williams 
New York City Council 
4517AveD 
Brooklyn, NY 11203 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, ~nd that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 J1h Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of'thc United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Letitia James 
New York City Council 
67Hanson Place 
Brooklyn, NY 11217 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children arid non smoking adults." 

·Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 

· since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 i 11 Surgeon General of the United States 



RlCHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Lewis Fidler 
New York City Council 
1402 East 64th Street 
Brooklyn, NY 11234 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutfons to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 

·electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Mathieu Eugene 
New York City Council 
123 Linden Boulevard 
Brooklyn, NY 11226 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 

Vice Chairman 
Canyon R.mch 

Chief Executive Ollicer 
C,1nyon Ranch Health 

President 
Canyon Rnnch Institute 

Di•I ingui.•h~d Pmfe•sor 
Zudwnnan College of Publie Health 

Univer-si~v of'1\dzona 



Hon. Mathieu Eugene 
December 11, 2013 

Page2 

lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nic.otine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RlCHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Michael Nelson 
New York City Council 
3810-A Nostrand Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11235 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 

. particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 

17th Surgeon General of' th" United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Sara Gonzalez 
New,York City Council 
5601 5th Ave S-2 
Brooklyn, ny 11220 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have. opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Stephen Levin 
New York City Council 
410 Atlantic Avenue 
Brooklyn, NY 11217 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Vincent Gentile 
New York City Council 
8703 3rd Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11209 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major. step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
l 71

h Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CAR M 0 NA, M . D . , M . P. H . , FA C S 

17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. G. Oliver Koppell 
New York City Council 
3636 Waldo Avenue 
Bronx, NY 10463 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in· the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY' s research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Helen Foster 
New York City Council 
1377 Jerome Ave 
Bronx, NY 10452 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly ~ 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 

'products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

/~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon Genernl of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. James Vacca 
New York City Council 
3040 E. Tremont Ave. RM104 
Bronx, NY 10461 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this .proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARi'.llONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Joel Rivera 
New York City Council 
1901 Southern Blvd 
Bronx, NY 10460 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 

· killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICI-JARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Andy King 
New York City Council 
93 8 East Gunhill Road 
Bronx, NY 10469 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Annabel Palma 
New York City Council 
1041 Castle Hill Ave 
Bronx, NY 10472 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
ce_ssation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, · 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United-States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Fernando Cabrera 
New York City Council 
107 East Burnside Ave 
Bronx, NY 10453 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 

Vice Chairman 
Canyon Ranch 

Chief Executive Ollicer 
C1nyon Ranch Health 

President 
Ca1won Runch lnstitme 

Di~tinguisht.•d Professol' 
Zud<erman Cdlege of Puhlio H~alth 

University ol' 1\rizona 



Jlon. Fernando Cabrera 
December 11, 2013 

Page2 

lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further. 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD FI. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Maria del Carmen Arroyo 
New York City Council 
384 E.149th St. 3rd Av.ste300 
Bronx, NY 10455 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke FreeAir Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General oF 1"hc United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Christine Quinn 
New York City Council 
224 W 30th St Suite 1206 
New York, NY 10001 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Daniel R. Garodnick 
New York City Council 
211 E43rd St suite 2004 
New York, NY 10017 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's-Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the .tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed; would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
·adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United St.ues (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Gale Brewer 
New York City Council 
563 Columbus Ave (at 87th St.) 
New York, NY 10024 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Inez Dickens 
New York City Council 
163 W. 125 Street 
New York, NY 10027 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative'is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Jessica Lappin 
New York City Council 
330 E-63rd Suite lK 
New York, NY 10065 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 J1h Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Margaret Chin 
New York City Council 
165 Park Row, Suite #11 
New York, NY 10038 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon G(;!neral's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population anq one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joinec;l 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.J-1., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of th" United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Melissa Mark-Viverito 
New York City Council 
105 E 116th St 
New York, NY 10029 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere ann_oyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General oF the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Robert Jackson 
New York City Council 
751 W183rd St. 
New York, NY 10033 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chron.ic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that. 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon Generul of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Rosie Mendez 
New York City Council 
237 First Ave suite 504 
New York, NY 10003 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the lJ nited States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Y danis Rodriguez 
New York City Council 
618 W. 177th Street, Ground Floor 
New York, NY 10033 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

/~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of 1"he United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Daniel Dromm 
New York City Council 
37-32 75th St. 
Jackson Heights, NY 113 72 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of 1"hc United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Karen Koslowitz 
New York City Council 
118-35 Queens Blvd, 17th Floor 
Queens, NY 11375 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~· 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RlCHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United St<itcs (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Mark Weprin 
New York City Council 
73-03 Bell Boulevard 
Oakland Gardens, NY 11364 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers 4sually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General oF the United St<ites (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Peter Koo 
New York City Council 
135-27 38 Ave, Suite 388 
Flushing, NY 11354 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 

. not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Daniel J. Halloran 
New York City Council 
166-08 24th Rd. 
Whitestone, NY 11357 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

l know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ?111 Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon Genern.l of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Elizabeth Crowley 
New York City Council 
64 77 Dey Harbor Rd 
Middle Village, NY 113 79 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke 'frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. !fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
I 7th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Eric Ulrich 
New York City Council 
98-16 Rockaway Beach Blvd 
Rockaway Beach, NY 11694 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ?11,1 Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. James Gennaro 
New York City Council 
185-10 Union Turnpike 
Fresh Meadows, NY 11366 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
I 7th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 201.3 

Hon. Jimmy Van Bramer 
New York City Council 
47-01 Queens Boulevard 
Sunny Side, NY 11104 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett. 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
I i 11 Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Julissa Ferreras 
New York City Council 
32-33A Junction Blvd 
East Elmhurst, NY 11369 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when, these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United St<ites (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Leroy Comrie, Jr. 
New York City Council 
113-43 Farmers Boulevard 
St. Albans, NY 11412 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard C~rmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States .. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approachthe soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults'." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino. effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Peter Vallone, Jr. 
New York City Council 
22-45 31st St. 
Astoria, NY 11105 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 

Vice Chairman 
C.~nyon Rnnch 

Chief' Executive Ollicer 
Canyon Ranch Health 

President 
Canyon Ha.nch lnstit:utc 

Di~tinguished Professor 
Zllcke1·man College of Public Health 

lJ nh.·er&i~y of .Arizona 



Hon. Peter Vallone, Jr. 
December II, 2013 

Page2 

lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 J1h Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General. of' th" lJ nited States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Ruben Wills 
New York City Council 
95-26 Sutphin Blvd 
Jamaica, NY 11435 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of' the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Deborah Rose 
New York City Council 
130 Stuyvesant Pl. 6th Fl. 
Staten Island, NY 10301 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the U nitod States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. Vincent Ignizio 
New York City Council 
3944 Richmond Avenue 
Staten Island, NY 10312 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver-nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 

·the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY' s research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions. to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P .H. F ACS 
1 ih Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

Hon. James Oddo · 
New York City Council 
94 Lincoln Ave. 
Staten Island, NY 10306 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 

. did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 J1h Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 501
h anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 

smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 J111 Surgeon General of the United States 



R 1 CH ARD H . CAR M 0 NA, M . D . , M. P. H . , FA CS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the .preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control(CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P .H. F ACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ?1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggestthat we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly. 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no sidestream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 17th Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave,and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher- to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
1 i 11 Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain po tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 

Vice Chllirmon 
C'nyon Ranch 

Chief Execurive.Ollicer 
Cwyon Ranch Hcahh 

President 
Canyon Ranch Institute 

Distinguished Professor 
Zuclwnnan College of Puhlic Health 

University of Arizona 



December 11, 2013 
Page2 

lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the. current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the· great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 ih Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the soth anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non smoking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 
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lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board of NJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



RICHARD H. CARMONA, M.D., M.P.H., FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United Stutes (2002-2006) 

December 11, 2013 

New York City Council 

Dear Councilmember: 

My name is Richard Carmona, and I served as the 1 J1h Surgeon General of the United 
States. I write to ask for your personal support in declining to include electronic 
cigarettes in the Smoke Free Air Act. I am extremely concerned, as set forth below, that 
such an effort, if successful, could do tremendous harm to what is emerging as the most 
promising weapon yet in the fight against tobacco-related illness and death. 

As we approach the 50th anniversary of the first Surgeon General's Report linking 
smoking and cancer, the plague of tobacco-caused death and disability still persists, 
killing over 430,000 Americans per year, while disabling millions more with preventable 
chronic diseases at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars annually. 

During my tenure as Surgeon General, my colleagues and I published reports detailing 
the preventable harm done by tobacco, spoke frequently to the public and to Congress 
about the catastrophic health damage caused by tobacco, and even participated as an 
expert witness in the federal government's case against the tobacco industry. I am 
particularly proud of my authorship of the 2006 Surgeon General's report on secondhand 
smoke, in which I wrote: "The debate is over. The science is clear: secondhand smoke is 
not a mere annoyance, but a serious health hazard that causes premature death and 
disease in children and non sµi.oking adults." 

Yet despite my actions and those of my predecessors like Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop, high cigarette taxes, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved smoking 
cessation therapies, and the best educational efforts by public health professionals, nearly 
20% of the adult population and one-third of our military service members continue to 
smoke. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reports that adult smokers usually know 
they are engaged in harmful behavior and 69% would like to reduce or quit smoking. 
However, each year only 6% of smokers succeed in quitting, and new smokers replace 
those who successfully quit. The history and data suggest that we need more viable 
alternatives in this fight against tobacco. 

I believe that one such alternative is the electronic cigarette. Despite their unfortunate 
name, electronic cigarettes are not actually cigarettes. They contain no tobacco but rather 
deliver nicotine without all of the toxic, carcinogenic, and other disease-causing products 
of tobacco combustion. (For example, they produce no carbon monoxide (a particularly 

lethal constituent of secondhand tobacco smoke) and produce no side stream emissions (a 
source of 85% of secondhand tobacco smoke)). The published research suggests there 
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may be a significant role for electronic cigarettes in tobacco harm reduction strategies, 
since they provide smokers both with the nicotine they crave and the smoking rituals that 
they have grown accustomed too. Respected Wall Street analysts have opined that, 
within a decade, electronic cigarette sales could overtake tobacco sales. I recently joined 
the board ofNJOY, the leading independent electronic cigarette company, because its 
ambitions are even higher - to obsolete the tobacco cigarette entirely. 

I recognize the good intentions behind the present effort to include electronic cigarettes in 
the Smoke Free Air Act. However, I am extremely concerned that a well-intentioned but 
scientifically un-supported effort like the current proposal could constitute a giant step 
backward in the effort to defeat tobacco smoking. This regulation, if passed, would 
disincentivize smokers from switching to electronic cigarettes, since NJOY's research 
indicates that many initially switch for reasons of convenience. It would also send the 
unintended message to smokers that electronic cigarettes are as dangerous as tobacco 
smoking, with the result that many will simply continue to smoke their current toxic 
products. Legislative action that would keep smokers smoking would obviously have 
serious health consequences - and could cost lives. Worse still, it could lead to the 
adoption of similar ordinances in other cities, creating a domino effect that would further 
magnify the potential public health danger in this scientifically unsupported approach. 

I will also observe that the concerns expressed about the possibilities that electronic 
cigarettes could addict non-smokers, condemning them to a lifetime struggle with 
nicotine addiction, echo concerns expressed about nicotine gums and patches when these 
first were introduced to the market. We have seen clearly, however, that such products 
did not have that affect. At the same time, while gums and patches have helped a small 
minority of smokers successfully quit smoking, it is clear to those of us have been 
engaged in this battle that we need more impactful solutions to the continuing problem of 
tobacco smoking, and that is where we see electronic cigarettes playing a central role. 

I know that we all share the same vision of a world without tobacco related illness and 
disease. I fervently believe that to achieve that goal, we need to distinguish between the 
problem (tobacco smoking and tobacco secondhand smoke) and one extremely promising 
solution (electronic cigarettes). I strongly encourage you to resist calls to include 
electronic cigarettes in the City's smoking ban, which I believe would be a major step 
backward in the effort to achieve this aim. A decision rejecting this proposal would 
preserve the great legacy of this Council in the fight against tobacco. 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Richard Carmona, M.D., M.P.H. FACS 
17th Surgeon General of the United States 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Kenneth Johnson [mailto:ctavapers@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 06, 2014 1:36 PM 
To: Lee, Mayor; Avalos, John; Breed, London; Chiu, David; Cohen, Malia; Farrell, Mark; Kim, Jane; Tang, Katy; Wiener, 
Scott; Campos, David; Mar, Eric (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Evans, Derek; Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Ordinance No. 131208 

Good afternoon. I am writing you today concerning Ordinance No. 131208. I want to first thank 
you for allowing me to contact you on this matter. I would like to take a moment to first 
introduce myself and tell you my personal story. 

I started smoking at age 13 and I am now 43, so we are talking about a 30 year smoker 
who was up to 2 1/2 packs a day. I have probably all "APPROVED" methods to quit 
smoking. Every single one of them failed me. One even caused me a stay in a hospital 
and contributed to me almost getting a felony charge of assault. This being Cantix. On 
Jan 2nd 2014 I was given my first e-cig (an ego). I tried it and have not had a cigarette 
since that day. From 2 1/2 packs to 0 over night. E-cig/Vape has gotten me completely 
off of cancer causing cigarettes. So for that I have become an advocate for e-cigs and 
vape and I stand behind them in every aspect. 

Now onto Ordinance No. 131208 and my issues for or against it .... 

"require a tobacco permit for the sale of electronic cigarettes" 
My issue with this is most e-cig/vaper users have made this switch due to tobacco. Why would any person who opens a 
store to sell e-cig supplies want to hold a license to sell cancer causing tobacco. My thought is the reason is to get income 
out of what is a growing business. I understand this and I am for fair tax on e-cigs and supplies. I am not for putting us 
in a class of cancer causing tobacco. I would rather see a draft for a new classification of license just for e-cigs and 
supplies. 

"Ordinance amending the Health Code to prohibit the use of electronic cigarettes where smoking is otherwise prohibited" 
My issue with this is I have personally seen current smokers come into Vape shops and sample the product before buying 
it. I have seen these customers leave educated in what they are getting into as well as crush their packs of cigs and 
throw them in the trash before leaving. I believe these demonstrations are an important tool used by shop owners to 
educate new comers and this is needed. I would like to provide you with a link to the latest peer study that shows the 
concern for second hand vaper emitted from e-cigs. Please take the time to read this peer study so that you can see that 
the study performed by the FDA is out dated. Not to mention the FDA study was flawed by using products that were 
removed 3 years before and ejuices made in China, not by shops in the USA that follow strict guidelines in production. 

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract 

I thank you again for your time and hope you consider the information I have provided you with. 

Kenneth Johnson 
PO Box 92 
Crookston,NE 69212 
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From: Board of Supervisors 
To: erek 
Subject: File 131208: rdinance No. 131208 

From: DavidEmbrey[mailto:DAVE@EMBREYDESIGN.COM] 
Sent: Thursday, February 06, 2014 12:58 PM 
To: Lee, Mayor; Mar, Eric (BOS) 
Cc: Avalos, John; Breed, London; Chiu, David; Cohen, Malia; Farrell, Mark; Kim, Jane; Tang, Katy; Wiener, Scott; 
Campos, David; Yee, Norman (BOS); Evans, Derek; Board of Supervisors 
Subject: RE: Ordinance No. 131208 

Dear Mayor Lee, Eric Mar and the San Francisco Board of Supervisor members, 

I'm a member of; 

CASAA 
Consumer Advocates for Smoke-free Alternatives association 

I live and work in the south bay. 

While I support banning sales of e-cigarettes to minors, I OPPOSE banning e-cigarette use where smoking is 
banned. 

My road to salvation 

I personally switched toe-cigarettes on March 29, 2010 (my daughter's 8th birthday). I'd been smoking analog 
cigarettes since I was 14, I'm now 50. I'd gotten to the point that I was smoking a pack a day. I'd tried other 
means of quitting; the gum, the patch, cold turkey, and hypnosis, nothing worked. 

One day, a couple weeks before my daughters birthday, I walked into a smoke shop here in west San Jose, CA 
to pick up a carton of smokes, as I was opening the door I noticed a small sign I hadn't seen before. It simply 
stated, "Ask us about our new Electronic Cigarette." So I did just that. The store owner explained what it was, 
and how it worked. I asked a lot of questions, i.e., "Would it help me to stop smoking? His response was, "It's 
not meant to, it's meant to be a safer alternative." That's what sold me, SAFER! 

Within those two weeks, my daughter asked me again, "Will you quit smoking for my birthday?". She's asked 
this multiple times before. But this time my response was different, "YES", I said. The look on her face was 
priceless, then she turned away slightly and put her hands to her face. I asked what's wrong as I turned her back 
toward me, she had tears rolling down her checks. All she said was "Daddy ... Thank You! ... Thank You!" Being 
a dad, I couldn't help but get a bit emotional too. 

Being able to say that to her, effected me on multiple levels. All of which are positives;. 

• Knowing that I'd overcome something that has been a burden for 3/4 of my life 
• Not subjecting my friends and family to second-hand smoke 
• Not smelling like cigarette smoke 
• Being able to smell all the wonderful, and not so wonderful smells around me 
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• Being able to taste the food that now tastes even better 
• Being able to run/walk up a set of stairs and not be winded 
• Saving money (since quitting, I've saved over $10,000.00) 
• Giving my daughter a kiss good-night and having her say, "You smell like wintergreen Lifesaver", then 

giggling! 

Here are some other points to ponder 

• Smoking bans are enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but e-cigarettes 
have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health 
risks associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. 

• The low risks of e-cigarettes is supported by research done by Dr. Siegel of Boston University, Dr. 
Eissenberg of Virginia Commonwealth, Dr Maciej L Goniewicz of the Roswell Park Cancer 
Institute, Dr. Laugesen of Health New Zealand, Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University, and by the 
fact that the FDA testing, in spite of its press statement, failed to find harmful levels of carcinogens or 
toxic levels of any chemical in the vapor. 

• A comprehensive review conducted by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health 
based on over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette liquid and vapor found "no apparent concern" for 
bystanders exposed toe-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case" assumptions about exposure. 

• Electronic cigarette use is easy to distinguish from actual smoking. Although some e-cigarettes resemble 
real cigarettes, many do not. It is easy to tell when someone lights a cigarette from the smell of smoke. 
E-cigarette vapor is practically odorless, and generally any detectable odor is not unpleasant and smells 
nothing like smoke. Additionally, e-cigarette users can decide whether to release any vapor ("discreet 
vaping") .. With so little evidence of use, enforcing use bans on electronic cigarettes would be nearly 
impossible. 

• The ability to use electronic cigarettes in public spaces will actually improve public health by inspiring 
other smokers to switch. Surveys of thousands of users indicate that the majority of those who switch 
completely replace tobacco cigarettes with the electronic cigarettes, reducing their health risks by an 
estimated 99%. 

• By switching to a smokeless product, you have greatly reduced your health risks. 

For more information 
Please visit the CASAA.org website, and check out the CASAA Research Library. 

Sincerely, 

David Embrey 
San Jose, CA 95129 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

Kari soberkitten [kariweathers@hotmail.com] 
Thursday, February 06, 2014 11 :22 AM 
Lee, Mayor; Avalos, John; Breed, London; Chiu, David; Cohen, Malia; Farrell, Mark; Kim, 
Jane; Tang, Katy; Wiener, Scott; Campos, David; Mar, Eric (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); 
Evans, Derek; Board of Supervisors 
electronic cig ban 

It would be a detriment to the San Francisco community to ban electronic cigarettes anywhere. They pose no 
health threat to users or bystanders. There are several studies available showing the safety of the components 
in these products. The US Dept of Occupational Health and Safety reviewed 9000 studies and found no risk to 
users or those around them. Please see research articles that are not funded by big tobacco or pharmaceutical 
companies. Vapers (users of electronic cigarettes) do not wish to be forced to vape (use electronic 
cigarettes) where there is second hand cigarette smoke. Most people who have made the switch to electronic 
cigarettes do so to avoid the harmful carcinogens and tobacco found in cigarettes. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kari Hess 
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From: 
Subject: 

From: Ms Sher P [mailto:sheryl.p@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2014 5:03 PM 
To: Lee, Mayor; Avalos, John; Breed, London; Chiu, David; Cohen, Malia; Farrell, Mark; Kim, Jane; Tang, Katy; 
Wiener, Scott; Campos, David; Mar, Eric (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Evans, Derek; Board of Supervisors 
Subject: ORDINANCE 131208 
Vaping has stopped me from smoking tobacco cigarettes. I was smoker for 49 years and have quit since 

Dec 2013. I am a California citizen and while I support banning sales of e-cigarettes to minors, I OPPOSE 

banning e-cigarette use where smoking is banned. 

• Smoking bans are enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but e-cigarettes 

have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the 

low health risks associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. 

• The low risks of e-cigarettes is supported by research done by Dr. Siegel of Boston University, 

Dr. Eissenberg 

of Virginia Commonwealth, Dr Maciej L Goniewicz of the Roswell Park Cancer Institute, 

Dr. Laugesen of Health New Zealand, Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University, and by the fact thatthe 

FDA testing, in spite of its press statement, failed to find harmful levels of carcinogens or toxic levels of 

any chemical in the vapor. 

• A comprehensive review conducted by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health 

based on over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette liquid and vapor found "no apparent concern" for 

bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case" assumptions about exposure. 

• Electronic cigarette use is easy to distinguish from actual smoking. Although some e-cigarettes resemble 

real cigarettes, many do not. It is easy to tell when someone lights a cigarette from the smell of 

smoke. E-cigarette vapor is practically odorless, and generally any detectable odor is not unpleasant 

and smells nothing like smoke. Additionally, e-cigarette users can decide whether to release any vapor 

("discreet vaping"). With so little evidence of use, enforcing use bans on electronic cigarettes would be 

nearly impossible. The ability to use electronic cigarettes in public spaces will actually improve public 

health by inspiring other smokers to switch. Surveys of thousands of users indicate that the majority 

of those who switch completely replace tobacco cigarettes with the electronic cigarettes, reducing their 

health risks by an estimated 99%. 

• By switching to a smokeless product, you have greatly reduced your health risks. 

4. Please check out the CASAA.org website, as well as the CASAA Research Library, for more information. 

Sheryl Price 
Preferences 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Lisa Bell [lisabelle.artist@gmail.com] 
Sunday, February 09, 2014 5:44 PM 
Lee, Mayor; Avalos, John; Breed, London; Chiu, David; Cohen, Malia; Farrell, Mark; Kim, 
Jane; Tang, Katy; Wiener, Scott; Campos, David; Mar, Eric (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); 
Evans, Derek; Board of Supervisors 
OPPOSITION TO: San Francisco, California, E-Cigarette Usage Ban 

I gave birth to my 1st Son in San Francisco, I got married at the Presbytarian Church in Noe Valley. 
lived in the "city" from 1971 - 1990. I am a native 
of Californian, I migrated north from my childhood home of Los Angeles where I was born in 1953. After 
growing up in the smoggiest filthiest air in the United States I am disgusted at 
the hypocrisy, elitism, social classicism, (neo hate racism) demoralization of 1/Sth of the population, that 
being Americans who consume tobacco products or alternatives to smoking products. 

When I decided to be an artist, I realized I wasn't going for an accumulation of wealth. I studied in San 
Francisco, it was there that my career first took shape. I live below the poverty level according to 
statistical charts, but the enrichment I have is incalculable. I am ashamed to say 
I lived in the city of San Francisco. It is too shameful that everything imagined about one of the most 
beautiful landmarks of the world is filthy not by smokers and vapers but by greed and hatred of those 
people. We didn't elect you because your smarter than we are, because you know what healthy, happy 
and 
equality means only for select ANTI - SMOKING bloated and over paid under achievers of anything that 
smokers or vapers would consider remotely equanimous with even a shard of humanitarianism and 
respect of the Constitution of the United States of America, and Bill of Rights! Instead you might as well 
rewrite it and call it your new Constitution of the United States of Big Pharmaceuticals and Health Orgs. 
We here in the rest of the country no longer consider you a leader of any kind, California. Your so 
regressive and oppressive, that we who value our freedoms, are not sure if you are experiencing 
flashbacks to 1941 - 1945 Nazi Germany. Who ever you think you are, you are not our children's parents, 
you are not our parents and you are not our dictators. You will rue the day that you have insulted all 
semblances of personal liberty and the pursuit of happiness, the right to privacy and property. You are 
the problem not the solution. 

E-Cigarettes to the shagrin of the biggest liar bafoon of the year Stanton Glantz ... ha ha, I have family 
photos of him climbing trees with my Husband the Father of my Sons, when they were 10 years old in 
Ohio. The year he took his tenure at UCSF in 1987, we lived in our flat near Twin Peaks. He paid his 
childhood buddy a surprise visit. He lambasted verbally assaulting both of us for smoking cigarettes, in 
front of our neighbors, you could hear him swearing and see him behaving almost animal like, raging 
about his hatred of us, all smokers. This out of control cannon whose dogma you follow, obviously has a 
persuasive back pocket full of something that ain't kosher and money that you are lining your programs 
with isn't going to come from free American consumers who are American Citizens that are not going to 
be bullied, condemned, harangued, ostracized, banned, chattleled, besmirched, violated, hated, 
criminalized, marginalized and treated like children, while being told they aren't fit to have their own 
parental rights over their own children. Wake up before it's too late, sorry I took my kid gloves off. 
Respect and the golden rule, because, what comes around goes around does go around, and the rules 

and intimidations you foster on others will come back around and you will suffer karma or paybacks that 
you are earning with your draconian, evil spirited intrusive, greediness that is so apparent to common 
sense ordinary law abiding, working, and co-existing Americans that value democracy and their 
guaranteed freedoms. 
I think you should all walk over to the GG bridge take your bill and let it die over the side. We who love 
America will light firecrackers and fireworks to celebrate the your cerebral wake-up call! Otherwise the 

1 



"whole place shaking and can go away" We rose from the ashes and we vape. Oh a rumor has it, that the 
TST monies and the US Supreme Court may just decide to overturn the Tobacco Settlement you use as a 
weapon and a source of revenue and make it illegal to rob smokers of their limited resources and freedom 
to choose 99% safer alternatives known in the free market as Electronic Cigarettes or Personal 
Vaporizers. See Ya, wouldn't want to be ya! 
Lisa belle-Artist 

Sincerely, an American 
Lisa Bell 

~ 
www.lisabelle-artist.com 

Please connect with me on: 

~···~·-·. x i,, x ~'· 
. ~ :• ~~." 

1~ 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

Andrew Makuch [andrewmakuch16@msn.com] 
Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:56 PM 
Lee, Mayor; Avalos, John; Breed, London; Chiu, David; Cohen, Malia; Farrell, Mark; Kim, 
Jane; Tang, Katy; Wiener, Scott; Campos, David; Mar, Eric BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); 
Evans, Derek; Board of Supervisors 
Please OPPOSE the E-cigarette Smoking Ban Ordinance 131208 

I am a California citizen who lives in the bay area. While I support banning sales of e-cigarettes to 
minors, I OPPOSE banning e-cigarette use where smoking is banned. 

E-cigarettes has changed my life by making me healthier than I have ever been since I started smoking 
regular tobacco cigarettes. To ban something so positive to public health is astounding to say the least. In 
fact, e-cigarette use should be ENCOURAGED among regular cigarette smokers, NOT banned. It improves 
the users health, and the health of the public, and saves millions, if not billions of dollars, in health care 
costs. 

Smoking bans are enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but e-cigarettes 
have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health 
risks associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. 

The low risks of e-cigarettes is supported by research done by Dr. Siegel of Boston University, Dr. 
Eissenberg of Virginia Commonwealth, Dr Maciej L Goniewicz of the Roswell Park Cancer Institute, Dr. 
Laugesen of Health New Zealand, Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University, and by the fact that the FDA 
testing, in spite of its press statement, failed to find harmful levels of carcinogens or toxic levels of any 
chemical in the vapor. 

A comprehensive review conducted by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health based 
on over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette liquid and vapor found "no apparent concern" for bystanders 
exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case" assumptions about exposure. 

Electronic cigarette use is easy to distinguish from actual smoking. Although some e-cigarettes resemble 
real cigarettes, many do not. It is easy to tell when someone lights a cigarette from the smell of smoke. E
cigarette vapor is practically odorless, and generally any detectable odor is not unpleasant and smells 
nothing like smoke. Additionally, e-cigarette users can decide whether to release any vapor ("discreet 
vaping"). With so little evidence of use, enforcing use bans on electronic cigarettes would be nearly 
impossible. 

The ability to use electronic cigarettes in public spaces will actually improve public health by inspiring 
other smokers to switch. Surveys of thousands of users indicate that the majority of those who switch 
completely replace tobacco cigarettes with the electronic cigarettes, reducing their health risks by an 
estimated 99%. 

By switching to a smokeless product, you have greatly reduced your health risks. 

For more information visit the CASAA.org website, as well as the CASAA Research Library. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 
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Andrew Makuch 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

February 12, 2014 

The Honorable Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
Room 244, City Hall 

Angela Calvillo 
'Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Room 244, City Hall 

Dear Madam Clerk and Members of the Board: 

f3 0 S- L( .. tlci'.~;f{,trJC(./L'Ji-~ 

lU ClwcJ3en Rosenfield 
CV /3 Controller 
(fl l!IJ,1y.pj'\. Monique Zmuda 
·-r--o 'J Deputy Controller 
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The Office of Economic Analysis is pleased to present you with its economic impact report on file number 
130788, "Expanding Formula Retail Controls: Economic Impact Report." If you have any questions about this 
report, please contact me at (415) 554-5268. 

cc Andrea Ausberry, Committee Clerk, Land Use and Economic Development Committee 
415-554-7500 City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466 



To: Ausberry, Andrea 
Subject: File 130788: Controller's Office Report: Expanding Formula Retail Controls: Economic Impact 

Report 

From: Toy, Debbie [mailto:debbie.toy@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2014 12:06 PM 
To: Calvillo, Angela; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Kawa, Steve; Howard, Kate; Falvey, Christine; Tsang, 
Francis; Elliott, Jason; Steeves, Asja; Campbell, Severin; Newman, Debra; Rose, Harvey; sfdocs@sfpl.info; 
gmetcalf@spur.org; Robert Linscheid; Jon Ballesteros; Rosenfield, Ben; Zmuda, Monique; Lane, Maura 
Cc: Egan, Ted; Khan, Asim; Liao, Jay 
Subject: Controller's Office Report: Expanding Formula Retail Controls: Economic Impact Report 

The Controller's Office has released a report entitled "Expanding Formula Retail Controls: Economic Impact Report". 
The report was prepared in response to a proposed ordinance (item #130788), introduced by Supervisor Mar in the 
Summer of 2013, which would expand formula retail controls in San Francisco. Formula retail controls limit the growth 
of chain stores within San Francisco. The proposed legislation would both expand the definition of formula retail, and 
require the Planning Commission to consider an independent economic impact report detailing how a proposed chain 
store would affect existing businesses. 

Formula retail controls primarily affect the economy by changing the retail prices paid by consumers, the amount of 
local spending by retail businesses, commercial rents and vacancy rates, and perceptions of neighborhood quality. In 
general, chain stores charge lower prices, but may spend less within the local economy, and can be unpopular with 
some residents because they can be seen to diminish the character of the neighborhood. On the other hand, limiting 
chain stores can reduce commercial rents and raise vacancy rates. 

Research by the Office of Economic Analysis suggests that local retailers may spend up to 9.5% more within the local 
economy than chain stores, but charge prices that average 17% more. On balance, the economic benefits of greater 
local spending by non-formula retailers are outweighed by higher consumer prices. 

Accordingly, the report concludes that expanding the definition of formula retail in the city will not expand the local 
economy. Moreover, while the proposed independent report would document the impact of chain stores on existing 
businesses, a new store could benefit the economy without benefitting existing businesses, by offering lower prices to 
consumers, for example. 
The OEA therefore recommends that the report instead consider the relative prices and local spending by proposed 
chain stores and existing businesses. In addition, the report recommends the Planning Commission explicitly consider 
the views of residents, and whether a proposed store could prevent blight. 

The report may be downloaded here: http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=1666 

CCSF Controller's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 316 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: 415-554-7500 
Fax: 415-554-7466 
Email: controller@sfgov.org 
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Expanding Formula Retail Controls: 
Economic Impact Report 

Item # 130788 

Office of Economic Analysis 

February 12, 2014 



Main Conclusions 

• This economic impact report was prepared in response to a proposed ordinance (item #130788), 
introduced by Supervisor Mar in the Summer of 2013, which would expand formula retail controls in San 
Francisco. Formula retail controls limit the growth of chain stores within San Francisco. 

• The proposed legislation would both expand the definition of formula retail, and require the Planning 
Commission to consider an independent economic impact report detailing how a proposed chain store 
would affect existing businesses. 

• Formula retail controls primarily affect the economy by changing the retail prices paid by consumers, the 
amount of local spending by retail businesses, commercial rents and vacancy rates, and perceptions of 
neighborhood quality. 

• In general, chain stores charge lower prices, but may spend less within the local economy, and can be 
unpopular with some residents because they can be seen to diminish the character of the neighborhood. 
On the other hand, limiting chain stores can reduce commercial rents and raise vacancy rates. 

• Research by the Office of Economic Analysis suggests that local retailers may spend up to 9.5°/o more 
within the local economy than chain stores, but charge prices that average 17°/o more. On balance, the 
economic benefits of greater local spending by non-formula retailers are outweighed by higher consumer 
prices. 

• Accordingly, the report concludes that expanding the definition of formula retail in the city will not expand 
the local economy. Moreover, while the proposed independent report would document the impact of chain 
stores on existing businesses, a new store could benefit the economy without benefitting existing 
businesses, by offering lower prices to consumers, for example. 

• The OEA therefore recommends that th~ report instead consider the relative prices and local spending by 
proposed chain stores and existing businesses. In addition, the report recommends the Planning 
Commission explicitly consider the views of residents, and whether a proposed store could prevent blight. 
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Introduction 

• Formula retail controls are intended to limit the growth of chain stores within San 
Francisco. The City has adopted a number of formula retail controls, ranging 
from the prohibition of new formula retail, to requirements for a conditional use 
authorization. 

• For example, Proposition G, in 2006, which requires a conditional use 
authorization for new formula retail use in a neighborhood commercial district. 

• This economic impact report was prepared in response to a proposed ordinance, 
introduced by Supervisor Mar, which would expand formula retail controls. 

• The Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) determined that the proposed legislation 
could have a material effect on San Francisco's economy. 
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Background 

• Section 303(i) of the Planning Code defines a "formula retail use" as type of 
retail sales establishment with more than eleven other establishments in the 
United States, along with two or more of the following characteristics: 

- A standardized array of merchandise 
- A standardized facade 
- A standardized decor and color scheme 
- Uniform apparel 
- Standardized signage 
- A trademark or servicemark 

• Most chain stores possess, at a minimum, a trademark or servicemark and sell 
standardized merchandise, regardless of the physical appearance of the store or 
its facade. Such stores would qualify as formula retail uses if there were eleven 
or more other stores in the United States. 

• Other sections of the Planning Code impose land use controls on formula retail 
uses, which vary across neighborhoods in the city. 

• The proposed legislation leaves these existing neighborhood controls intact, and 
only changes the underlying, city-wide definition of a "formula retail use". 



! Effects of the Legislation 

The legislation has three major effects, which are described in the following pages: 

1. Broadening the industries subject to formula retail controls 

2. Extending the definition and geography of ownership 

3. Modifying direction to the Planning Commission when considering a Conditional 
Use Application 
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Effects of the Legislation: 
Broadening the Industries Subject to Formula Retail Controls 

• At present, 12 industries (or commercial land uses) are covered by formula retail 
controls, such as retail sales and services, restaurants and bars, financial 
services, and movie theaters. 

• The proposed legislation would extend the controls to an additional 27 types of 
business activity, including business and professional services, wholesaling and 
light industry, and administrative services. 



Effects of the Legislation: 
Extending the Definition and Geography of Ownership 

• Formula retail controls currently only apply to the legal entity that owns the 
eleven establishments. 

• In other words, a wholly-owned, but legally-distinct, subsidiary of a formula 
retail would not be subject to formula retail if it had less than eleven 
establishments of its own. 

• The proposed legislation would change this. Any subsidiary, affiliate, or parent of 
a formula retail use would, itself, be considered a formula retail use. 

• In addition, the current code requires a retailer to have eleven establishments 
within the United States to quality as a formula retail use. 

• The proposed legislation would broaden this to the entire world, meaning 
international chain stores just opening in the United States would be covered by 
formula retail controls for the first time. 



Effects of the Legislation: 
Modifying Direction to the Planning Commission Regarding 
Conditional Use Authorization 

• A conditional use authorization from the Planning Commission is required for a 
formula retail use to open, in most of the city. 

• The Planning Code currently directs the Commission to consider several things 
when evaluating such an application for a conditional use, including: 

- The existing concentration of formula retail uses in the neighborhood. 

- The availability of similar retail uses (to the applicant) already existing in the neighborhood. 

- Existing retail vacancy rates. 

- The existing mix of city-wide and neighborhood-serving retail uses in the neighborhood. 

• The proposed legislation would make two additions: 
1. Directing the Commission to consider the percentage of formula retail uses within a 300-foot radius of 

the applicant's proposed address. 

2. Adding a requirement that the Planning Commission consider the impact of the proposed use on 
existing businesses in the area, as indicated by an independent economic impact report. 



Understanding Formula Retail Trends in San Francisco 

• Because the definition of formula retail is unique to San Francisco, no state or 
federal economic statistics are available for this economic category. 

• However, the Controller's Office has access to individual sales tax payer 
information from the State Board of Equalization. 

• This data allowed the OEA to identify businesses with over 11 establishments 
within California. These would qualify as formula retail under the City's rules. 

• The data set also allowed us to identify businesses that have only one store in 
San Francisco. A examination of a random sample of 50 of these revealed 98°/o 
of were not formula retail. 

• These two sets of businesses were therefore used to examine growth trends for 
both types of retail business in the city. 

• However, only businesses subject to the Sales Tax are covered by these 
samples, which exclude other businesses that are subject to formula retail 
control, in particular, business and personal service providers. 
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Formula Retail - Percentage of Businesses 

Formula Retail Percentage of All 
San Francisco Retail Establishments, 2012 

Non-Formula 
Retail 84% 

Source: Board of Equalization 

Formula Retail Establishments 
16% 

Formula retailers represent a fairly 
small share of San Francisco's 
28,000 sales tax payers. In 2012 
only 1 out of 6 retailers was 
potentially subject to the City's 
formula retail controls. 
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Formula Retail- Percentage of Sales 

Non-For mu I a 

Retail 
68% 

Source: Board of Equalization 

Formula Retail Percentage of All 
San Francisco Retail Sales, 2012 

Formula Retail 
32% 

Formula retailers account for a 
larger share of taxable sales made 
in San Francisco. 32%, or $4.4 
billion, of San Francisco's $13.8 
billion in retail sales occur at 
stores that are potentially subject 
to formula retail controls. 



Growth Trends in Formula and Non-Formula Retail Sales 

Average Annual Growth in San Francisco Retail Sales, 1993-2012: 

Service Stations 

Restaurants 

Recreation Products 

Other 

Miscellaneous Retail 

I ndustri a I and Business Sa I es 

Furniture/Applia nee 

Food Markets & Liquor Stores 

Department Stores 

Bui I ding Materials 

Auto Sa I es Parts Repairs 

Apparel Stores 

Formula and Non-Formula Retail Samples 

•Non-Formula Sample 

•Formula Sample 

In virtually every type of taxable 
retail activity in San Francisco, 
sales at formula retailers have 
grown more rapidly than non
formula retail, over the past twenty 
years. 

The difference in growth rates is 
most pronounced for apparel 
stores, industrial and business 
sales, and building materials. 

Food markets and liquor stores 
were the only retail category for 
which local sales have expanded 
more quickly than formula retail 
sales. 

These categories derive from the 
Sales Tax database and do not 
align with the categories used in 

-1.0% 0.0% i.0% 2.0% 3.o% 4.o% s.0% 6.0% 1.0% s.0% 9.o% formula retail controls. 

Source: Board of Equalization 



Economic Impact of Formula Retail Controls 

• Formula and non-formula retailers are likely to have different effects on the local 
economy. 

• Controls on formula retail uses could potentially affect the city's economy in the 
following five ways, discussed on the following pages: 

1. Impacts on the cost of retail distribution, retail prices, and consumer 
spending 

2. Impacts on spending by retail businesses in the local economy 

3. Impact on employment 

4. Impact on commercial vacancy rates and rents 

5. Impacts on neighborhood quality 
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Economic Impact Factors: 
Distribution Costs, Retail Prices, and Consumer Spending 

• On average, the sample of non-formula retailers examined by the OEA were 
smaller than the formula retailers, as measured by sales per establishment within 
San Francisco. 

• Smaller stores generally lack economies of scale, which can lead these stores to 
have higher costs than chain stores, per unit of item sold. 

• Restricting chain stores will therefore likely increase the average cost of retail 
distribution in the city. Higher costs usually have two effects on markets: higher 
prices and reduced sales. Businesses pass their higher costs on to consumers in 
the form of higher prices, who react by spending less in the local economy. 

• Higher prices harm consumers, and reductions in sales harm other businesses. 



Economic Impact Factors: 
Business Spending 

• Anecdotal evidence suggests that local, non-formula retailers are more likely to 
locally source their business services, such as accounting, advertising, and legal 
services. 

• Formula retailers, it is often claimed, rely on their corporate offices for these 
services, and therefore have less reliance on local suppliers of these services. 

• This higher spending by local, non-formula retailers, generates positive multiplier 
effects as it circulates throughout the local economy, expanding spending and 
employment. 
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Trade-off Between Higher Prices and Higher Local Spending 

• An economic trade-off exists between local spending and consumer prices. 

• If consumer price differences between formula and non-formula retailers are 
sufficiently small, then formula retail controls could expand economic activity in 
the city by shifting spending to retailers with a higher local multiplier. 

• If, on the other hand, there are wide differences in prices, then the negative 
economic harm of higher consumer prices could outweigh the economic benefit 
of greater local spending, and overall spending in the city would contract. 
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Economic Impact Factors: 
Commercial Vacancy Rates and Rents 

• Current city policy recognizes that formula retail restrictions may increase 
commercial vacancy rates. The Planning Commission considers vacancy rates in 
the neighborhood when evaluating a conditional use application. 

• Higher commercial vacancy rates, and/or lower rents, primarily harm commercial 
property owners, reducing the rate of return on their investment. 

• Lower rates of return in real estate normally affect the broader economy by 
reducing the incentive to maintain existing and develop new commercial 
property. However, the legal ability to develop new commercial space in most 
San Francisco neighborhoods is already severely restricted by the Planning Code. 

• In addition, growth in consumer spending is generally strong in San Francisco, 
reducing the incentive to leave existing property vacant or under-maintained. 

• Therefore, the broader economic impact of higher vacancy rates and lower rents 
is generally quite limited in most San Francisco neighborhoods. 

• However, neighborhoods at risk of commercial decline due to blight conditions 
would be an exception. In such neighborhoods, policies that discourage formula 
retail tenants could have negative consequences on the surrounding 
neighborhood and the city's economy. 
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Economic Impact Factors: 
Employment 

• If smaller local businesses are generally less efficient, it is reasonable to expect 
them to employ more people to distribute the same amount of goods to 
consumers. 

• In effect, local businesses may produce more jobs per dollar spent by 
consumers. 

• Formula retail restrictions could then be seen as having an employment benefit. 
By protecting smaller businesses from competition from larger, more efficient 
retailers, the city would experience higher retail employment. 



Employment and Sales at Small and Large Retailers 

Employees per Million Dollars in Revenue: 
U.S. Retail Trade Businesses, by Number of Establishments and Type of 

Store 

•lo or more 
es ta bl is hments 

•Less than 10 
establishments 

8 

The available evidence, from the 
Census Bureau, suggests that 
employment per million dollars of 
sales is not higher at retail 
businesses with 10 or fewer 
establishments. 

On the contrary, across all retail 
types, larger retail establishments 
employ 4.3 workers per million 
dollars in sales, while smaller 
retailers employed 3.2. 

The pattern is different across 
different types of retail trade: smaller 
food stores do tend employ more 
people per million dollars in sales, 
for example. 

However, across the breadth of 
business activities subject to the 
proposed ordinance, there appears 
to be no clear employment gain from 
promoting smaller retail at the 

9 expense of larger retail. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 Economic Census, "Retail Trade: Subject Series - Establishment and Firm Size: 
Summary Statistics for Single Unit and Multiunit Firms for the United States: 2007 19 



Economic Impact Factors: 
Perceived Impacts on Neighborhood Quality 

• Formula retail controls may also have an effect on the city's economy, through 
their effect on the city's neighborhoods. 

• Proposition G in 2006, which required a conditional use authorization for formula 
retail uses in most of the city, was passed by a wide majority. This can be read 
as evidence that many residents do not favor the unrestricted growth of formula 
retail in their neighborhoods. 

• Neighborhood quality is priced into rents and housing prices. Analysis of the Bay 
Area housing market suggests that San Francisco residents do pay a premium to 
live in the city. At this point, the OEA is unable to quantify the impact of the 
presence of formula retailers on this neighborhood premium, if any. 

• Consequently, we cannot estimate the relative importance of any effect of 
formula retail on rents and housing values within neighborhoods, or how it might 
compare with the impacts of prices and local business spending. 

• However, there could be cases in which some neighborhood residents prefer to 
pay higher prices at local, non-formula retailers to the presence of formula 
retailers. A decision to limit formula retail in such a circumstance need not 
necessarily be harmful to the city's economy. 
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Economic Impact Assessment 

• The OEA is able to produce quantitative estimates of two of the economic impact 
factors just discussed: 

- Estimate of the difference in consumer prices at formula and non-formula retailers. 

- Estimate of the difference in local spending at formula and non-formula retailers. 

• As discussed earlier, the available evidence does not suggest that formula retail 
controls can be expected to increase employment in the city's retail trade 
industry. 

• At this time, the OEA is unable to estimate the impact of formula retailers on 
commercial or residential property values, or perceptions of neighborhood 
quality. Recommendations on how these issues may be weighed and considered 
are provided in the conclusion to this report. 
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OEA Research on Price Differences at Formula and Non-Formula 
Retailers 

• To assess the extent of price differences at formula and non-formula retailers, 
OEA economists surveyed prices for a standardized basket of commodities at a 
range of over 30 formula and non-formula retailers in San Francisco. 

• Over 500 individual price points were created over 3 weeks of research. 

• Prices of individual commodities were weighted according to how frequently they 
are purchased, following guidelines established by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
when creating Consumer Price Indices. 

• Because the research had to be focused on branded, common commodities that 
can be found in both formula and non-formula retail stores, the research did not 
consider major retail categories in the city, including restaurants, apparel stores, 
and industrial sales. Establishing price differences at restaurants, for example, 
would require adjusting for service and food quality, which is very difficult. 

• The research concluded that, on average, prices were 17°/o higher at the non
formula retailers than at the formula retailers that were surveyed[1J. 

Notes at end of report. 
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Estimating Differences in Local Spending by Formula and Non
Formula Retailers 

• The table on the following page relies on U.S. Census to derive an estimate of 
the percentage of consumer dollars that are spent within the local economy by 
formula and non-formula retailers. 

• On average, U.S. retailers spend 73°/o of every dollar on the goods they sell, with 
the remaining 27°/o going to labor costs, rent, purchased supplies, taxes, and net 
income. 

• Some of these spending categories, such as labor and purchased supplies, 
generate local multiplier effects. Others, such as cost of goods, do not. Net 
income for non-formula retailers was presumed to benefit the local economy, 
while net income from formula retailers was presumed not to. 

• The data suggest that, at maximum, non-formula retailer could spend 24°/o of 
every dollar received in ways that benefit the local economy, while an estimated 
14.5°/o of formula retail revenue would. 

• Accordingly, the estimated difference in spending between formula and non
formula revenue would be a maximum of 9.5°/o. 
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'. Operating Expenses and Local Economic Impacts for Formula and 
1 

Non-Formula Retailers (as a percent of revenue) 

9°/o 10°/o 

2°/o 2°/o Yes 

Purchased 3.5°/o 7°/o Yes 
Services/Supplies -
Local [5J 

Purchased 6.5°/o 3°/o No 
Services/Supplies -
Non-Local [5J 

State/Federal Taxes, 2°/o 2°/o No 
other expenses[5J 

Net Income[6J 6°/o 5°/o Yes for Non-Formula I 
i 

Local Spending 14.5°/o Maximum 9.5°/o 
difference 

Notes at end of report. 
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Net Economic Impact of Consumer Price and Local Spending 
Differences 

• Based on Census data, the OEA's maximum estimate is that non-formula retailers 
could spend, on average, 9.5°/o more of their revenue on local goods and 
services than formula retailers. 

• On the other hand, the OEA's research suggests that prices at non-formula 
retailers are 17°/o higher than they are at formula retailers. 

• This price difference means that, even though policies that effectively divert 
spending to non-formula retailers do lead to higher levels of spending on local 
factors of production such as business suppliers, consumers that shift their 
purchases to non-formula retailers will have less to spend at other businesses. 

• ·As the table on the next page illustrates, the economic cost of higher prices on 
local consumers outweighs the potential benefit of greater local spending by 
non-formula retailers, and the net local spending impact is somewhat negative. 

25 



Net Spending Impact Illustration 

a. Sp~rn:ling.••·onilotalfactors, p~r 
$ offC>rrl'JWlaretailspending[~J 

b. Spending on non-local factors, 
per$ of formula retail spending(9J 

- - -

c:. C:hange in<lgcar s<:>nsurp~r 
~pendJ~g,relative .. t9.formula 
E<=tail .. per··$offormula retail 
sp<=n9i ng[10J 

·'~"· ....... , ..•.. ,. Spending on locaf factors plus change 
in local consumer spending r11J 

I 

, Non-Formula Retail 

Higher prices reduce the 
local spending impact of 

non-formula retail 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

• Notwithstanding the fact that formula retail controls, in general, raise consumer 
prices and reduce the overall level of economic activity in the city, situations may 
arise in which limiting formula retail can be beneficial to the economy. 

• This could happen when price differences between a proposed formula retailer 
and existing retailers are low, when local spending differences between them are 
high, and when residents believe the presence of the formula retailer, or the loss 
of an existing business, would have a negative impact on the quality of the 
neighborhood. 

• Because individual circumstances are important, the case-by-case conditional use 
authorization may be the appropriate policy tool to deal with the issue. 

• The proposed legislation changes both the definition of formula retail, and what 
the Planning Commission must consider in a conditional use application. 

• The recommendations that follow from this analysis therefore address these 
proposed definitional and procedural changes. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

• As this analysis suggests that, in general, limiting formula retail in the city would 
not expand the local economy, expanding formula retail controls to cover non
U.S. establishments would also not expand the local economy. 

• Similarly, there is no reason to believe that expanding the definition of formula 
retail to include companies that are owned by, or are affiliates of formula 
retailers, would expand spending in the city. 

• The proposed economic impact report to the Planning Commission is required to 
consider the impact of the proposed formula retailer on existing businesses. 
However, a new formula retailer could be beneficial to the economy as a whole 
without benefitting existing businesses-by charging lower prices to consumers, 
for example. 

• Requiring the report to consider the prices and local spending of the proposed 
and existing businesses would provide better information to the Planning 
Commission on the overall economic impact of the proposal. 

• In addition, the impact of formula retailers on neighborhood quality can be 
weighed by directing the Commission to consider both the opinions of 
neighborhood residents, and whether a proposed store could prevent blight. 
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End Notes 

1. In August, 2013, OEA staff priced 25 different commodities at 11 different formula retailers and 20 different 
non-formula retailers across San Francisco, gathering 366 prices in all. The establishments were chosen at 
random from the City's database of sales tax payers, and were geographically spread across the city. For 
each of the 25 commodities, each observed price was expressed as a percentage of the minimum price 
observed for that commodity at any store. This approach allowed prices to be standardized across 
commodities. The standardized prices were then weighted according to the weights used by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics in calculating the Consumer Price Index, reflecting the fact that some commodities are 
purchased more frequently than others. Average weighted prices at formula and non-formula retailers were 
then compared. The weighted average price at non-formula retailers was found to be 17°/o higher. Based 
on the number of observations, the 90°/o confidence interval is a price premium for non-formula retail 
between 2°/o and 32°/o. 

2. Source: U.S. Census, 2011 Annual Retail Trade Survey, "Gross Margin as a Percentage of Sales (1993-
2011)", http://www2.census.gov/retail/releases/current/arts/gmper.xls. Figure cited in the table is based on 
2011 data. Gross margin is defined as is defined as sales less cost of goods sold, so cost of goods sold as a 
percentage of sales equals one minus the percentage shown the in table (27.1°/o). Detailed data on costs of 
good sold is not available by number of establishments within a firm. Since virtually none of the goods sold 
at retail in San Francisco are manufactured in the city, this is a business expense that leaks out of the city's 
economy and generates no local multiplier effect. The assumption that both formula and non-formula 
retailers spend 73°/o of every revenue dollar on goods sold is unrealistic. Formula retailers are often 
vertically-integrated or buy in bulk from wholesalers, and hence benefit from lower wholesale prices than 
non-formula. Our assumption therefore under-estimates the spending leakage associated with non-formula 
retail, leading to a generous estimate of their overall local spending impact. 



End Notes 

3. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 Economic Census, "Retail Trade: Subject Series - Establishment and Firm 
Size: Summary Statistics for Single Unit and Multiunit Firms for the United States: 2007" The Census reports 
payroll and sales data for retailers having differing numbers of establishments, allowing the comparison 
presented here between firms with fewer than ten U.S. establishments and those with ten or more. This 
closely approximates the City's formula retail definition. The data is for the U.S. as a whole. 

4. Source: U.S. Census, 2009 Annual Retail Trade Survey, "2007 Detailed Operating Expenses Table", 
http://www2.census.gov/retail/releases/historical/arts/2009 ARTS detailed operating expenses.xis. Data is 
provided as a percentage of retail operating expenses, which on average is 21.6°/o of sales in the retail 
trade industry. (For this calculation, see "Sales 1992-2011" and "Total Operating Expenses 2006-11" in the 
same publication. Multiplying the figure from this source, 9.5°/o, by 21.6°/o yields the 2°/o figure in the table. 
Data is not available by number of establishments in the firm. Given that formula and non-formula retailers 
generally compete in the same market for the same spaces, this figure will probably be similar for both 

·types. 

5. The detailed operating expenses source cited in Note 4 was used to determine local and non-local expenses 
for formula and non-formula retailers. For formula retailers, local expenses (in addition to rent and payroll 
as already discussed) included labor fringe benefits, contract labor, repairs and maintenance to machinery, 
lease and rental payments for machinery and equipment, purchased electricity, purchased fuels (except 
motor fuels), water and sewer, and local ta.xes and license fees. In addition to this list, for non-formula 
retailers, local expenses were also assumed to include: expensed equipment; packaging materials and 
containers; purchases of other materials, parts, and supplies; data processing and other purchased 
computer services; commissions; purchased communication services; purchased transportation, shipping, 
and warehousing services; purchased advertising and promotional services; purchased professional and 
technical services. All other expenses were presumed to be non-local for both formula and non-formula 
retailers. 



End Notes 

6. Net income here refers to the residual percentage of sales remaining after all of the above categories of 
expenses are deducted. Again, in an assumption that is extremely generous to the local spending impact of 
non-formula retailers, it is assumed that 0°/o of the net income earned by the formula retailer is spent 
within the city, while 100°/o of non-formula spending is spent within the city. The latter assumption is 
unrealistic because it assumes that all owners of the non-formula business either spend or invest all of the 
earnings only within San Francisco. If either assumption is violated, the local economic impact of these 
earnings will be less than what is assumed here. 

7. This illustration is based on a hypothetical commodity with a price of $1.00 at a formula retail store. Based 
on the research presented earlier, that commodity would cost $1.17 at a non-formula retail store in the city. 

8. If a consumer purchased the commodity at a formula retailer, 14.5 cents of that dollar would flow to local 
factors of production such as labor, rent, and local suppliers, based on the analysis on page 24. On the 
other hand, if the consumer purchased the commodity at a non-formula retailer, the cost would be $1.17 
and 24°/o of that, or $0.29, would flow to local factors of production, again based on the page 24 analysis. 

9. Whatever is not spent on local factors of production flows to non-local factors like manufacturers not based 
in the city. This equals 85.5 cents for a formula retailer, or 88 cents ($1.17 x 76°/o) for a non-formula 
retailer. 

10. The purchase of the same commodity at a non-formula retailer entails a loss of consumer spending to the 
local economy of $0.17, relative to formula retail. 

11. The net impact on local spending is the amount that flows to local factors of production plus the relative 
impact on consumer spending. This equals 14.5 cents for formula retail, and $0.29 - $0.17 or $0.12 for non
formula retail. 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Supervisors: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has received 69 petition emails like the one below. 
They will be included on our next communications page. 

-----Original Message-----
From: jeriandjoe@roadrunner.com [mailto:jeriandjoe@roadrunner.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 9:07 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Joseph Butler 
3850 Pansy St. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740-2949 

February 12, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph R. Butler 
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From: organist@napanet.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 12:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Barbara Tonsberg 
220 Sky Oaks Drive 
Angwin, CA 94508-9630 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Tonsberg 
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From: jj.k.harms@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 1 :12 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Janet Harms 
16564 Academia Drive 
Encino, CA 91436-4106 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. Thank you for listening to my 
concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Janet Harms 
818-784-2724 
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From: kcsk22@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 1 :27 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Mrs Skelton 
po box 3146 
Eureka, CA 95502-3146 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

85% of likely voters support official English. 

Please make official English an agenda item this year. It's time to limit taxpayer funded 
translations and encourage English learning in our county. 

It I'll be phoning your office to follow up on this matter. 

thank you, 

Mrs Skelton 
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From: jaynawilliams@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 1 :32 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Jayna Williams 
407 East Pasadena Street Apt 2 
Pomona, CA 91767-4726 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jayna Williams 
5555555555 
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From: rmkreds@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 1 :33 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Robert Koerner 
1639 Beechwood 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-8001 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Robert M. Koerner 
714966188e 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

marciesdream@verizon.net 
Saturday, February 08, 2014 1 :37 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

marce amihod 
1240 brookview ave 
t.o., CA 91361 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

marce amihod 
805 495 8543 
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From: johnwirts@att.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 1 :52 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

John Wirts 
1610 6th St. 
Livermore, CA 94550-4340 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. 

Sincerely, 

Mr & Mrs John Wirts 
(925)447-0459 
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From: jhhunter25@hotmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 2:07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Jeffrey Hunter 
527 Miller Avenue 
Pacifica, CA 94044-1933 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Hunter 
6507380638 
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From: brownlady81@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 2:27 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Katy C. Arnold 
24470 Marie Street 
Perris, CA 92570-8242 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I strongly support this effort of English only unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our state of California and cities and counties in California. 

Sincerely, 

Katy C. Arnold 
(951) 940-0441 
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From: gfusilier@comcast.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 2:57 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Gilda Fusilier 
955 43rd Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95831-1382 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Gilda Fusilier 
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From: steed.jim@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 3:27 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

JAMES STEED 
10705 TOPIARY DR 
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93306-7811 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

JAMES STEED 
661-742-1116 
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From: lizernst@hotmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 4:22 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Liz Ernst 
5966 Janet Street 
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509-5824 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Liz Ernst 
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From: rvates1@cox.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 4:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Raymond Vates 
10005 Timberlane Way 
Santee, CA 92071-1627 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters supp.art official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond Vates 
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From: waterworker1@cs.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 5:07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

James McDonald 
19176 Buckboard Ln. 
Riverside, CA 92508-7129 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

James McDonald 
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From: dastr@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 5:12 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Darrell Astor 
1741 Clara Ave 
Fortuna, CA 95540-3815 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Darrell Astor 
7077253794 
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From: capalta 16@sbcglobal.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 5:17 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Ray Phillipson 
33252 Hawthorne Rd 
Ivanhoe, CA 93235-1060 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco. 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Ray Phillipson 
559-798-1868 
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From: ed.hygh@cox.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 6:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Edmund Hygh 
25196 PIKE RD 
LAGUNA HILLS, CA 92653-5142 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Sincerely, 

Edmund Hygh 
9497166407 
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From: josborns@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 6:47 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Jacqueline Osborn 
3111 Poe 
san Diego, CA 92106-1925 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jacqueline Osborn 
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From: onefatcat@cox.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 7:22 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Phyllis ONeal 
443 Sears Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92114-4906 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Phyllis ONeal 
6199169566 
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From: annell34@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 7:27 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Patsy Bratta 
4549 Mont Eagle Place 
Los Angeles, CA 90041-3418 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Patsy Bratta 
323 254 5575 
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From: moloneymkl@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 7:47 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Katie Moloney 
4047 co. Rd. F 
Orland, CA 95963-9305 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

English is historically the language of the United States of America. It is also the 
universal language of the world. In order to preserve this great nation, we need to all speak 
this historic and universal language, English. English is the dominate and universal 
language, it the unifying language of this Nation. When we all can speak English, we 
understand each other, we can trust each other, we feel we are in this together. 

Let's make English in order to prevent the Balkanization of our Nation"! 
It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Sincerely, 

Katie Moloney 
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From: ian.turner019@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 8:02 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Ian Turtner 
955 43rd Ave., #112 
Sacramento, CA 95831-1392 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Ian Turtner 
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From: futureguy7@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 8:07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

James Corrigan 
999 Old San Jose Rd 
Soquel, CA 95073-9791 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

James Corrigan 
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From: jameeb2001@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 9:12 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

J Brazie'r 
2901 S. El Camino Real 
Sa Mateo, CA 94403-2700 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

J Brazie'r 
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From: meredit@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 9:52 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Meredith Alleruzzo 
410 N. Euclid Ave., Apt. 11 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1388 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I've taught English to adult immigrants for 12 yrs. and have great respect for the diversity 
of L.A. County. Several of my Chinese and Hispanic students have voiced what I feel to be 
true- when you're in a country you should, out of respect for your host, learn the language. 
A single language facilitates assimilation and expands employment possibilities outside 
ethnic enclaves, some of my students have stated. That's why they're in our ESL department. 
We're not even thinking about diluting cultures, simply supporting adoption of a single 
language that will enhance intercultural communication and understanding. Many students from 
mainland China have expressed confusion about the reluctance of some to adopt English. Some 
students have said members of their families have actually told them they shouldn't learn 
English! Well, sorry, you're here and it's your obligation, just as it would be for me to 
learn Spanish if I moved to Mexico or Central America. A bit of a push might be in order to 
ensure that this occurs for the common good. 

Sincerely, 

A Concerned Adult Ed Teacher 
6265777846 
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From: adinkel1@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 9:57 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Alexander Dinkel 
1960 Washington Dr. 
Ventura, CA 93003-7437 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Alex Dinkel 
8056761726 
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From: lucky1 win@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Walter Hay 
11059 Fruitland Dr. #15 
Studio City, CA 91604-4612 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Walter Hay 
818-415-4008 
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From: jhopkins@usc.edu 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:12 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

James Hopkins 
165 Linda Vista Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91105-1231 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

As you perhaps know, Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. I 
strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. An overwhelming 85% of likely voters (but not illegal invaders) 
support official English. 
Please make official English an agenda item for this year. Your constituents want to be heard 
- IN ENGLISH. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. James Hopkins 
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From: jkjarper9@cs.com 
Sent: 
To: 

· Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:12 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Jan Harper 
1794 Bevin Brook DR 
San Jose, CA 95112-6408 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jan Harper 
4082956413 

2 



From: cfneubert@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:13 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

CF Neubert 
25902 Senator Av 
Harbor City, CA 90710-3337 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

It's just common sense. 

Sincerely, 

CF Neubert 
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From: renevct@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:13 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Rene Werder 
2721 Jurado Ave 
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745-5209 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Rene H. Werder 
6263364942 
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From: raymond mars@att.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:13 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Raymond Mars 
4500 Lantados Street 
Bakersfield, CA 93307-4877 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond Mars 
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From: markrauen@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:17 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Mark Rauen 
356 Belhaven Circle 
Santa Rosa, CA 95409-6040 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Rauen 
707-539-7750 
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From: investinterface@att.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:14 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Richard Wickham 
6439 Herndon Pl. 
Stockton, CA 95219-3744 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Wickham 
2099571103 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

bailey-clan@dslextreme.com 
Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:17 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

chuck bailey 
16390 white blossom er. 
riverside, CA 92503 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

Sincerely, 

chuck bailey 
9517856229 
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From: cindyhulett@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:27 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Cindy Hulett 
8008 Magnolia Ave. #31 
Riverside, CA 92504-3452 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Sincerely 

Cindy Hulett 
951-299-8033 
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From: garykevinware@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:37 AM 
Boa~d of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Gary Ware 
PO Box 124 
Tujunga, CA 91043-0124 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Kevin Ware 
818-352-0419 
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From: judithtanaka@vereizon.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:42 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Judith Tanaka 
5012 Ponderosa Way 
Santa Barbara, CA 93111-1947 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Judith Tanaka 

11 



From: axix2@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:47 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Arthur Samuel 
142 Castellana S 
Palm Desert, CA 92260-2115 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

It is time for us to really establish 'our' [English] language as the official language. 

People must conform our 
country as we would have to in theirs. 

Sincerely, 

Arthur Samuel 
760-413-9053 
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From: dougeustice@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:52 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Douglas Eustice 
26108 ALTADENA DR 
LOS ALTOS HILLS, CA 94022-2058 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Eustice 
6502428373 
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From: grannymurray@verizon.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 10:52 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Sandra Murray 
81578 Avenida Parito 
Indio, CA 92203-7776 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

' 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra Murray 
7603429028 
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From: hammer5150@verizon.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :03 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Lloyd Wilson 
5307 Josie Ave 
Lakewood, CA 90713-1731 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Sincerely, 

Lloyd Wilson 
562-925-6369 
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From: elementald@sbcglobal.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :03 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Brian Rutledge 
10321 Avignon Way 
Bakersfield, CA 93306-7869 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

As this Country was Founded on the English Language, it should remain as such. All other 
Countries have an Official Language and one living in said Country MUST learn and adopt that 
language to be a part of society. 

As noted above, the United States of America was Founded on English, and ENGLISH IS the 
Official Language of the U.S.A ... Learn it or leave it. 
Those not willing the adopt Our Heritage can go back to where they came from. The United 
States is a 'melting pot' of various ethnicities, yet we are brought together by a common 
language and Our CONSTITUTION/BILL OF RIGHTS. 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language, Polk County, Wisconsin. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 
I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations 
and encourage English language learning in our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for your time regarding my, and Our, concerns. 

Regards, 

Brian Rutledge us ARMY (RET) 
661-873-9759 
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From: roma3213@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :12 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Roma Hadley 
3213 E Locust Ave 
Orange, CA 92867-7562 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year, I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roma Hadley 
714-538-7689 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

bruceodelberg@netscape.net 
Saturday, February 08, 201411:12 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Bruce Odelberg 
33900 Dangberg Drive 
Kirkwood, CA 95646-0077 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Odelberg 
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From: kraftykruzer@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11: 13 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Michael Holbrook 
6249 Marsha St. 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-4444 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Holbrook 
805-527-7502 
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From: 2d uanelittle@cox.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 201411:17 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Duane Little 
1229 Soria Glen 
Escondido, CA 92026-2360 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Please make official English Only an agenda item for this year. It's time we get the country 
back to being a true melting pot once again. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Duane Little 
7607475986 
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From: rtaylor446@cox.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :17 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

richard taylor 
12842 indian trail 
Poway, CA 92064-2007 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

richard taylor 
858-485-1073 
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From: upwind2u@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February OS, 201411:17 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Stephen Kelly 
15203 Dos Palmas Rd 
Victorville, CA 92392-2539 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen Kelly, CMSgt, USAF (Ret) 
9999999999 
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From: fincab@msn.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :32 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Maritza Cabezas 
3809 Rock Hampton Dr. 
Tarzana, CA 91356-5705 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Maritza Cabezas 
818-416-0200 
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From: jbutlerzx@hotmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :37 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

James Butler 
151 Lincoln 
Pomona, CA 91767-3817 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county.· 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

James Butler 
909-967-7654 
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From: fmiller@innercite.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :37 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Floyd Miller 
5110 Reservation Rd 
Placerville, CA 95667-9743 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Sincerely, 

Floyd Miller 
5306775844 
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From: mikdot2002@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, FebruafY 08, 2014 11 :47 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Dorothy Cronin 
PO Box 3943 
Ramona, CA 92065-0967 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English 
language learning in our county. 

Sincerely, 

Dorothy Cronin 
760-789-0990 
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From: mymyke71@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 11 :57 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Michael Keeney-Robinson 
2541 w windhaven dr 
Rialto, CA 92377-3679 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael 
9099693299 
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From: hjr1207@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, February 08, 2014 12:07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Judy Ramirez 
13119 Ramona Ave. 
Hawthorne, CA 90250-5122 

February 8, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Ramirez 
3109781593 
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From: opalnights@earthlink.net 
Sent: 
To: 

Sunday, February 09, 2014 11 :27 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Deborah Tocco 
2246 C rescent Ave. 
Montrose, CA 91020-1209 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah 
626-825-1101 
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From: coolburns@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Sunday, February 09, 2014 4:52 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Douglas Burns 
15142 bluffton Dr. 
Lake Elizabeth, CA 93532-1332 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Burns 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

robertd ietrich2000@earth link. net 
Sunday, February 09, 2014 5:02 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Robert Dietrich 
1312 Burbeck Ave. 
Richmond, CA 94801-2370 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Dietrich 
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From: bunnypls@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Sunday, February 09, 2014 5:07 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Lynn Kellum 
1085 Summerplace 
Corona, CA 92881-3640 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Please present a resolution to make English the official language. A lot of counties across 
the US are doing so. I believe we can do it too. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Lynn Kellum 
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From: judyfunke@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Sunday, February 09, 2014 7:12 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Judy Funke 
3021 Sunset Lane 
Antioch, CA 94509-5629 

February 9, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Funke 
925-757-5782 
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From: mscott5206@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 8:12 AM. 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Michael Scott 
608 Petrol Rd. 
Bakersfield, CA 93308-9756 

February 10, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Scott 
6613325862 
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From: chilisays@gmail.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 9:27 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Shawn Kerkhoff 
PO BOX 4851 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91359-1851 

February 10, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Sincerely, 

Shawn Kerkhoff 
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From: jbenson@coh.org 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 10:07 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Jay and Alma Benson 
737 E. Lime Ave. 
Monrovia, CA 91016-3012 

February 10, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jay and Alma Benson and Family 
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From: nluther2000@yahoo.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 10:37 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Norman Luther 
7936 E Monte Carlo Avenue 
Anaheim Hills, CA 92808-1526 

February 10, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. · 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Norman Luther 
7142814246 
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.... _ .----· 

From: siamouse1@msn.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 10:02 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

JOHN WYPICK 
9620 la granada ave 
fountain valley, CA 92708-3527 

February 11, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

English as primary language. stop printing govt info in 14 different 
languages. would their countries print English directives for us???? NO 

Sincerely, 

MR AND MRS JOHN WYPICK 
7144748996 
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From: 1 colbob@roadrunner.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :22 AM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Please introduce an official English resolution! 

Robert R Crisp Jr 
616 Fairwood Way 
Upland, CA 91786-5005 

February 10, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert R Crisp Jr 
9099829975 
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From: jwiens@spoc-ortho.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 12:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Jeryl Wiens 
1630 E. Herndon 
Fresno, CA 93720-3391 

February 10, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jeryl Wiens 
5592610100 
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From: jwiens@spoc-ortho.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 10, 2014 12:42 PM 
Board of Supervisors 

Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Jeryl Wiens 
1630.E. Herndon 
Fresno, CA 93720-3391 

February 10, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

I just learned that yet another county has passed a resolution to make English its official 
language. 

Polk County, Wisconsin just adopted an official English resolution. 

I strongly support this effort of English unity and I urge you to introduce a similar 
resolution in our county. 

Rasmussen Reports found as recently as 2013 that high levels of support for official English 
have remained unchanged for the past decade. 

An overwhelming 85% of likely voters support official English. 

It's time to limit taxpayer-funded translations and encourage English language learning in 
our county. 

Please make official English an agenda item for this year. I'll be phoning your office to· 
follow up on this matter. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jeryl Wiens 
5592610100 

1 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

-----Original Message-----
From: cqlopez@yahoo.com [mailto:cqlopez@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2014 10:02 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: It's time to make English the official language of our county 

Cesar Lopez 
6787 LANDRIANO PLACE 
RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91701-8520 

February 13, 2014 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Drive Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

Dear City and County of San Francisco: 

There is an old saying:"when in Rome, do as the Romans do." 

NOW we are in America, then "SPEAK ENGLISH, be Patriotic, be nationalistic and be proud to be 
an American." 

Sincerely, 

Cesar Lopez 

1 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

McGuire, Kristen [kristen.mcguire@sfgov.org] on behalf of Reports, Controller 
[controller. reports@sfgov.org] 
Wednesday, February 12, 2014 1:25 PM 
Calvillo, Angela; BOS-Supervisors; Kawa, Steve; Campbell, Severin; Newman, Debra; Rose, 
Harvey; sfdocs@sfpl.info; CON-EVERYONE; Martin, John (SFO); Caramatti, Jean; McCoy, 
Tryg; Fermin, Leo; Tang, Wallace; Franzella, Gary; ema@mgocpa.com; 
parkjk@flyasiana.com; michelleyoon@flyasiana.com; monique_chen@china-airlines.com 
Report Issued: Airport Commission: Audits of Asiana Airlines and China Airlines 

The City and County of San Francisco's Airport Commission (Airport) coordinates with the Office of the 
Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) to conduct periodic concession or compliance audits of the 
Airport's tenants and airlines. CSA engaged Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP (MGO) to audit tenants and airlines 
at the Airport to determine whether they complied with the reporting, payment and selected other provisions of 
their agreements with the Airport. 

CSA presents the reports of MGO's audits of Asiana and China Airlines for July 1, 2010, through June 30, 
2012. 

To view the full report, please visit our Web site at: 

Asiana Airlines -- http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=1667 

Asiana Airlines correctly reported 1 ,016 revenue aircraft landings and correctly paid $2,062, 721 in landing fees 
due to the Airport. However, Asiana made multiple late payments resulting in late fee assessments of $12,846. 

China Airlines -- http://openbook. sf gov. org/webreports/details3. aspx?id= 1668 

China Airlines correctly reported 696 revenue aircraft landings and correctly paid $1,619,125 in landing fees 
due to the Airport. 

This is a send-only e-mail address. 

For questions about the report, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at Tonia.Lediju@sfgov.org 
or 415-554-5393 or the CSA Audits Unit at 415-554-7 469. 

Follow us on Twitter @sfcontroller 

1 
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AIRPORT COMMISSION: 

Asiana Airlines Paid All Landing 
Fees Due but Incurred $12,846 in 
Late Charges for 2010 Through 
2012 

February 12, 2014 



OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

The City Services Auditor (CSA) was created in the Office of the Controller through an amendment to 
the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco (City) that was approved by voters in 
November 2003. Charter Appendix F grants CSA broad authority to: 

• Report on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and benchmark the 
City to other public agencies and jurisdictions. 

• Conduct financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to 
assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services. 

• Operate a whistleblower hotline and website and investigate reports of waste, fraud, and 
abuse of city resources. 

• Ensure the financial integrity and improve the overall performance and efficiency of city 
government. 

CSA may conduct financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits. Financial audits 
address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide reasonable 
assurance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in 
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review, 
or perform procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with 
requirements of specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, or grants; and the reliability of 
performance measures. Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and 
processes, providing recommendations to improve department operations. 

CSA conducts its audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the 
U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require: 

• Independence of audit staff and the audit organization. 
• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work. 
• Competent staff, including continuing professional education. 
• Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing 

standards. 

For questions about the report, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at 
Tonia.Lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or CSA at 415-554-7469. 

CSA Audit Team: Winnie Woo, Associate Auditor 

Audit Consultants: Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP (MGO) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

February 12, 2014 

San Francisco Airport Commission 
San Francisco International Airport 
P.O. Box 8097 
San Francisco, CA 94128-8097 

John L. Martin, Airport Director 
San Francisco International Airport 
P.O. Box 8097 
San Francisco, CA 94128-8097 

Dear Commission President, Commissioners, and Mr. Martin: 

Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 

Monique Zmuda 
Deputy Controller 

The City and County of San Francisco's Airport Commission (Airport) coordinates with the 
Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) to conduct periodic compliance 
audits of Airport tenants and airlines. CSA engaged Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP (MGO) to 
audit airlines that do business with the Airport to ensure that they comply with the landing fee 
provisions of their agreements. 

CSA presents the attached report for the compliance audit of Asiana Airlines prepared by MGO. 

Reporting Period: July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2012 

Landing Fees Paid: $2,062,721 

Results: 

Asiana Airlines correctly reported 1,016 revenue aircraft landings and correctly paid the landing 
fees due to the Airport. However, Asiana made multiple late payments resulting in late fee 
assessments of $12,846. Prior to April 1, 2012, the Airport did not seek late fees as a standard 
practice but the Airport has since implemented procedures to assess service charges of 1.5 
percent per month for late payments of rent, operating fees and other billable services. The 
Airport assessed and collected from Asiana late fees of $570.09 for April to June 2012. 

The responses of Asiana Airlines and the Airport are attached to this report. 

CSA appreciates the assistance and cooperation of Airport and airline staff during the audit. For 
questions about the report, please contact me at Tonia.Lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or 
CSA at 415-554-7 469. 

Respectfully, 
f'\ / 

- .. J \ !\, / 
\ \I -..-/ 
\i >J 

Tonia Lediju 
Director of City Audits 

Attachment 

415-554-7500 City Hall• 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 316 ·San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466 



cc: Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 
Budget Analyst 
Citizens Audit Review Board 
City Attorney 
Civil Grand Jury 
Public Library 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT 
Asiana Airlines 

July l, 2010 through June 30, 2012 

CertiBed Public Accountants. 



Certified. Public Accountants. 

Walnut Creek 
2121 N. California Blvd., Suite 750 

Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
925.274.0190 

Sacramento 

Oakland 

LA/Century City 

Performance Audit Report 

Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP (MGO) presents its report concerning the performance audit of Asiana 
Airlines (Asiana) as follows: 

Background 

Asiana operates under lease and use agreement (agreement) with the Airport Commission of the City and 
County of San Francisco (Commission) to use the landing field facilities at the San Francisco 
International Airport (SFO) for its air transportation business. During the audit period, Asiana operated 
under two agreements: 1) agreement No. L99-0318 entered into on October 1, 1999 and expired on 
June 30, 2011 and 2) agreement No. Ll0-0079 entered into on July 1, 2011, which expires on 
June 30, 2021. The agreements require Asiana to submit to the Airport Department (Airport) a monthly 
report showing its actual revenue aircraft landings by type of aircraft and other landing data necessary to 
calculate the landing fees. 

The Airport charges Asiana a landing fee based on the maximum landing weight of aircraft making 
revenue landings at the SFO. For every 1,000 pounds of aircraft landed, the Commission sets a fee that it 
may change annually. 

For the Period 

July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 
July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

Reporting Period(s): 
Lease and Use Agreement(s): 

Objective and scope 

Landing Fee Rate 

$3.59 
$3.79 

July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2012 
No. L99-0318 
No. L 10-0079 

The purpose of this performance audit was to obtain reasonable assurance that Asiana complied with the 
reporting, payment and other landing fee related provisions of its agreement with the Commission. Based 
upon the provisions of the City and County of San Francisco contract number PSC# 4042-11/12 dated 
March 1, 2013, between MGO and the City and County of San Francisco, and per Appendix A therein, 
the objectives of our performance audit were to: verify that landing fees for the audit period were reported 
to the Airport in accordance with the agreement provisions, and that such amounts agree with the 
underlying accounting records; identify and report the amount and cause of any significant error (over or 
under) in reporting, together with the impact on fees payable to the Airport; and identify and report any 
recommendations to improve record keeping and reporting processes of Asiana relative to its ability to 
comply with lease provisions; and identify and report any recommendations to improve the Airport's 
compliance with significant agreement terms and management activities.· 

www.rngocpa.co rn 

Newport Beach 

San Diego 

Seattle 



Methodology 

To meet the objectives of our perfonnance audit, we perfonned the following procedures: reviewed the 
applicable tenns of the agreement and the adequacy of Asiana's procedures for collecting, recording, 
summarizing and reporting its revenue aircraft landings; selected and tested samples of daily and monthly 
landings; recalculated monthly landing fees due; and verified the timeliness of reporting landing fees to 
the Airport. 

Audit results 

Based on the results of our performance audit for the period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2012, 
Asiana correctly reported 1,016 revenue aircraft landings and paid $2,062,721 in landing fees to the 
Airport in accordance with its agreement. Those amounts agreed to the underlying records. 

The table below shows Asiana Airline's reported total revenue aircraft landings and landing fees paid to 
the Airport. 

Revenue Aircraft Landings and Fees Paid 
July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2012 

For the Period 

July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 
July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 
Total 

Finding 2013-1 - Late Payment 

Number of Landings 

519 
497 

1,016 

Landing Fees Paid 

$ 1,093,974 
968,747 

$ 2,062,721 

During our review of the landing fees paid for the period of July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2012, we noted that 
for Asiana, 18 out of the 24 months reviewed had payments that were late. 

Per lease and use agreement No. Ll0-0079 dated March 1, 2010; Section 401 Reports and Payments, 
subsection C(ii) Monthly Activity Reports; Payment of Landing and Other Fees " ... Airline shall calculate 
such Landing Fees incurred during said month and shall pay such amount on behalf of itself and its 
Affiliate Airlines within fifteen (15) days after the end of each calendar month" and Section 406 Payment 
Details "Any amounts not paid when due shall be subject to a service charge equal to the lessor of the rate 
of one and one half percent (1.5%) per month and the maximum rate pennitted by law." Similar 
provisions were noted in lease and use agreement No. L99-0318. 

We recalculated the late fee assessment for the period of July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2012 to be $12,846. 
However, we did note that the Airport implemented a policy to not seek late fees prior to April 1, 2012 
and did appropriately assess and collect late fees of $570.09 from the period of April 1, 2012 to 
June 30, 2012. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Airport continue to monitor procedures to ensure proper assessment and 
collection oflate fees in accordance with its lease agreements and policy. 

***** 

2 



We conducted this performance audit in accordance with the provisions of our contract, as outlined in the 
objective and scope section above, and in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based 
on our audit objectives section of this report. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of Asiana, the Commission and the City and 
County of San Francisco, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these 
specified parties. 

Walnut Creek, California 
February 6, 2014 
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ASIANA AIRLINES 

San Francisco Airport Office 
P.O. Box 250310 
San Francisco Int' I Airport 
San Francisco, CA 94544-0310 

December 22, 2013 

Ms. Tonia Lediju 
Director of City Audits 
City Services Auditor Division 

---· -- --Office--of-the-Controller 

City and County of San Francisco 

Reference: Performance A1,1dit Report - Asiana Airlines 

Dear Ms. Lediju 

(650)877-3010 Phone 
{650)877-3014 Fax 

_ http://flyasiana.com 
Reservation : 1-800-227-4262 

We are acknowledging the findings and recommendations included in the report for the period 
July 1,2010 through June 30, 2012. 

Truly yours, 

c-7~ 
Jong Gon Park 
Station Manager 
SFOstation 

.... 



San Francisco International Airport 

February 4, 2014 

Ms. Tonia Lediju 
Director of Audits 
Office of the Controller 
City Services Auditor Division 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 477 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: Performance Audit of Asiana Airlines 

Dear Ms. Lediju: 

Attache<;l is the completed Audit Recommendation and Response Form regarding the 
performance audit of Asiana Airlines. 

·~ 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call us at (650) 821-2850 (Wallace) or 
(650) 821-4526 (Gary). 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
??" 

Wallace Tang, CPA, CG 
Airport Controller 

Attachment 

cc: John L. Martin 
TrygMcCoy 
Leo Fermin 
Winnie Woo - CSA 
Eugene Ma - MGO 
Dan Ravina 

AIRPORT COMMISSION CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

/ 
GaryFnt 
Associate Deputy Airport Director 
Aviation and Parking Management 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

LARRY MAZZOLA 
PRliSIOENT 

LINDA S. CRAYTON 
VICE l'llESIDtNT 

ELEANOB JOHNS BICHARD J. GUGGENHIME PETER A. STERN JOHN L. MARTIN 
AIRPOlff DIRECTOR 

Post Office Box 8097 San Francisco, California 94128 Tel 650.821.5000 Fax 650.821.5005 www.flysfo.com 



AIRPORT COMMISSION: PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF ASIANA AIRLINES 

For each recommendation, indicate whether you concur, do not concur, or partially concur with the recommendation, If you concur with the 
recommendation, please indicate the expected implementation date and your implementation plan. If you do not concur or partially concur, 
please provide an explanation and an alternate plan of action to address the identified issue. 

AUDIT RECOMMENDATION AND RESPONSE 

Recommendation Responsible 
Agem::y 

1. We recommend the Airport continue to San Francisco 
monitor procedures to ensure proper International 
assessment and collection of late fees Airport 
in accordance with its lease 
agreements and policy. 

Name: Wallace Tang, CPA, COMA 

Title/Organization: Airport Controller 

Telephone Number: 

Signature: 

Response 

A new procedure was established effective April 1, 2012 whereby a 
service charge of 1.5% per month is automatically charged for late 
payments of rent, operating fees and other billable services. Property 
managers are notified through the Airport's Accounting Department 
regarding any late payments on a monthly basis. 

Name: 

Title/Organization: 

Telephone Number: 

Signature: 

Gary Franzella 

Associate Deputy Airpmt Director 
Aviation and Parking Management 

(650) 821-4526 
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AIRPORT COMMISSION: 

China Airlines Paid All Landing 
Fees Due for 2010 Through 2012 

February 12 , 2014 



OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

The City Services Auditor (CSA) was created in the Office of the Controller through an amendment to 
the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco (City) that was approved by voters in 
November 2003. Charter Appendix F grants CSA broad authority to: 

• Report on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and benchmark the 
City to other public agencies and jurisdictions. 

• Conduct financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to 
assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services. 

• Operate a whistleblower hotline and website and investigate reports of waste, fraud, and 
abuse of city resources. 

• Ensure the financial integrity and improve the overall performance and efficiency of city 
government. 

CSA may conduct financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits. Financial audits 
address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide reasonable 
assurance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in 
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review, 
or perform procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with 
requirements of specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, or grants; and the reliability of 
performance measures. Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and 
processes, providing recommendations to improve department operations. 

CSA conducts its audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the 
U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require: 

• Independence of audit staff and the audit organization. 
• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work. 
• Competent staff, including continuing professional education. 
• Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing 

standards. 

For questions about the report, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at 
Tonia.Lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or CSA at 415-554-7469. 

CSA Audit Team: Winnie Woo, Associate Auditor 

Audit Consultants: Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP (MGO) 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

February 12, 2014 

San Francisco Airport Commission 
San Francisco International Airport 
P.O. Box 8097 
San Francisco, CA 94128-8097 

John L. Martin, Airport Director 
San Francisco International Airport 
P.O. Box 8097 
San Francisco, CA 94128-8097 

Dear Commission President, Commissioners, and Mr. Martin: 

Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 

Monique Zmuda 
Deputy Controller 

The City and County of San Francisco's Airport Commission (Airport) coordinates with the 
Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) to conduct periodic compliance 
audits of Airport tenants and airlines. CSA engaged Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP (MGO) to 
audit airlines that do business with the Airport to ensure that they comply with the landing fee 
provisions of their agreements. 

CSA presents the attached report for the compliance audit of China Airlines prepared by MGO. 

Reporting Period: July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2012 

Landing Fees Paid: $1,619, 125 

Results: 

China Airlines correctly reported 696 revenue aircraft landings and correctly paid the landing 
fees due to the Airport. 

The responses of China Airlines and the Airport are attached to this report. 

CSA appreciates the assistance and cooperation of Airport and airline staff during the audit. For 
questions about the report, please contact me at Tonia.Lediju@sfqov.org or 415-554-5393 or 
CSA at 415-554-7 469. 

Respectfully, 

]!~ 
Tonia Lediju 
Director of City Audits 

Attachment 

415-554-7500 City Hall• 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316 •San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466 



cc: Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 
Budget Analyst 
Citizens Audit Review Board 
City Attorney 
Civil Grand Jury 
Public Library 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT 
China Airlines 

July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2012 

Certified Public Accountants. 



Certified Public Accountants. 

Walnut Creek 
2121 N. Ccdfornia Blvd .. Suite 750 

W~lnut CrBak, CA 94596 

9?.5.274.0190 

Sacrarnento 

Ookla11d 

LA/Century City 

Performance Audit Report 

Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP (MGO) presents its report concerning the performance audit of China 
Airlines (CAL) as follows: 

Background 

CAL operates under an airline lease and use agreement (agreement) with the Airport Commission of the 
City and County of San Francisco (Commission) to use the landing field facilities at the San Francisco 
International Airport (SFO) for its air transportation business. During the audit period, CAL operated 
under two agreements: 1) agreement No. L82-0315 entered into on July 1, 1999 and expired on 
June 30, 2011 and 2) agreement No. Ll0-0082 entered into on July 1, 2011, which expires on 
June 30, 2021. The agreements requires CAL to submit to the Airport Department (Airport) a monthly 
report showing its actual revenue aircraft landings by type of aircraft and other landing data necessary to 
calculate the landing fees. 

The Airport charges CAL a landing fee based on the maximum landing weight of aircraft ~aking revenue 
landings at the SFO. For every 1,000 pounds of aircraft landed, the Commission sets a fee that it may 
change annually. 

For the Period 
July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 
July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

Reporting Period(s): 
Lease and Use Agreement(s): 

Objective and scope 

Landing Fee Rate 

$3.59 
$3.79 

July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2012 
No. L82-0315 
No. Ll0-0082 

The purpose of this performance audit was to obtain reasonable assurance that CAL complied with the 
reporting, payment and other landing fee related provisions of its agreement with the Commission. Based 
upon the provisions of the City and County of San Francisco contract number PSC# 4042-11/12 dated 
March 1, 2013, between MGO and the City and County of San Francisco, and per Appendix A therein, 
the objectives of our performance audit were to: verify that landing fees for the audit period were reported 
to the Airport in accordance with the agreement provisions, and that such amounts agree with the 
underlying accounting records; identify and report the amount and cause of any significant error (over or 
under) in reporting, together with the impact on fees payable to the Airport; and identify and report any 
recommendations to .improve record keeping and reporting processes of CAL relative to its ability to 
comply with lease provisions; and identify and report any recommendations to improve the Airport's 
compliance with significant agreement terms and management activities. 

Newport Beach 

San Diego 

Seattle 



Methodology 

To meet the objectives of our performance audit, we performed the following procedures: reviewed the 
applicable terms of the agreement and the adequacy of CAL's procedures for collecting, recording, 
summarizing and reporting its revenue aircraft landings; selected and tested samples of daily and monthly 
landings; recalculated monthly landing fees due; and verified the timeliness of reporting landing fees to 
the Airport. 

Audit results 

Based on the results of our performance audit for the period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2012, 
CAL correctly reported 696 revenue aircraft landings and paid $1,619,125 in landing fees to the Airport 
in accordance with its agreement. Those amounts agreed to the underlying records. 

The table below shows China Airline's reported total revenue aircraft landings and landing fees paid to 
the Airport. 

Revenue Aircraft Landings and Fees Paid 
July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2012 

For the Period 

July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2011 
July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 
Total 

Number of Landings 

339 
357 
696 

***** 

Landing Fees Paid 

$ 766,716 
852,409 

$ 1,619,125 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with the provisions of our contract, as outlined in the 
objective and scope section above, and in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based 
on our audit objectives section of this report. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of CAL, the Commission and the City and 
County of San Francisco, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these 
specified parties. 

Walnut Creek, California 
February 6, 2014 
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CHINA AIRLINES f~ 

Dec. 20, 2013 

Tonia Lediju 

Director of City audits 

City Services Auditor Division 

Office of the Controller 

City and County of San Francisco 

Re: Performance Audit Report- China airlines July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2012 

Dear Ms. Lediju, 

China Airlines is in concurrence with the attached Performance Audit Report by MGO. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ftL 
Assistant to General Manager 

China Airlines 

San Francisco Branch 

650 931-8008 

Moniq ue.chen@china-airlines.com 

cc. Pao-Chu Peng 

General Manager 

433 Airport Blvd., Suite 501, Burlingame, California 9401 O 
Tel: (650) 931-8000 I Fax: (650) 931-8019 
Reservation: (800) 227-5118 
www.china-airlines.com 



·san Francisco International Airport 

February 4, 2014 

Ms. Tonia Lediju 
Director of Audits 
Office of the Controller 
City Services Auditor Division 
City and County of San Francisco 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 477 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: Performance Audit of China Airlines 

Dear Ms. Lediju: 

We have received and reviewed the final draft audit report regarding the performance audit of 
China Airlines. This letter is to con:finn that, based upon the details provided, we agree with the 
audit result with no findings. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call us at (650) 821-2850 (Wallace) or 
(650) 821-4526 (Gary). 

Very truly yours, 

P· 
Wallace Tang, CPA 
Airport Controller 

a 
eputy Airport Director 

Aviation and Parking Management 

cc: John L. Martin 
TrygMcCoy 
Leo Fermin 
Winnie Woo - CSA 
Eugene Ma - MGO 
Teresa Rivor 

AIRPORT COMMISSION CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 

MAYOR 

Li\R!lY MAZZOLA 

PRES/DtNT 

LINDA S. CRAYTON 
VICE PRESIDENT 

Hf.ANOH JOHNS RICHARD J. GUGGENHIME PETER A. STERN JOHN L. MARTIN 

AIRPORT DI RECTO!! 

Post Office Box 8097 San Francisco, California 94128 Tel 650. 821.5000 Fax 650.821.5005 www.flysfo.com 



, ...... )....-------------------------------------------------------------------
From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Toy, Debbie [debbie.toy@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, February 11, 20144:10 PM 
Calvillo, Angela; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Kawa, Steve; Leung, Sally; 
Howard, Kate; Volberding, Emily; Falvey, Christine; Elliott, Jason; Steeves, Asja; Campbell, 
Severin; Newman, Debra; Rose, Harvey; sfdocs@sfpl.info; CON-CCSF Dept Heads; CON
Finance Officers; francis.tsing@sfgov.org 
Controller's Office Report: Six-Month Budget Status Report 

Overall revenue growth and expenditure savings will result in a projected current year ending balance 
of $207.8 million, of which $111.6 million has been appropriated in the FY 2014-15 budget and $4.5 
million will be required to replenish current year uses of the General Reserve. This results in a $91.7 
million projected surplus. The drivers of increased fund balance are predominantly tax revenue 
growth above budgeted levels and expenditure savings and additional revenues in the Department of 
Public Health and Human Services Agency. This represents an improvement to current year fund 
balance of approximately $62.7 million versus the assumptions contained in the Mayor's Budget 
Instructions issued in December 2013. 

Please see http://www.sfcontroller.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5115 to view the 
full report. 

Debbie Toy 
Executive Assistant to Monique Zmuda, Deputy Controller 
City and County of San Francisco 
Office of the Controller 
City Hall, Room 316 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694 
Tel: 415-554-7500 
Fax: 415-554-7466 
Email: debbie.toy@sfgov.org 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Office of the Controller 

FY 2013-14 Six-Month Budget Status Report February 11, 2014 

Summary 

The Controller's Office provides periodic budget status updates to the City's policy makers 
during the course of each fiscal year, as directed by Charter Section 3.105. This report provides 
the most recent expenditure and revenue information and projections for the fiscal year end. 
Expenditure and revenue information and projections as of December 31, 2013 are included, 
incorporating more current information up to the date of publication as available. Report 
highlights include: 

• Overall revenue growth and expenditure savings will result in a projected current year 
ending balance of $207.8 million, of which $111.6 million has been appropriated in the 
FY 2014-15 budget and $4.5 million will be required to replenish current year uses of the 
General Reserve. This results in a $91.7 million projected surplus. The drivers of 
increased fund balance are predominantly tax revenue growth above budgeted levels 
and expenditure savings and additional revenues in the Department of Public Health and 
Human Services Agency. This represents an improvement to current year fund balance 
of approximately $62. 7 million versus the assumptions contained in the Mayor's Budget 
Instructions issued in December 2013. 

• Projected revenue growth currently exceeds the threshold for deposit to the Rainy Day 
Reserve by $6.0 million, resulting in a projected total deposit of $4.5 million. Charter 
provisions require 50% of excess revenue, or $3.0 million, be deposited to the Rainy 
Day Economic Stabilization Reserve and 25%, or $1.5 million, to the Rainy Day One
Time Reserve. Any revenue growth beyond current projections will increase deposits to 
the Rainy Day Reserve. The City is not projected to be able to withdraw from the 
Economic Stabilization fund in either of the budget years but may use One-Time 
Reserve funds for capital and other one-time expenditures. 

• Economic growth is also contributing to increased enterprise fund balances as described 
in Appendix 5 below. Building Inspection, Airport, Wastewater and MTA ending fund 
balances are all projected to be significantly improved from prior year levels. 
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Table 1. FY 2013-14 Projected General Fund Variances to Budget($ Millions) 

A FY 2013-14 Starting Balance 
FY 2012-13 Ending Fund Balance 

Appropriation in the FY2013-14 Budget 

Subtotal Starting Balance 

B. Current Year Revenues and Expenditures 
Citywide Revenue Surplus 

Baseline Contributions 
Departmental Operations 
Pending & Approved Supplemental Appropriations 
Projected Use of General Reserve 

Subtotal Current Year Revenues and Expenditures 

C. Withdrawals from I (Deposits) to Reserves 

D. FY 2013-14 Projected Ending Balance 

Balance Appropriated in the Approved FY 2014-15 Budget 
Replenishment of General Reserve 

E. I Projected Surplus I (Shortfall) 

A. General Fund Starting Balance 

$ 

$ 

240.4 

(122.7) 
117.7 

48.5 
(2.5) 
56.0 
(4.5) 
4.5 

102.0 

(11.9) 

207.8 

(111.6) 
(4.5) 

91.7 I 

The budget appropriated $122.7 million in FY 2013-14 and $111.6 million in FY 2014-15. The 
General Fund available fund balance at the end of FY 2012-13 was $240.4 million, or $6.1 
million more than was appropriated. 

B. Current Year Revenues and Expenditures 

Citywide Revenue Surplus 

As shown in Table 2, Citywide revenues have improved by $48.5 million compared to revised 
budget, primarily due to increased property tax and hotel tax revenue. Improvements to property 
tax revenue are a result of higher than expected revenue from supplemental and escape 
assessments. Hotel tax increases are primarily due to higher than expected prior year revenue 
increasing the base for current year growth projections. More information on these revenue 
trends is provided in Appendix 1. 
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Table 2. General Fund Citywide Revenues Variances to Budget($ Millions) 

Revised 6-Month Surplus 
Budget Projection (Shortfall) 

Property Taxes 1, 153.4 1, 175.0 21.6 

Business Taxes 533.0 534.7 1.7 

Sales Tax - Local 1% and Public Safety 212.5 215.8 3.3 

Hotel Room Tax 273.9 295.9 22.0 

Utility User & Access Line Taxes 136.1 134.0 (2.1) 

Parking Tax 83.3 82.5 (0.8) 

Real Property Transfer Tax 225.2 225.2 

Interest Income 10.9 9.8 (1.1) 

Citywide Realignment Revenue 161.2 164.8 3.6 

IVlotor Vehicle In-Lieu 0.7 0.7 

Franchise Taxes 16.1 16.3 0.2 

Transfers In from Other Funds 219.6 219.3 (0.4) 
Total Citywide Revenues 3,025.3 3,073.9 48.5 

Baseline Contributions 

Table 3 shows that as a result of changes in discretionary revenues, projections for baseline 
and parking tax in-lieu transfers to the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), Public Library 
and Public Education Enrichment Fund are increased by a net $2.5 million compared to budget. 
The Public Library transfer includes a projected $1.6 million reduction as a result of a projected 
year-end surplus in the fund, which is returned to the General Fund. In the current year, the City . 

. was required to budget $125.9 million in Children's Baseline expenditures. The $131.2 million 
budgeted exceeds the requirement by $5.3 million. 

Table 3. General Fund Baseline and In-Lieu Transfers ($ Millions) 

Revised 6-Month 
Budget Projection Variance 

Aggregate Discretionary Revenues (ADR) 2,528.6 2,569.0 40.5 

MT A Baseline 9.2% ADR 232.4 236.2 3.7 
Library Baseline 2.3% ADR 57.8 57.1 (0.7) 
Public Education Fund Baseline 0.3% ADR 3.7 3.7 0.1 
Total Baseline Transfers 293.9 297.0 3.1 

80% Parking Tax in Lieu Transfer to MTA 66.6 66.0 (0.6) 

Total Baselines and In-Lieu Transfers 360.5 362.9 2.5 
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Departmental Operations 

The Controller's Office projects a net departmental operations surplus of $56.0 million 
summarized in Table 4 below and further detailed and discussed in Appendix 2. 

Table 4. FY 2013-14 Departmental Operating Summary ($ Millions) 
Revenue Uses Net 
Surplus I Savings I Surplus I 

Net Shortfall Departments (Shortfall) (Deficit) (Deficit) 
Economic & Workforce Development (1) (7.3) 2.1 (5.3) 
Fire Department (2.3) 0.9 (1.4) 
City Attorney (1.3) 0.4 (0.8) 
Sheriff (0.3) (0.1) (0.4) 

Subtotal Departments with Net Deficits $ (11.1) $ 3.3 $ (7.8) 

Net Surplus Departments 
Hum an Services Agency $ 26.1 $ 3.5 $ 29.6 
Public Health (17.4) 36.7 19.3 
General City Responsibility 8.3 8.3 
City Planning 4.2 (1.4) 2.8 
Treasurer/Tax Collector 2.0 2.0 
Assessor/Recorder (0.6) 0.9 0.4 

Other Net Surplus (1.7) 3.2 1.5 

Subtotal Departments with Net Surpluses $ 10.6 $ 53.2 $ 63.8 

Combined Total $ (0.5) $ 56.5 $ 56.0 

(1) America's Cup project only. 

The Mayor's Office and the Controller's Office will work with departments with anticipated 
expenditure shortfalls to develop a plan to bring expenditures in line with revenues by year-end 
without requiring supplemental appropriations. The Department of Emergency Management, the 
Fire Department, and possibly the Sheriff will require a supplemental appropriation to shift 
funding from savings in permanent salaries and other categories to cover over-expenditures in 
overtime, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.17, adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in September 2011. In addition, the Human Services Agency may need . 
supplemental appropriation authority to spend unbudgeted IHSS MOE and CalWIN revenues. 
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Pending and Approved Supplemental Appropriations 

No supplemental appropriations have been approved at this time. There is one pending 
supplemental appropriation of $4.5 million of General Reserve for the Mayor's Office of Housing 
to establish the Nonprofit Rent Stabilization Program. 

Projected Use of General Reserve 

This report assumes use of $4.5 million from the General Reserve to support the Nonprofit Rent 
Stabilization Program administered by the Mayor's Office of Housing. Any uses of the Reserve 
will require a budget year deposit of an equal amount to maintain required funding levels, as 
shown in section D of Table 1 above. This use will reduce the balance of the Reserve by $4.5 
million and increase the amount needed to fund the reserve by $4.5 million more than is 
currently budgeted in FY 2014-15. 

C. Withdrawals from I Deposits to Reserves 

A total of $27.8 million is projected to be deposited into reserves, or $11.9 million more than 
budgeted, including $4.5 million to the Rainy Day Reserve and $6.7 million to the Citywide 
Budget Savings Incentive Reserve due to projected departmental expenditure savings. There is 
no projected deposit to the Recreation and Park Savings Incentive Reserve at this time. The 
deposit to the Budget Stabilization Reserve is projected to be $16.7 million, or $0.7 million over 
budget, as an increase in the deposit due to the mix of transfer tax receipts is only partially 
offset by the deposit to the Rainy Day Reserve. A discussion of the status of reserves is 
included in Appendix 3. 

D. Projected Ending Fund Balance: $207.8 Million 

Based on the above assumptions and projections, this report anticipates an ending available 
General Fund balance for FY 2013-14 of $207.8 million, $96.2 million above the $111.6 million 
in the approved FY 2014-15 budget. 

E. Projected Surplus/(Shortfall): $91.7 Million 

Of the projected ending fund balance of $207.8 million, $111.6 million has been assumed in the 
FY 2014-15 budget, and $4.5 million is required to bring the General Reserve to required levels, 
leaving a projected surplus of $91.7 million. 

F. Other Funds 

Special revenue funds are used for departmental activities that have dedicated revenue sources 
or legislative requirements that mandate the use of segregated accounts outside the General 
Fund. Some of these special revenue funds receive General Fund baseline transfers and other 
subsidies. 

Enterprise funds are used primarily for self-supporting agencies, including the Airport, Public 
Utilities Commission and the Port. The Municipal Transportation Agency receives a significant 
General Fund subsidy. 
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Projected General Fund Support requirements for these funds are included in the department 
budget projections in Appendix 2. Appendix 5 provides a table of selected special revenue and 
enterprise fund projections and a discussion of their operations. 

G. Projection Uncertainty Remains 

Projection uncertainties include: 

• The potential for continued fluctuations in general tax revenues. 

• The effect of Affordable Care Act (ACA) implementation on Public Health revenues. The 
state has reduced indigent care funding (1991 Realignment) in the current year by $16.7 
million under the assumption that some portion of previously uninsured clients will be 
enrolled in insurance plans. Furthermore, there is uncertainty around the financial impact 
as some Medi-Cal fee-for-service patients transition to a capitated rate model. The net 
fiscal effect will not be known until data on enrollment and utilization of these clients 
becomes available over the coming months. 

H. Additional Projections will be Provided in the Five-Year Financial Plan Update and 
Nine-Month Budget Status Report 

The Five-Year Financial Plan Update will provide revenue and expenditure projections for FY 
2014-15 through FY 2017-18 on March 3, 2014. FY 2013-14 projections will be updated in the 
Nine-Month Budget Status Report, scheduled to be published in early May 2014. 

I. Six-Month Overtime Report 

Administrative Code Section 18.13-1 requires the Controller to submit overtime reports to the 
Board of Supervisors at the time of the Six-Month and Nine-Month Budget Status Reports, and 
annually. Table A - 6 presents budgeted, actual, and projected Citywide overtime. 

J. Appendices 

1. General Fund Revenues and Transfers In 

2. General Fund Department Budget Projections 

3. Status of Reserves 

4. Salary and Benefits Reserve Update 

5. Other Funds Highlights 

6. Overtime Report 
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Appendix 1. General Fund Revenues and Transfers In 

As shown in Table A 1-1, total General Fund revenues are projected to be $51.5 million above 
budget. Of this total, $48.5 million is due to improvements in citywide revenue as discussed in 
this Appendix 1. 

The FY 2013-14 budget assumed continued moderate recovery in tax revenues throughout the 
fiscal year. Property tax and hotel tax revenues are projected to surpass budgeted levels as 
discussed below. These gains are enhanced by increases in state subventions received by the 
Human Services Agency discussed in Appendix 2. Selected citywide revenues are discussed 
below. 
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Table A 1-1: Detail of General Fund Revenue and Transfers In 

FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 

Year End Original Revised 6-Month Surplus/ 
GENERAL FUND($ Millions) Actual Budget Budget Projection (Shortfall) 

PROPERTY TAXES $ 1, 114.1 $ 1,153.4 $ 1,153.4 $ 1,175.0 $ 21.6 

BUSINESS TAXES 479.6 533.0 533.0 534.7 1.7 

OTHER LOCAL TAXES 

Sales Tax 122.3 125.7 125.7 128.4 2.7 

Hotel Room Tax 182.4 273.9 273.9 295.9 22.0 

Utility Users Tax 91.9 93.5 93.5 91.4 (2.1) 

Parking Tax 81.6 83.3 83.3 82.5 (0.8) 

Real Property Transfer Tax 232.7 225.2 225.2 225.2 

Stadium Admission Tax 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 

Access Line Tax 42.6 42.6 42.6 42.6 

Total Other Local Taxes 756.3 846.9 846.9 868.7 21.8 

LICENSES, PERMITS & FRANCHISES 

Licenses & Pennits 10.1 9.4 9.4 9.4 

Franchise Tax 16.1 16.1 16.1 16.3 0.2 

Total Licenses, Permits & Franchises 26.3 25.5 25.5 25.7 0.2 

FINES, FORFEITURES & PENALTIES 6.2 9.1 6.8 6.8 

INTEREST & INVESTMENT INCOME 10.3 10.9 10.9 9.8 (1.1) 

RENTS & CONCESSIONS 

Garages - Rec/Park 20.1 9.8 9.8 9.8 

Rents and Concessions - Rec/Par!< 13.3 11.1 11.1 11.1 

Other Rents and Concessions 3.0 2.2 2.2 2.2 

Total Rents and Concessions 36.4 23.1 23.1 23.1 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUES 

Federal Government 

Social Ser\4ce Sub1entions 192.9 201.9 203.9 203.6 (0.3) 

Other Grants & Sub1entions 4.3 12.5 12.5 12.3 (0.2) 

Total Federal Subventions 197.1 214.5 216.4 215.9 (0.5) 

State Government 

Social Ser\4ce Sub1entions 151.3 148.2 148.6 169.0 20.4 

Health & Welfare Realignment - Sales Tax 147.7 133.9 133.9 133.9 0.0 

Health & Welfare Realignment - VLF 27.4 27.4 27.4 30.5 3.2 

Health & Welfare Realignment - CalWORKs MOE 25.5 23.5 23.5 23.3 (0.2) 

Health/Mental Health Sub1entions 82.1 97.8 97.7 92.1 (5.6) 

Public Safety Sales Tax 83.2 86.8 86.8 87.4 0.6 

Motor Vehicle In-Lieu 0.8 0.7 0.7 

Other Grants & S ub1entions 32.6 45.2 45.2 45.5 0.3 

Total State Grants and Subventions 550.6 562.9 563.0 582.4 19.4 

Other Regional Government 

Rede1elopment Agency 3.6 3.6 2.3 (1.3) 

CHARGES FOR SERVICES: 

General Go1emment Ser\4ce Charges 46.2 45.4 45.4 48.9 3.5 

Public Safety Ser\4ce Charges 27.5 26.3 26.3 27.7 1.4 

Recreation Charges - Rec/Park 16.3 14.8 14.8 14.8 

MediCal,MediCare & Health Ser\4ce Charges 47.3 65.8 65.8 55.5 (10.3) 

Other Ser'4ce Charges 15.3 14.5 14.5 14.5 

Total Charges for Services 152.6 166.8 166.8 161.4 (5.4) 

RECOVERY OF GEN. GOV'T. COSTS 11.9 10.3 10.3 10.3 0.0 

OTHER REVENUES 14.6 15.4 15.4 10.9 (4.5) 

TOTAL REVENUES 3356.2 3575.3 3575.2 3627.0 51.8 

TRANSFERS INTO GENERAL FUND: 

Airport 36.5 37.0 37.0 36.6 (0.4) 

Other Transfers 158.6 181.0 182.7 182.7 

Total Transfers-In 195.1 218.0 219.6 219.3 (0.4) 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND RESOURCES $ 3,551.3 $ 3,793.3 $ 3,794.8 $ 3,846.3 $ 51.5 
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Property Tax revenue in the General Fund is projected to be $21.6 million (1.9%) above budget 
and $60.9 million (5.5%) over prior year actual revenue. Most of the improvement is due to 
increases in expected supplemental and escape property tax assessments of $10.2 million and 
$5.8 million respectively. The amount to be set aside for prior year property tax appeals and 
other adjustments was decreased by $4.7 million (increasing General Fund revenue by the 
same amount) based upon updated information about fiscal-year-to-date assessment appeal 
filings and experience from Assessment Appeals Board decisions. These changes will increase 
property tax set asides to special revenue funds by $2.9 million, as shown below. 

Property Tax Set Asides 

Original 6-Month 
Budget Projection Variance 

Children's Fund 48.0 49.1 1.1 
Open Space Fund 40.0 40.9 0.9 
Library Preservation Fund 40.0 40.9 0.9 
Total 127.9 130.8 2.9 

Business Tax revenues in the General Fund are projected to be $1.7 million (0.3%) above 
budget, and $55.0 million (11.5%) over prior year actual revenues. Business tax revenues are 
supported by strong growth in wages and employment in San Francisco. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics data on private employment and average weekly wages in the first two quarters of tax 
year 2013 indicate total private wages increased by an average of 6.5% over the same quarters 
in the prior year. The Controller's projections assume the rate of growth in the last two quarters 
will decline slightly for a year-end total of 5.5%. 

The projections include the full annual value of an increase in business registration fee levels, 
which goes into effect in tax year 2013, and a partial year value of the start of a five-year phase 
in of a new gross receipts tax, which begins in tax year 2014. 

Business registration revenues are projected to be $3.8 million (-10.0%) below budget and 
$23.9 million (63.5%) above prior year actual revenues. The increase over prior year actual 
revenues reflects the impact of a rate increase included in the approval of a new gross receipts 
tax in November 2012, reduced slightly to reflect projection and implementation uncertainty. 

Local Sales Tax revenues are projected to be $2.7 million (2.1%) above budget, and $6.1 
million (4.9%) over prior year actual revenues. Cash collections in the first quarter of the fiscal 
year were up 8.4% from the same period prior year, due in part to the impact of new state laws 
that came into effect in the second quarter of FY 2012-13 affecting sales tax reporting for online 
retailers. Underlying economic growth for this quarter was 3.9%, due mainly to increased 
taxable sales at restaurants and general retail. During the last four quarters, economic growth 
has averaged 3.0% while the overall revenue change averaged 5.5%, reflecting strong 
increases in the amount collected from county pool allocations due largely to the change in 
reporting requirements for online retailers mentioned above. 

Hotel Room Tax revenues are projected to be $22.0 million (8.0%) above budget and $113.5 
million (62.2%) over prior year actual revenues. The increase over prior year is largely due to 
$56.4 million previously budgeted in special revenue funds that are now deposited to the General 
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Fund. The remainder of the increase is a result of reduced litigation-related revenue deferrals and 
continued strong economic performance in the San Francisco hospitality sector. 

The average monthly increase in Revenue per Available Room (RevPAR), which is the 
combined effect of occupancy, average daily room rates, and room supply, during the first five 
months of FY 2013-14 was approximately 14% over the same period prior year, and reflects an 
all-time high of approximately $222 per night. This current period RevPAR growth is on top of 
large increases over the last three years: 20% in FY 2012-13, 15% in FY 2011-12 and 15% in 
FY 2010-11. 

San Francisco and a number of other jurisdictions in California and the U.S. are currently 
involved in litigation with online travel companies regarding the companies' duty to remit hotel 
taxes on the difference between the wholesale and retail prices paid for hotel rooms. Final year
end revenue will be either greater or less than our projection depending on developments with 
these lawsuits. 

Utility Users Tax revenues are projected to be $2.1 million (2.3%) below budget and $0.5 
million (0.5%) under prior year actual revenues. The reduction from budget results partly from 
lower than expected FY 2012-13 year-end revenue from gas and electric utility user tax 
revenues, and partly from continued lower than expected revenues in FY 2013-14. Telephone 
user tax revenues are projected to decline by 0.5% over prior year revenues, due to reductions 
in commercial phone line service partially offset by increases in wireless telephone usage, and 
gas and electric revenues are projected to remain flat. Water user tax revenue represents a 
small portion of the tax but is projected to increase 8.8% from prior year due to continued 
annual rate increases. 

Parking Tax revenues are projected to be $0.8 million (1.0%) below budget and $0.8 million 
(1.0%) over prior year revenues. Continued recovery in business activity and employment as 
reflected in increases to payroll and sales tax projections is driving increases in parking tax 
revenues, but slightly less than anticipated in the budget. Parking tax revenues are deposited 
into the General Fund, from which an amount equivalent to 80% is transferred to the MTA for 
public transit under Charter Section 16.1110. 

Real Property Transfer Tax revenues are projected to be equal to budget and $7.6 million 
(3.4%) under prior year actual revenues. Strong demand from institutional investors and owner
users for San Francisco real estate across all property types (office, hotel, retail, and residential) 
has continued into FY 2013-14. This is due in large part to the continued growth of underlying 
market fundamentals, such as strong tenant demand, rental rates, and occupancy rates, and 
the relative attractiveness of San Francisco real estate compared with other investment options 
worldwide. 

Transfer tax revenue is one of the General Fund's most volatile sources and is highly dependent 
on a number of factors, including investor interest, economic cycles, interest rates, and credit 
availability, all of which have been favorable for San Francisco real estate in the past 18 
months. The pace of sales for the final two quarters is projected to decline from prior year, 
resulting in year-end revenue 3.3% below FY 2012-13 actuals, and consistent with the value of 
commercial properties known to be on the market and anticipated to close by fiscal year end . 
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Access Line Tax revenues are projected to be equal to budget, and nearly flat compared to 
prior year actual revenues. The budget assumed no growth from the prior year, which is 
consistent with both prior and current projections and with actual revenues. 

Interest & Investment revenues are projected to be $1.1 million (10.2%) below budget in the 
General Fund and $0.5 million below prior year actual revenues. The shortfall is due to 
expenditure savings in the Treasurer/Tax Collector's Office (TTX) that reduce by $1.3 million the 
amount of pooled interest revenue TTX is able to claim in the General Fund as described in 
Appendix 2. These expenditure saving will increase the interest revenue distributed to funds 
according to their share of cash in the pooled interest fund. A portion will return to the General 
Fund resulting in a net loss of $1.1 million. 

State Grants and Subventions are projected to be $20.4 million above budget primarily due to 
$20.9 million of new state funding for In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) received by the 
Human Services Agency (HSA), as well as additional IHSS funds received by HSA via federal 
subventions. Both sources of IHSS funds are matched to increased City expenditure 
requirements for IHSS as described in the HSA section of Appendix 2. The increase in state 
IHSS subventions is offset by other General Fund revenue reductions to Short-Doyle Medi-Cal 
reimbursements at the Department of Public Health (DPH) of $5.0 million. Citywide realignment 
revenues are expected increase by $1 O million from budget due to higher than expected sales 
tax and vehicle license fee growth during FY 2012-13. This increase is offset by a $7.0 million 
General Fund loss due to the state clawback of public health realignment funding. The state 
projects locals will receive offsetting insurance reimbursements a result of Affordable Care Act 
implementation. 
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Appendix 2. General Fund Department Budget Projections 
Table A2-1. General Fund Supported Operations ($ millions) Note: Figures may not sum due to rounding 

Uses Uses Revenue Uses Net 
Revised Projected Surplus/ Savings/ Surplus/ 

GENERAL FUND($ millions) Budget Year-End (Shortfall) (Deficit) (Deficit) Notes 

PUBLIC PROTECTION 

ADP Adult Probation 29.2 29.2 

SUP Superior Court 32.5 32.5 

DAT District Attorney 37.8 37.6 0.2 0.2 

ECD Emergency Management 42.5 42.5 

FIR Fire Department 308.3 307.4 (2.3) 0.9 (1.4) 2 

JUV Ju1.enile Probation 36.2 34.9 (1.3) 1.3 3 

PDR Public Defender 28.6 28.5 0.2 0.2 

POL Police 441.8 441.8 (0.3) (0.0) (0.3) 4 

SHF Sheriff 163.6 163.7 (0.3) (0.1) (0.4) 5 

PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION & COMMERCE 

DPW Public Works 35.7 35.7 

ECN Economic & Workforce De1.elopment 23.3 23.3 6 

ECN Economic & Workforce De1.elopment: America's Cup 6.4 4.3 (7.3) 2.1 (5.3) 6 

PAB Board of Appeals 1.0 1.0 

HUMAN WELFARE & NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT 

CHF Children, Youth & Their Families 30.9 30.9 

DSS Human Ser.ices 659.7 656.2 26.1 3.5 29.6 7 

ENV Emironment 0.0 0.0 

HRC Human Rights Commission 1.5 1.2 0.4 0.4 8 

USD County Education Office 0.1 0.1 

WOM Status of Women 5.1 5.1 

COMMUNITY HEAL TH 

DPH Public Health Total 1,018.3 1,017.9 (17.4) 36.7 19.3 9 

CULTURE & RECREATION 

AAM Asian Art Museum 8.6 8.5 0.1 0.1 

ART Arts Commission 5.5 5.5 

FAM Fine Arts Museum 13.3 12.9 0.4 0.4 

LLB Law Library 1.3 1.3 

REC Recreation and Park 78.9 78.9 10 

SCI Academy of Sciences 4.2 4.2 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE 

ADM City Administrator 47.9 47.9 

ASR Assessor I Recorder 18.3 17.4 (0.6) 0.9 0.4 11 

BOS Board of Super\isors 13.0 12.8 (0.1) 0.3 0.1 

CAT City Attorney 10.0 9.5 (1.3) 0.4 (0.8) 12 

CON Controller 12.9 12.9 

CPC City Planning 26.5 27.9 4.2 (1.4) 2.8 13 

csc Cilil Ser.ice Commission 0.6 0.6 

ETH Ethics Commission 2.6 2.4 0.3 0.3 14 

HRD Human Resources 11.5 11.5 

HSS Health Ser.ice System 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.1 

MYR Mayor 8.7 8.7 

REG Elections 16.7 16.7 

REI Retirement System 

TIS Technology 1.9 1.9 

TIX Treasurer/Tax Collector 24.2 22.2 2.0 2.0 15 

GENERAL CITY RESPONSIBILITIES 270.0 261.7 8.3 8.3 16 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND 3,479.9 3,459.6 (0.5) 56.5 56.0 
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Notes to General Fund Department Budget Projection 

The following notes provide explanations for the projected variances for select departments' 
actual revenues and expenditures compared to the revised budget. 

1. Emergency Management 
The Department of Emergency Management projects that it will end the fiscal year within 
budget. A supplemental reappropriation will be requested to transfer $0.6 million from salary 
savings and contingency funds to cover a projected shortfall in overtime expenditures, per 
Administrative Code section 3.2. The overtime spending increases are mainly due to 
maintaining minimum staffing requirements and the expenses incurred to respond to the 
Asiana incident. 

2. Fire Department 
The Fire Department currently projects a net shortfall of $1.4 million. A projected revenue 
deficit of $2.3 million will be partially offset by $0.9 million in expenditure savings. The 
revenue shortfall is primarily due to a $4.2 million shortfall in ambulance system revenue, 
offset in part by a $2.3 million surplus in fees for fire inspection. These projections assume 
receipt of $6.0 million in budgeted prior year Ground Emergency Medical Transport (GEMT) 
ambulance fee reimbursement. The Department also projects to partially offset the net 
revenue shortfall with increases in projected Prop 172 Public Protection Sales Tax revenue. 

Expenditure savings of $0.9 million are projected, due to an additional $0.8 million savings 
in worker's compensation expenses and $0.1 million savings in non-personnel expenditures. 
A supplemental reappropriation request for expenses at the Airport is expected, to transfer 
funding from savings in regular salaries to cover over-expenditures in overtime, pursuant to 
Administrative Code Section 3.2. 

3. Juvenile Probation 
The Juvenile Probation Department projects to end the fiscal year within budget. The 
Department projects a revenue shortfall of $1.3 million primarily due to a $1.2 million 
decrease in Title IV-E Medi-Cal revenue and expenditure savings of $1.3 million, primarily 
due to lower than budgeted salary and benefit expenditures. 

4. Police Department 
The Police Department projects a net fee revenue shortfall of $0.3 million. Salary and 
benefit expenditures are projected to offset additional worker's compensation costs of $0.4 
million and $1.5 million in projected under-recoveries. 

5. Sheriff 
The Sheriff's Department projects to end the fiscal year with a net deficit of $0.4 million, due 
to a projected revenue deficit of $0.3 million and $0.1 million in projected over-expenditures. 
The $0.3 million revenue shortfall is projected due to a $0.5 million underrecovery of state 
revenue from later than anticipated implementation of the reentry pod and a $0.2 million 
shortfall in Federal Criminal Alien Assistance Program (SCAAP) revenue, partially offset by 
a projected $0.3 million disability claim reimbursement and a $0.1 million surplus in other 
revenues. The Department projects a net expenditure deficit of $0.1 million due to over
expenditures of $1.0 million in overtime and premium pay. This is expected to be offset by 

Controller's Office 13 



projected savings of $0.7 million in materials and supplies generated by a lower than 
expected prisoner population, $0.1 million savings in worker compensation expenses, and 
up to $0.1 million from the MOU reserve for salary and benefit. expenditures. The 
Department will request a supplemental to reappropriate salary costs for overtime 
expenditures and may also need additional overtime expenditure authority. 

6. Economic and Workforce Development 
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development projects to end the year within budget 
in its operating funds. The current year budget assumed $5.0 million in donations towards 
America's Cup project costs, however, at this time it is projected that no donations will be 
received. Furthermore, the City will write off a receivable of $2.3 million carried forward from 
prior years for a total revenue shortfall in the current year of $7.3 million. This is partially 
offset by expenditure savings of $2.1 million due to the reduced size of the event, for a net 
FY 2013-14 project shortfall of $5.3 million. This projection assumes MTA will bill $1.6 
million for transportation and parking control services_ for the America's Cup, but that public 
safety departments will not bill charges for the event. 

7. Human Services Agency 
The Human Services Agency projects to end the fiscal year with a $29.6 million surplus due 
to $3.5 million projected expenditure savings and a $26.1 million revenue surplus. Projected 
expenditures in the In Home Supportive Services Program of $24.7 million above budget will 
be entirely offset by increased state revenues under the State's new Maintenance of Effort 
(MOE) requirement, implemented in late FY 2012-13 but not reflected in the budget due to 
timing. Foster Care revenues are projected to be higher than budget by $0.5 million, which 
are offset by Foster Care program cost increases of $2.4 million due to higher than expected 
costs per case, resulting in a net program deficit of $1.9 million. 

Other aid program net savings of $8.0 million are projected primarily due to $7.0 million in 
expenditure savings. This savings is due to lower than expected caseloads, including $2.5 
million in expenditure savings projected in the County Adult Assistance Program, $4.3 
million in savings in Client Aid or Ancillary Assistance Costs, and $0.3 million in savings in 
other aid programs. The Department anticipates $1.0 in additional revenue for other aid 
programs, resulting in a net savings of $8.0 million. Other program net savings of $23.5 
million is primarily due to salary and benefits savings of $10.8 million due to hiring delays, 
contract under-expenditures of $13.8 million, $0.9 million in additional program savings, and 
a slight projected revenue shortfall of $0.1 million. The Department may request 
appropriation authority for $2.0 million in CalWIN expenditures, which will be entirely offset 
by associated state revenues. 

Table A2.2. Human Services Agency ($ Millions) 

Sources Surplus I Uses Savings I Net Surplus I 
Program {Shortfalll {Deficitl {Deficitl 

In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) 24.7 (24.7) 

Foster Care 0.5 (2.4) (1.9) 

Other Aid Assistance/Programs 1.0 7.0 8.0 

All Other Programs (0.1) 23.6 23.5 
Total All Programs $ 26.1 $ 3.5 $ 29.6 
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8. Human Rights Commission 
The Department projects to end the fiscal year with a surplus of$0.4 million due to salary 
savings resulting from vacancies and leaves. 

9. Public Health 
The Department of Public Health projects to end the fiscal year with a net General Fund 
surplus of $19.3 million. Overall department revenues are projected to be $17.4 million less 
than budgeted, and expenditures are projected to be $36.7 million less than budgeted. 

Table A2.3. Department of Public Health by Fund ($ Millions) 

Fund 
Public Health General Fund 
Laguna Honda Hospital 
Subsidy Transfer to SF General Hospital 
San Francisco General Hospital 
Total 

Public Health General Fund 

Sources 
Surplus/ 

(Shortfall) 
(13. 7) 
19.9 
(6.7) 

(16. 9) 
(17.4) 

Uses Savings/ 
(Deficit) 

0.4 

36.3 
36.7 

Net Surplus/ 
(Shortfall 

(13.3) 
19.9 
(6.7) 
19.3 
19.3 

Department of Public Health General Fund programs, including Primary Care, Mental 
Health, Substance Abuse, Jail Health, and Population Health & Prevention, have a 
combined revenue shortfall of $13.7 million. This includes $5.0 million less than expected 
reimbursement from Short Doyle Medi-Cal for Mental Health, $5.8 million below budget in 
Medi-Cal and Medicare revenue for Primary Care, and $2.4 million less than budgeted 
revenue in the Population Health Division primarily from a delayed property sale. 
Expenditures are expected to be $0.4 million below budget. 

Laguna Honda Hospital 
The Department projects a $19.9 million net surplus for Laguna Honda Hospital. A revenue 
surplus of $19.9 million includes an expected $21.6 million increase in Medi-Cal revenue 
resulting from state legislation reversing a prior year Medi-Cal reduction, and administrative 
changes to use more current cost data to estimate Distinct Part Nursing Facility 
supplemental payments. Laguna Honda also projects a $0.3 million surplus in other patient 
revenue, offset by a $2.0 million shortfall in Medicare revenue. The Department projects 
expenditures to be within budget. 

San Francisco General Hospital 
The Department projects a $12.6 million net surplus for San Francisco General Hospital due 
to $19.3 million net savings offset by the use of $6.7 million in prior year fund balance, which 
reduces of the subsidy transfer from the General Fund. Revenues are projected at $23.6 
million below budget due to the following: $11.9 million below budget due to a revised 
estimate of county allocations of Disproportionate Share Hospital (DSH) and Safety Net 
Care Pool (SNCP) funding; $9.7 million below budget due to state withholding of 
realignment funding; a $25.0 million shortfall in state Healthcare Initiative revenue, which is 
associated with intergovernmental transfer (IGT} programs (however, the department shows 
a nearly equal corresponding expenditure savings since it will not have to make the 
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transfers, and therefore this shortfall does not impact the department's General Fund 
support). The hospital projects $15.0 million above budget due to receipt of SB208 
supplemental reimbursement for seniors and persons with disabilities and $8.0 million above 
budget in net patient service revenues. Expenditures are $36.3 million below budget, 
primarily due to $22.5 million less than expected intergovernmental transfers, which 
correspond to the revenue shortfall in State Healthcare Initiative as described above, and 
$14.3 million savings in salary and fringe benefits. 

10. Recreation and Park 
The Recreation and Park Department projects to end the fiscal year within budget. The 
Department projects over expenditures due to increased Water and Sewer usage of $2.3 
million, which will be offset by projected expenditure savings in work orders with other City 
departments, including $0.9 million in worker's compensation. 

11. Assessor Recorder 
The Assessor Recorder projects to end the fiscal year with a net surplus of $0.4 million. The 
Department projects a revenue shortfall of $0.6 million primarily due to slower growth in the 
collection of recording fees compared to the prior year. However, the department projects 
$0.9 million in expenditure savings to offset the revenue shortfall resulting in a net savings of 
$0.4 million. 

12. City Attorney 
The City Attorney's Office projects a net $0.8 million year-end shortfall, based on an 
anticipated revenue shortfall of $1.3 million that is slightly offset by $0.2 million in 
expenditure savings and $0.2 million in transfers from the MOU Reserve. The revenue 
shortfall is largely due to $1.3 million less revenue from the Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure due to lower than budgeted legal support needs. Expenditure savings of 
$0.2 million are based on $2.3 million in anticipated salary and benefits savings, $0.4 million 
in nonpersonnel expenditure savings, and $2.8 million in increased litigation expenses 
above budgeted work order amounts, offset by $0.2 million in salary and benefit expenses. 
Potential salary savings and increased work order recoveries in the second half of the year 
may address the projected shortfall. 

13. City Planning 
The City Planning Department projects to end the year with a net surplus of $2.8 million, due 
to a revenue surplus of $4.2 million offset by expenditures of $1.4 million above budget. The 
revenue surplus is primarily driven by a continued increase in the volume of planning cases 
and building permits. This increase is also leading to a growing backlog in permit reviews, 
forcing the department to defer an increasing amount of permit revenue until review work 
commences. The Department projects $0.2 million in salary savings from currently unfilled 
positions, offset by a minor shortfall in work order recoveries due to some project delays, 
and $1.5 million in additional expenditures that correspond to the increased revenues. 

14. Ethics Commission 
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The Ethics Commission projects $0.3 million in salary savings. The Election Campaign Fund 
began the fiscal year with a balance of $2.4 million, none of which has been withdrawn in 
the current fiscal year. The department projects $0.5 million in election expenditures related 
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to the November 2014 Board of Supervisors elections, and a projected ending fund balance 
of $3.9 million. 

15. Treasurer/Tax Collector 
The Treasurer/Tax Collector (TTX) projects to end the fiscal year with $2.0 million of 
expenditure savings offset by $1.3 million reduction to interest revenue to TTX as described 
in the Interest and Investment Income section of Appendix 1. The expenditure savings are 
from lower than budgeted salary and nonpersonnel costs in the cashier, banking and 
investment functions, as shown in Table A2-1 above. 

16. General City Responsibility 
General City Responsibility contains funds that are allocated for use across various City 
departments. There is a projected $1.6 million reduction in budgeted transfers to the Library 
Preservation Fund due to the portion of projected year-end surplus in the fund attributable to 
the General Fund baseline contribution returning to the General Fund. In addition, General 
Fund support to San Francisco General Hospital will be reduced by the hospitars $6.7 
million FY 2012-13 ending fund balance, which was retained to partially address known 
Affordable Care Act revenue losses not included in the budget. Projections assume that 
appropriated balances for nonprofit COLAs are fully allocated in the current year. 
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Appendix 3. Status of Reserves 

Various code and Charter provisions govern the establishment and use of reserves. Reserve 
uses, deposits, and projected year-end balances are displayed in Table A3.1 and discussed in 
detail below. Table A3.1 also includes deposits and withdrawals included in the approved FY 
2014-15 budget. 

Table A3.1 Reserve Balances ($ millions) 

FY 2013-14 FY2014-15 
Projected Projected 

Starting Projected Projected Ending Budgeted Budgeted Ending 
Balance Deposits Withdrawals Balance Deposits Withdrawals Balance 

General Reserve $ 44.7 $ $ (4.5) $ 40.1 $ 10.8 $ $ 51.0 

Budget Savings 
Incentive Fund 24.8 6.7 (8.4) 23.1 (6.8) 16.4 

Recreation & Parks Savings 
Incentive Reserve 15.9 (9.7) 6.2 (5.1) 1.1 

Rainy Day Economic 
Stabilization Reserve 23.3 3.0 (5.8) 20.5 (4.4) 16.1 

Rainy Day One-Time 
Reserve 3.0 1.5 (1.5) 3.0 3.0 

Budget Stabilization 
Reserve 121.6 16.7 138.2 14.4 152.6 

Salary and Benefits 
Reserve 19.4 (19.4) 13.5 (13.5) 

Total 252.7 27.8 (49.4) 231.2 38.7 (29.7) 240.2 

General Reserve: To date, a supplemental appropriation of $2.5 million for nonprofit rent 
assistance through the Mayor's Office of Housing has been proposed, and an increase of $2 
million is pending at the Budget and Finance Committee, for a total of $4.5 million. No 
supplementals have been approved. This. report assumes approval of this $4.5 million 
supplemental. The remaining $40.1 million will be carried forward to FY 2014-15. The approved 
budget includes a $10.8 million deposit to the reserve in FY 2014-15, which will have to be 
increased by $4.5 million as discussed in section B of the report above. 

Pursuant to a financial policy approved by the Board of Supervisors in 2011 and codified in 
Administrative Code Section 10.60(b), year-end balances in the General Reserve are carried 
forward into subsequent years and thereby reduce the amount of future appropriations required 
to support minimum reserve requirements established by the policy. For the FY 2013-14 and FY 
2014-15, the policy requires the General Reserve to be no less than 1.25% and 1.5% of 
budgeted regular General Fund revenues, respectively. The current balance of the reserve is 
$44.7 million. 
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Budget Savings Incentive Fund: The Citywide Budget Savings Incentive Fund (authorized by 
Administrative Code Section 10.20) receives 25% of year-end departmental expenditure 
savings to be available for one-time expenditures, unless the Controller determines that the 
City's financial condition cannot support deposits into the fund. At FY 2012-13 year-end, the 
Reserve balance was $24.8 million from expenditure savings. Projected deposits of $6.7 million 
and budgeted uses of .$8.4 million result in a projected yearend balance of $23.1 million. Note 
that the current budget appropriated $6.8 million of the balance for use in FY 2014-15. 

Recreation and Parks Savings Incentive Reserve: The Recreation and Parks Saving 
Incentive Reserve, established by Charter Section 16.107(c), is funded by the retention of year
end new revenue and net expenditure savings by the Recreation and Parks Department. This 
Reserve ended FY 2012-13 with $15.9 million, of which $9. 7 million was appropriated for FY 
2013-14 uses. No deposits are projected for the current fiscal year, leaving a projected ending 
balance of $6.2 million. Note that the current budget also appropriated $5.1 million in uses for 
FY 2014-15. 

Rainy Day Economic Stabilization Reserve: Charter Section 9.113.5 establishes a Rainy Day 
Economic Stabilization Reserve funded by 50% of excess of revenue growth in good years, 
which can be used to support the City General Fund and San Francisco Unified School District 
operating budgets in years when revenues decline. The Rainy Day Economic Stabilization 
Reserve began the year with $23.3 million. A projected deposit of $3.0 million and budgeted 
$5.8 million withdrawal from the Reserve for the benefit of the San Francisco Unified School 
District to offset the impact of declines in inflation-adjusted per pupil revenue result in a 
projected year-end balance of $20.5 million. The approved FY 2014-15 budget includes a draw 
of $4.4 million for the benefit of the School District. 

Rainy Day One-Time Reserve: Charter Section 9.113.5 establishes a Rainy Day One-Time 
Reserve funded by 25% of excess revenue growth, which can be used for one-time expenses. 
This Reserve began the year with $3.0 million. A projected deposit of $1.5 million and a 
budgeted withdrawal of $1.5 million result in a projected year-end balance of $3.0 million. 

Any increases to revenues during the remainder of the fiscal year would result in deposits of 
75% of such revenue to the Rainy Day Reserve as described in this section. 

Budget Stabilization Reserve: Established in 2010 by Administrative Code Section 10.60(c), 
the Budget Stabilization reserve augments the Rainy Day Economic Stabilization Reserve. The 
Budget Stabilization Reserve is funded by the deposit each year of 75% of real property transfer 
taxes above the prior five-year average (adjusted for policy changes) and ending unassigned 
fund balance above that appropriated as a source in the subsequent year's budget. The current 
balance of the Reserve is $121.6 million, and the budget assumed a $16.0 million deposit in FY 
2013-14. The adjustment for rate increases in November 2008 and November 2010 has 
declined due to updated data about the tax rates at which transactions are occurring, resulting 
in a projected increase in the deposit of $5.2 million, partially offset by the $4.5 million deposit to 
the Rainy Day Reserve. This results in a $16.7 million deposit, $0.7 million more than budgeted. 
The projected ending balance for FY 2013-14 is $138.2 million. The approved FY 2014-15 
budget includes a deposit of $14.4 million. 
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Salary and Benefits Reserve: Administrative Provisions Section 10.4 of the Annual 
Appropriation Ordinance (AAO) authorizes the Controller to transfer funds from the Salary and 
Benefits Reserve, or any legally available funds, to adjust appropriations for employee salaries 
and related benefits for collective bargaining agreements adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 
The Salary and Benefits Reserve had a fiscal year starting balance of $19.4 million ($6.3 million 
carried forward from FY 2013-14 and $13.1 million appropriated in the FY 2013-14 Annual 
Appropriation Ordinance). As of February 6, 2014, the Controller's Office has transferred $0.9 
million to City departments and anticipates transferring the remaining amount to City 
departments by year-end, as detailed in Appendix 4. The approved budget for FY 2014-15 
assumes the deposit and use of $13.5 million to this reserve. 

20 Controller's Office 



Appendix 4. Salary and Benefits Reserve Update 

Table A4-1. Salary and Benefits Reserve($ millions) 

Sources 
Adopted AA.O Salary and Benefits Reserve $ 13.1 
Carryforward balances from FY 2012-13 6.3 
Total Sources 19.4 

Uses 

Transfers to Departments 
SEIU as needed temporary employees healthcare (Q1 & Q2) 0.8 
Visual Display Terminal Insurance (Q1 & Q2) 0.1 
Total Transfers to Departments 0.9 

Anticipated Allocations 
Police Wellness, Premium, and Compensatory Time payouts 10.1 

Citywide Premium, Retirement and Severance payouts 2.6 

Various Training, Tuition, and Other Reimbursements 2.8 

Retiree Health 1.0 

Fire Wellness, Premium, and Compensatory Time payouts 0.7 

SEIU as needed temporary employees healthcare (Q3 & Q4) 0.8 
Fingerprinting and background checks 0.4 

Sheriff Premium and Other Reimbursements 0.1 
Visual Display Terminal Insurance (Q3 & Q4) 0.1 
Total Remaining Allocations 18.5 

Total Uses 19.4 

Net Surplus I (Shortfall) $ 0.0 
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Appendix 5. Other Funds Highlights 

Table AS-1. Other Fund Highlights, $ Millions 

Prior Year FY 2013-14 FY2014-15 

FY2012-13 Fund Balance Fund Balance 
Year-End Used in Starting Sources Net Operating Estimated Used in 
Available FY13-14 Available Surplus/ Uses Savings Surplus I Year-end Fund FY14-15 

Fund Balance Budget Fund Balance (Shortfall) /(DeficH) (Deficit) Balance Budget Note 

SELECT SPECIAL REVENUE AND INTERNAL SERVICES FUNDS 

Building Inspection $52.6 $21.6 $31.0 $16.5 $0.0 $16.5 $47.5 $6.6 
Operating Fund 

Children's Fund $6.6 $4.6 $3.8 $1.1 $0.2 $1.3 $5.1 $1.7 

Children's Fund. Public $2.9 $0.0 $2.9 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $2.9 $0.0 3 
Education Special Fund 

Convention Facilities Fund $32.0 $10.1 $21.9 $0.0 $2.2 $2.2 $24.1 $7.2 4 

Golf Fund $0.1 $0.0 $0.1 ($0.3) $0.2 ($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 

Library Preservation Fund $19.6 $0.9 $18.7 $0.0 $1.1 $1.1 $19.8 $0.0 6 

Local Courthouse ($4.2) $1.1 ($5.3) $0.0 ($0.7) ($0.7) ($6.0) $1.1 7 
Construction Fund 

Open Space Fund $5.1 $1.6 $3.3 $0.9 $0.6 $1.5 $4.8 $0.7 

Telecomm. & Information $4.6 $0.6 $4.0 $0.0 $0.3 $0.3 $4.3 $0.0 
Systems Fund 

General Services Agency- $0.2 $0.0 $0.2 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.2 $0.0 10 
Central Shops Fund 

SELECT ENTERPRISE FUNDS 

Airport Operating Fund $97.2 $7.5 $89.7 ($13.2) $26.7 $13.5 $103.2 $14.3 11 

MTA - Operating Funds $69.2 $0.0 $89.2 $43.7 $2.7 $46.4 $135.6 $0.0 12 

Port Operating Fund $26.6 $13.1 $15.7 $1.7 $9.5 $11.2 $26.9 $0.0 13 

PUC - Helch Hetchy $63.9 $20.7 $43.2 ($3.6) $10.4 $6.6 $50.0 $0.0 14 
Operating Fund 

PUC - Wastewater $66.2 $0.0 $88.2 $3.5 $12.0 $15.5 $103.7 $0.0 15 
Operating Fund 

PUC - Water Operating $279.5 $61.5 $198.0 ($24.9) $46.9 $22.0 $220.0 $0.0 16 
Fund 
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Notes to Special Revenue, Internal Services and Enterprise Funds 

Select Special Revenue & Internal Services Funds 

1. Building Inspection Fund 
The Building Inspection Department operating fund began the year with $31.0 million in 
available fund balance. The $21.6 million appropriated in the current year includes $14.7 
million for the Department's One Time and Capital Project Reserve. The Department 
projects operating revenues net of refunds to be $16.5 million over budget, largely due to 
increases in plan review and building permit fee revenue. The combined effect of an 8.2% 
increase in permit volume and 37.5% increase in valuation result in a 63% increase in 
revenue year over year. The Department projects expenditure to be within the budget, 
resulting in a projected fiscal year-end available fund balance of $47.5 million. 

2. Children's Fund 
The Children's Fund began the fiscal year with $3.8 million in available fund balance. 
Current year revenues are projected to be $1.1 million better than budget due to estimated 
increases in property tax set-aside revenue, and $0.2 million in expenditure savings on 
services from other departments. The projected fiscal year-end available fund balance is 
$5.1 million. 

3. Children's Fund - Public Education Special Fund 
The Public Education Special Fund began the fiscal year with $2.9 million in available fund 
balance. There are no projected changes to fund balance in the current year. 

4. Convention Facilities Fund 
The Convention Facilities Fund began the fiscal year with $21.9 million in available fund 
balance. Debt service savings of $2.2 million are projected, resulting in a $24.1 million 
available fund balance expected at year-end. 

5. Golf Fund 
The Golf Fund began the fiscal year with $0.1 million in available fund balance. The 
Recreation and Parks Department projects revenues to be $0.3 million less than expected. 
This reduced revenue is projected to be partially offset by salary and benefit savings of $0.2 
million. There is no available fund balance expected at year-end. 

6. Library Preservation Fund 
The Library Preservation Fund began the fiscal year with $18.7 million in available fund 
balance. The Department projects revenue to be on budget including $1.0 million and $0.9 
million improvement to general fund baseline contributions and property taxes respectively, 
offset by a $1.6 million return to the general fund of revenue surplus and expenditure 
savings in the fund attributable to the baseline transfer and a $0.3 million shortfall in library 
services revenue. The Department projects expenditure savings of $1.1 million primarily due 
to $0.8 million in salaries and benefits and $0.3 million in nonpersonnel expenses. The net 
result is an operating surplus of $1.1 million and a projected fiscal year-end available fund 
balance of $19.8 million. 

7. Local Courthouse Construction Fund 
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The Local Courthouse Construction Fund began the year with a fund balance shortfall of 
$5.3 million. Current year revenues are expected to close as budgeted and offset the debt 
service payment of $4.2 million leading to a net operating shortfall of$ 0.7 million for FY 
2013-14. This results in an anticipated year-end fund balance shortfall of $6.0 million. 

The fund supports debt service on the Certificates of Participation sold to support 
construction of the 400 McAllister Street courthouse and lease costs for the Community 
Justice Center at 575 Polk Street. The State Administrative Office of the Courts recently 
declined the City's request to extend its retention of the Fund's revenue for a period not to 
exceed one year beyond the final maturity date on the bonds, which would have allowed this 
deficit to be cleared prior to transfer to the State. 

8. Open Space Fund 
The Open Space Fund began the fiscal year with $3.3 million in available fund balance. The 
Department projects an expenditure surplus of $0.6 million and revenues to be $0.9 million 
greater than budget due to increased Property Tax set-aside revenues, resulting in a 
projected fiscal year-end available fund balance of $4.8 million. 

9. Telecommunication & Information Services Fund 
The Telecommunication & Information Services Fund began the fiscal year with an available 
fund balance of $4 million. The Department projects $0.3 million more in revenues, and 
expenditures to be on budget, resulting in a fiscal year-end available fund balance of $4.3 
million. 

10. Central Shops Fund 
The Central Shops fund began the year with an available fund balance of $0.2 million. The 
City Administrator projects that expenditures will be below budget, offset by associated 
reduced recoveries from departments. The estimated available year-end fund balance is 
projected to be $0.2 million. 

Select Enterprise Funds 

11. Airport Operating Fund 
The Airport Operating Fund began the fiscal year with $89. 7 million in available fund 
balance. The Department is projecting a net revenue shortfall of $13.2 million, which 
consists of a $10.0 million increase in rent and concessions revenue and an $8.6 million 
i.ncrease in aviation revenues partially offset by a $10.1 shortfall in non-operating revenue. 
The Department projects expenditure savings of $26.7 million driven primarily by $13.0 
million in non-personnel services, $4.2 million in debt service, $3.8 million in services of 
other departments, and $2.2 million in public safety costs. The expenditure savings is 
partially offset by $1.0 million in unbudgeted expenditures related to the crash of Asiana 
Airlines Flight 214 on July 6, 2013. These factors result in a projected net surplus of $13.5 
million and a fiscal-year end available fund balance of $103.2 million. 

12. Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Operating Funds 
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SFMTA began the fiscal year with $89.2 million in available operating fund balance. The 
Agency is projected to end the year with a net operating surplus of $46.4 million, resulting in 
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a projected year-end fund balance of $135.6 million. The Agency projects a revenue surplus 
of $43.7 million, including $16.9 million surplus in Taxi Medallion Sales, $3.8 million in 
increased parking meter revenues, $4.2 million increase in MTA Baseline Transfer, $8.3 
million in increased transit fare revenue, and $10.8 million in increased State operating 
grants, offset by a $0.6 million reduction in parking tax transfers. The Agency projects to end 
the year with $2.7 million in expenditure savings, as over expenditures of $12.5 million in 
overtime pay, $2.1 million in temporary pay, and $2.6 million in holiday pay are offset by 
$4.1 million surplus in overhead,. $1.1 million surplus in professional and specialized 
services, $1.9 million savings in rents and leases, $0.5 million savings in materials and 
supplies, $1 O million from not funding reserves as originally anticipated, and $0.1 million in 
other savings. 

13. Port Operating Fund 
The Port Operating Fund began the fiscal year with $15.7 million in available fund balance. 
The Department projects a $1.7 million revenue surplus due to $0.8 million in increased real 
estate from parking revenue, a $0.1 million increase in maritime revenues as a result of 
Harbor Services and other Marine volume, and $0.8 million in other revenue including 
development fees, permits and other miscellaneous revenue. The Department projects $9.5 
million in expenditure savings consisting of $1.4 million in debt service savings, $2.6 million 
in salaries and benefits savings, $1. 7 million in non-personnel expense savings, $2.9 million 
in annual project savings, $0.5 million in savings from services of other departments, and 
$0.4 million savings in materials and supplies. This results in a projected net operating 
surplus of $11.2 million and a fiscal-year end available fund balance of $26.9 million that will 
be used to support the Port's capital program and 15 percent operating reserve. 

14. Public Utilities Commission - Hetch Hetchy Operating Fund 
The Hetch Hetchy Operating Fund began the fiscal year with $43.2 million in available fund 
balance. The Department projects a net revenue shortfall of $3.6 million due to lower power 
sales and below budget gas and steam revenues due to lower planned rates for natural gas. 
This shortfall is offset by $10.4 million in projected expenditure savings, resulting in a 
projected net operating surplus of $6.8 million and available fiscal year-end fund balance of 
$50 million. 

Hetch Hetchy Water and Power operations are affected by drought. If current dry conditions 
persist, the lack of water will simultaneously reduce revenue from the sales of surplus power 
and possibly create the need to purchase power on the open market to cover City municipal 
loads, which are typically met through generation at Hetch Hetchy. Taken together, this 
could lower ending fund balances of $5 to $15 million, depending on weather conditions. 
Projections will be updated in the Nine-Month Report. 

15. Public Utilities Commission -Wastewater Operations Fund 
The Wastewater Operations Fund began the fiscal year with $88.2 million in available fund 
balance. The Department projects revenue to be $3.5 million higher than budget mainly due 
to higher retail sewer service charges, and projects $12 million in expenditure savings 
primarily due to refunding 2013A bonds and personnel cost savings. This results in a 
projected net operating surplus of $15.5 million and a fiscal year-end available fund balance 
of $103.7 million. 

16. Public Utilities Commission -Water Operating Fund 
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The Water Operating Fund began the fiscal year with $198 million in available fund balance. 
Water Department revenues are projected to be $24.9 million lower than budget, mainly 
because wholesale customers made an early repayment of $356 million in the prior year 
resulting in a lower FY2013-14 wholesale rate. The Department projects $46.9 million of 
expenditure savings primarily from refunding of Water Bond Series 2012 C and D, and the 
defeasance related to the wholesale customer early repayment. This results in a projected 
net surplus of $22.0 million and a fiscal year-end available fund balance of $220 million. 
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Appendix 6. Overtime Report 

Overtime Spending by Department, Fiscal Year 2013-14 

!Wm1mmt 
MI'A 

Municipal Railway 

Parking & Traffic 

Subtotal-MTA 

Police 

G!neral Fund Operations 

Special I.aw Enforcement Services (10B) 

Grants & OtherNon-lOB Special Revenues 

Airport 

Subtotal - Po lice 

Public Health 

SF General 

laguna Honda Hospital 

AU Other Non-Hospital Operations 

Subtotal-Public Health 

Flre 

<:eneral Fund Operations 

G-ants & Other Special Revenues 

Airport 

Port 

Subtotal-Fire 

Sheriff 

Subtotal - Sheriff 

Subtotal -Top 5 

P11b1ic Utilities Commission 

Recreation & Park 

Human Services Agency 

Fine Arts Museum 

Public Works 

Juvenile Probation 

Airport Commission 

lllections 

Emergency l\fanagement 

All Other Departments 

Total 

Top 5 % o/Total 

Change from Prior Year Actual 

Total Gross Salaries (Cash Compensation) 

Overtime as a% of Total Gross Salaries 

Controller's Office 

JiY2009-10 JiY2010-ll JiY2011-12 JiY2012-13 _FY_2_0_13_-_14------------------------

July 
thro11gh 

FY 13 Projection 
Change from Prior Year 

Achrnls 

Revised December 
Strnight 

Line 
Projection 

Surplus/ 
(Deficit) _A_c_h_••_I __ A_c_tu_a_I __ A_ctu_al __ A_cn_1_a1_ ~ 2013 $Million Percent 

45.6 

2.3 

47.9 

52.2 

2.1 

54.3 

53.2 

2.5 

55.7 

46.3 

2.3 

48.7 

34.9 

1.6 

36.5 

24.9 '$ 

1.2 

26.l 

49.7 

2.4 

52.l 

(14.8) 

(0.8) 

(15.6) 

3.4 

0.0 

3.4 

7"/o 

2% 

7"/o 

13.8 13.1 10.7 13.0 13.4 6.7 13.5 (0.1) 0.5 4% 

10.5 8.6 10.4 10.5 5.7 5.7 11.4 (5.7) 0.9 8% 

0.9 1.5 2.1 2.4 1.6 0.6 1.2 0.4 (1.2) -48% 

___ 1_.7_ ----'l-'-.4'- ____ 1-'.8- ____ l"-.8'-- ____ l_.7 _____ o_.5 _____ 1_.o _____ o_.7 ____ .:_(0-'-.8-'-) ___ -4_5_'Y<_• 

26.9 24.6 24.9 27.7 22.5 13.6 27.l (4.7) (0.6) -2% 

2.9 4.2 5.1 5.1 4.5 

5.1 5.6 5.7 6.4 5.6 

___ o_.8 _____ o-'-_8 _____ o_.8 _____ 1._1 ___ o_.8 _ 

8.9 10.6 11.6 

21.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.2 

23.5 

7.1 

114.3 

27.7 

2.5 

0.3 

30.5 

5.8 

125.8 

32.6 

2.8 

0.2 

35.6 

8.4 

136.2 

12.6 10,9 

40.4 37.5 

(0.0) 

3.1 2.6 

0.3 0.4 ----
43.8 40.4 

10.7 9.8 

143.4 120.1 

5.3 5.9 6.2 6.0 4.0 

1.4 1.4 u 1.6 1.3 

0.5 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.5 

1.0 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.3 

1.5 1.4 1.5 2.0 1.7 

0.8 0.8 0.9 1.4 0.9 

1.7 2.2 2.2 2.5 2.6 

0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.6 

1.4 1.4 1.2 u u 
___ 2_.o _____ 3_.2 _____ 2_.9_ -----'4.-'-0 ___ 3_.8_ 

130.0 144.0 154.1 ~ 

87.9% 

(12.0) 

2.595.8 

5.0% 

87.4% 

14.0 

2,529.6 

5.7"/o 

88.4% 

12.0 

2,634.5 

5.8% 

87.6% 

9.7 

2,8022 

5.8% 

136.9 

87.7% 

(26.9) 

2,856.8 

4.8% 

2.2 4.4 0.1 (0.7) -13% 

2.9 5.8 (0.2) (0.5) -8% 

___ o_.6 _____ o_.6 _____ o_.2 ____ .:_(0-'-.5-'-) ___ -_49'i_V<_• 

5.7 10.8 0.1 (1.8) -14% 

20.5 41.0 (3.5) 0.6 1% 

0.1 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 n/a 

2.2 4.3 (1.7) 1.3 42% 

__ _:o~.1- ---~0-~2----~0~.l~ ___ .:_(O~.l.:_) ___ -_3TI_V<_o 

22.8 45.6 (5.2) 1.8 4% 

5.5 

73.6 

3.4 

0.9 

u 
0.5 

1.0 

0.6 

1.4 

0.1 

0.7 

2.6 

85.7% 

1,340.7 

6.4% . 

11.l 

146.7 

6.8 

1.7 

22 

1.0 

1.9 

1.3 

2.8 

0.2 

1.4 

5.2 

85.7% 

7.4 

2,681.4 

6.4% 

(1.3) 

(26.6) 

(2.8) 

(0.4) 

(l.7) 

(0.6) 

(0.2) 

(0.4) 

(0.2) 

0.4 

(0.3) 

(l.4) 

0.4 

3.3 

0.8 

0.1 

1.4 

0.2 

(0.1) 

(0.1) 

0.3 

(0.1) 

0.3 

1.2 

7.3 

27 

3% 

2% 

13% 

7"/o 

175% 

3Cl'/o 

-3% 

-6% 

14% 

-42% 

25% 

3Cl'/o 

4% 



Staff Contacts 

Michelle Allersma, Director of Budget & Analysis Michelle.Allersma@sfgov.org 

Yuri Hardin, Budget and Revenue Analyst, Yuri.Hardin@sfgov.org 

Theresa Kao, Budget Analyst, Theresa.Kao@sfgov.org 

Deric Licko, Budget and Revenue Analyst, Deric.Licko@sfgov.org 

Devin Macaulay, BudgetAnalyst, Devin.Macaulay@sfgov.org 

Drew Murrell, Revenue Manager, Drew.Murrell@sfgov.org 

Risa Sandler, Budget Manager, Risa.Sandler@sfgov.org 

Jamie Whitaker, Property Tax Manager, James.Whitaker@sfgov.org 

28 Controller's Office 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Loeza, Gabriela 
Monday, February 10, 2014 4:07 PM 
Caldeira, Rick; Calvillo, Angela; BOS Legislation; Landis, Deborah; Nevin, Peggy; Wong, 
Linda (BOS); Young, Victor 
Campbell, Severin 
Analysis of the Impact of the 34th America's Cup to the City 
BLA.America's Cup Costs Feb 10 2014.pdf 

Attached please find a copy of the Budget and Legislative Analyst's report, Analysis of the Impact of the 34th 
America's Cup to the City, prepared for Supervisor Avalos. For further information about this report, please 
contact Severin Campbell at the Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office: 553-4647 or 
severin.campbell@sfgov.org. 
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To: 
From: 

Re: 
Date: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461 

Policy Analysis Report 

Supervisor Avalos 
Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
Analysis of the Impact of the 34th America's Cup to the City 

February 10, 2014 

Summary of Requested Action 

Your office requested that the Budget and Legislative Analyst review the impact of 
the 34th America's Cup to the City. We reviewed the economic impact, the City's 

revenues and expenditures, the America's Cup Organizing Committee's 
performance in reaching its contractual goal to raise $32 million to offset City 

costs, a summary of investments made to Port property, and the Event Authority's 

vacation of the Port venues. We also reviewed the Event Authority's compliance 
with the Workforce Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan. 

For further information about this report, contact: Severin Campbell at the Budget 
and Legislative Analyst's Office. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The 34th America's Cup was a series of international sailing races, consisting of the 

two America's Cup World Series events in 2012, and the Louis Vuitton Cup 
Challenger Series and America's Cup Finals in 2013. The City, the America's Cup 

Organizing Committee, and the America's Cup Event Authority (Event Authority) 
entered into a Host and Venue Agreement, which set the terms for the City's 

hosting of the America's Cup events, and the Lease Disposition Agreement, which 

set the specific terms for the Event Authority's use of City property. The Lease 
Disposition Agreement incorporated the Workforce Development and Local Small 
Business Inclusion Plan, which set local hiring and local small business 
participation goals for Event Authority contracts. 

The economic impact to the City from hosting the America's Cup was 27 percent 
of the original projections by the Office of Economic and Workforce 

Development's (OEWD) economic consultant, as shown in the table below. The 

original projections were prepared in 2010 prior to selection of San Francisco as 
the host city and were based on 15 racing syndicates participating in the America's 
Cup sailing races. The 34th America's Cup included only four rather than 15 racing 

syndicates and attracted fewer spectators than estimated. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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Table I: Summary of the Initial, Revised and Final Estimates of the Economic 
Impact of the America's Cup Events.in 2012 and 2013 

March 13, 2013 December 2013 
Presentation to Economic Benefit 

Budget and as a Percent of 
Finance December Original Projection 

2010 Report Committee 2013 Report in 2010 
Total Economic Impact to City 

$1.372 billion $901.8 million $364.4 million 27% 
Businesses and Residents 

Tax Revenues to the City $23.9 million $13.0 million $5.8 million 24% 

Number of New Jobs 8,840 6,481 2,863 44% 
Source: Bay Area Council Economic Institute Reports 

The City incurred $11.5 million in net costs to host the 34th America's Cup, 
including $6.0 in net General Fund costs and $5.5 million in net Port costs 

Under the Host and Venue Agreement between the City and the Event Authority, 

the City provided City services and exclusive and non-exclusive use of Port 

property to serve as America's Cup venues at no cost to the Event Authority. In 

exchange, the America's Cup Organizing Committee was to "endeavor" to raise up 

to $32 million to reimburse the City for a portion of the City's costs. The Host and 

Venue Agreement did not require the Event Authority or the America's Cup 

Organizing Committee to fully reimburse the City's costs for the America's Cup. 

The America's Cup Organizing Committee has only raised funds sufficient to 

reimburse the City for $8.7 million of the City's General Fund expenditures to host 

the America's Cup of $20.5 million. The America's Cup events generated an 

additional $5.8 million in tax revenues, but the combined reimbursements from 

the America's Cup Organizing Committee and tax revenues generated by 

America's Cup events were insufficient to cover the City's General Fund costs to 
host the America's Cup events in 2012 and 2013, as shown in the table below. 

Table II: The City's General Fund Costs and Revenues to Host the America's Cup 

General Fund Expenditures 

Planning, Permitting, and Environmental Review 

City Department Operating Expenditures 

Port Expenditures Reimbursed by General Fund 

Portable restrooms and servicing 

Total City General Fund Expenditures 

Total Tax Revenues 

America's Cup Organizing Committee Reimbursements 

Total Revenues 

Net General Fund Costs 

Port Costs 

Total City Costs 

Source: OEWD, Bay Area Council Economic Institute, City Departments 

$9,265,036 

6,147,391 

4,038,662 

1,015,300 

$20,466,389 

5,793,484 

8,674,387 

$14,467,871 

$5,998,518 

5,461,386 

$11,459,904 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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The Event Authority did not notify or work with OEWD to recruit San Francisco 

residents for Event Authority contracts in 2012 

The City's Administrative Code provisions for hiring San Francisco residents on City 
contracts did not apply to Event Authority contracts because these contracts were 

between private entities. To meet the City's objective that San Francisco residents 
would be hired for America's Cup events in 2012 and 2013, the Workforce 

Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan (Plan) provided for the Event 
Authority to work closely with OEWD to identify jobs with Event Authority 
contractors and refer San Francisco residents for these jobs. The Plan provided for 
OEWD to monitor and enforce the local resident hiring provisions of the Event 

Authority contracts for event management and installation work, and assess 

penalties of $5,000 per contract for failure to complete the steps to achieve the 

hiring goals. 

According to OEWD's presentation to the March 13, 2013 Budget and Finance 

Committee, the Event Authority did not notify OEWD prior to the America's Cup 
events in 2012 nor report hiring goals for San Francisco residents in 2012. 

Although the OEWD presentation attributed the lack of notification to the short 
amount of time between the finalizing of the Lease Disposition Agreement in 

August 2012 and the America's Cup World Series events held in August and 

October 2012, the original Host and Venue Agreement between the City, the 
America's Cup Organizing Committee and the Event Authority and draft versions 

of the Workforce Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan provided 
for the Event Authority to "participate in the San Francisco Workforce 
Development System and comply with mandatory local hiring program 

regulations". 

According to OEWD staff, they monitored Event Authority contractors in 2013 to 
ensure compliance with the Plan's goals for local hiring. In 2013, 517 San Francisco 

residents worked on Event Authority contracts, for an average of 127 hours or 
more than three weeks of full time work, as shown in the table below. 

Table Ill: San Francisco Residents' Work Hours for 2013 Event Authority 
Contracts 

Number of Average Number 
San Francisco of Hours per 

Contract Work Hours Residents Resident 

Events Management 58,654 419 140 

Temporary Installation 6,854 98 70 

Total 65,508 517 127 

Source: OEWD 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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The Plan set a goal for 50 percent of new hires on the Event Authority's contracts 

to be San Francisco residents. Events management contracts met this local hire 
goal, but temporary installation contracts did not, as shown in the table below. 

According to the CityBuild Director, Event Authority installation contractors did 

not meet the Plan goals for new hires because of union hiring rules and because 
many of the Event Authority contractors were from outside of the Bay Area. 

Overall, 53 percent of new hires on Event Authority contracts in 2013 were San 
Francisco residents. 1 

Table IV: New Hires on 2013 Event Authority contracts 

Percent San 
San Francisco Francisco 

Contract New Hires Residents Residents 

Events Management 701 419 60% 

Temporary Installation 252 87 35% 

Total 953 506 53% 

Source: OEWD 

Payment of Prevailing Wage by Event Authority Contractors 

According to the Plan, the Event Authority agreed to comply with the City's 

prevailing wage provisions for temporary event-related installation work. The 

Office of Labor Standards Enforcement (OLSE) conducted audits of several Event 
Authority contractors, based on complaints from the Carpenters Local Union No. 

22 and Pile Drivers Local No. 34, and assessed nine contractors and subcontractors 
$406,566 in back wages for not complying with the City's prevailing wage 
requirements. 

The Workforce Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan did not 
create a mechanism to track small business participation 

The Workforce Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan set local small 
business participation goals of 30 percent for Event Authority contracts of 

$150,000 or more for event management activities. The Office of Contract 
Administration's Contract Monitoring Division did not set up a mechanism to track 

small businesses' inclusion in Event Authority contracts, nor did the Plan create a 
mechanism to track small business participation. After the conclusion of the 
America's Cup events in the fall of 2013, the Contract Monitoring Division and the 

Office of Small Business began to identify small business inclusion in the Event 

Authority contracts. According to the Contract Monitoring Division, of the 328 

Event Authority contracts, six contractors were certified Local Business Enterprises 

1 506 of the 517 San Francisco residents working on Event Authority contracts were new hires. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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by the City. The Office of Small Business is currently verifying the number of local 

small San Francisco businesses that contracted with the Event Authority. 

Conclusion 

Under the Host and Venue Agreement, the Event Authority had exclusive and non

exclusive use of City property for the 2012 and 2013 America's Cup events at no 
cost to the Event Authority with the expectation that fundraising by the America's 

Cup Organizing Committee would reimburse the City for a portion of the City's 
costs to host the America's Cup. Because both the America's Cup Organizing 
Committee's fund raising and tax revenues generated by the America's Cup events 

fell short of the original projections, the City's General Fund incurred net costs of 
$6.0 million and the Port incurred net costs of $5.5 million, totaling $11.5 million. 

As a result of these net costs to the City of $11.5 million, any agreement between 

the City and the Event Authority to host a future America's Cup should require 

payment to the City for use of City property and for City services, other than 

services routinely provided by the City. 

The City considered that the hiring of local residents and contracts with local small 
businesses were benefits of the 34th America's Cup. However, while the Event 

Authority worked with OEWD to recruit San Francisco residents for Event 

Authority contracts in 2013, the Event Authority did not notify or work with OEWD 

to recruit San Francisco residents for Event Authority contracts in 2012, as 
provided by the Workforce Development and Small Business Inclusion Plan. 

Neither the Event Authority nor OEWD sufficiently tracked small business 
participation in Event Authority contracts. 

Any agreement between the City and the Event Authority. to host a future 

America's Cup should ensure that the Event Authority and its contractors 
understand and comply with local hire and prevailing wage requirements for all 

events covered by the agreement. The City needs to better monitor local hire 
requirements, and to track inclusion of local small businesses in event contracts.· 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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The 34th America's Cup 

The Host and Venue Agreement 

The 34th America's Cup was a series of international sailing rac::es between the 
Golden Gate Yacht Club, the defender of the America's Cup, and three challengers 

from New Zealand, Italy and Sweden. San Francisco was selected as the host city 
for the 34th America's Cup by the America's Cup Event Authority (Event Authority) 

on December 31, 2010, and the Mayor, the Event Authority, and the America's 

Cup Organizing Committee executed the Host and Venue Agreement on January 4, 
2011. The Host and Venue Agreement obligated the City, as the host city for the 
America's Cup, to conduct an environmental review, provide waterfront venues at 
no cost to the Event Authority, and provide or facilitate the provision of certain 
services required to host a successful event. 

The Lease Disposition Agreement 

While the City and Event Authority tentatively agreed to a draft Development and 
Disposition Agreement in 2012, in which the Event Authority would enter into 

long-term leases for Port property in exchange for developing the property, the 
Event Authority withdrew its proposal for long-term development of Port 

property, and instead, entered into a Lease Disposition Agreement, approved by 
the Board of Supervisors on March 22, 2012. The Lease Disposition Agreement 
modified the terms of the Host and Venue Agreement, including defining the 

terms and conditions for which the Port (1) provided venues to the Event 

Authority for the America's Cup, including the respective licenses or leases for 
these venues, at no cost to the Event Authority; and (2) made improvements to 

these·venues at the Port's expense in preparation for the America's Cup. 

The Sailing Races 

The 34th America's Cup races consisted of two America's Cup World Series, the 

Louis Vuitton Cup Challenger Series, and the America's Cup Finals. The World 

Series races, which raced 45-foot catamarans, were held in several locations
2

, 

including San Francisco in August and October 2012. The Louis Vuitton Cup 

Challenger Series and the America's Cup Finals, which raced 72-foot catamarans, 

were held in San Francisco in July through September 2013. 

2 The 2011-2012 World Series races were held in Cascais, Portugal; Plymouth, England; Naples, Italy; Venice, Italy; 

San Diego, California; and Newport, Rhode Island. The 2012-2013 World Series were held in Naples, Italy and San 

Francisco. 
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Economic Benefits of the America's Cup 

The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) commissioned a 
report from the Bay Area Council Economic Institute and Beacon Economics on 

the potential economic impact of hosting the America's Cup in San Francisco, 
which was released in 2010 and titled The America's Cup: Economic Impacts of a 
Match on San Francisco Bay ("2010 Report"). According to the 2010 Report, 
economic benefits to San Francisco from hosting the America's Cup would come 
from expenditures by the racing teams and by spending on hotels, restaurants and 

retail services. 

The 2010 Report estimated that benefits to the City from hosting the America's 
Cup would include: 

Total economic benefit to City businesses and residents of $1.372 billion; 

Tax revenues to the City of $23.9 million; and 

8,840 new jobs due to America's Cup activities. 

Racing Syndicates 

The 2010 Report was prepared prior to the selection of San Francisco as the host 
city and determination of the race format, and based their estimates of the 
economic impact to San Francisco on 15 racing syndicates participating in the 
racing matches, or three more than in the prior America's Cup hosted in Valencia, 
Spain. However, only four racing syndicates, rather than 15, participated in the 
2013 America's Cup racing matches, including the Louis Vuitton Cup Challenger 
and Final Series. Eight racing syndicates consisting of 11 catamarans participated 
in the 2012 America's Cup World Series. 

March 2013 Revised Estimates of Economic Impact 

The Bay Area Council Economic Institute presented revised estimates of the 
economic impact of the America's Cup to San Francisco to the March 13, 2013 
Budget and Finance Committee that reflected the reduced number of racing 
syndicates and impact of the America's Cup. The 2013 presentation estimated 

that benefits to the City from hosting the America's Cup would include: 

Total economic benefit to City businesses and residents of $901.8 million; 

Tax revenues to the City of $13.0 million; and 

6,481 new jobs due to America's Cup activities. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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December 2013 Final Analysis of Economic Impact 

The America's Cup events in 2012 and 2013 had a much smaller economic impact 

that the original and revised estimates had projected. According to the Bay Area 

Council Economic lnstitute's December 2013 summary analysis, the benefits to 

the City from hosting the America's Cup included: 

Total economic benefit to City businesses and residents of $364.4 million; 

Tax revenues of $5.8 million; and 

3,858 new jobs due to America's Cup activities. 

The following table summarizes the initial, revised and final estimates of the 

economic impact ofthe America's Cup events in 2012 and 2013. 

Table 1: Summary of the Initial, Revised and Final Estimates of the Economic 
Impact of the America's Cup Events in 2012 and 2013 

March 13, 2013 December 2013 
Presentation to Economic Benefit 

Budget and as a Percent of 
Finance December Original Projection 

2010 Report Committee 2013 Report 1 in 2010 

Total Economic Impact to City 27% 
Businesses and Residents $1.372 billion $901.8 million $364.4 million 

Tax Revenues to the City $23.9 million $13.0 million $5.8 million 24% 

Number of New Jobs 8,840 6,481 2,863 44% 

Source: Bay Area Council Economic Institute Reports 

1 The 2013 report analyzed the economic impact of the construction of phase one of the 
Pier 27 Cruise Terminal project, which was accelerated to serve as a venue for the 
America's Cup. Because the Pier 27 Cruise Terminal project would have been constructed 
event if the City had not hosted the America's Cup, although at a later date, the Budget 
and Legislative Analyst did not include the economic impact of the accelerated 
construction in the above estimates. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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The City's Net General Fund Expenditures 

While the City's General Fund expenditures to host the America's Cup were less 

than originally estimated because there were fewer spectators, the City incurred 

General Fund expenditures of approximately $20.5 million. These expenditures 

were partially offset by revenues of $14.5 million, resulting in net General Fund 

expenditures of $6.0 million, as shown in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: The City's General Fund Expenditures and Revenues to Host the 
America's Cup 

General Fund Expenditures 

Planning, Permitting, and Environmental Review 

City Department Operating Expenditures 

Port Expendi~ures Reimbursed by General Fund 

Portable restrooms and servicing 

Total City General Fund Expenditures 

Tax Revenues 

America's Cup Organizing Committee Reimbursements 

Total Revenues 

Expenditures Less Revenues 

Source: OEWD, Bay Area Council Economic Institute, City Departments 

$9,265,036 

6,147,391 

4,038,662 

1,015,300 

$20,466,389 

5,793,484 

8,674,387 

$14,467,871 

$5,998,518 

Details of the City's revenues and expenditures are shown in the attachment to 

this report. 

Hotel Occupancy and Hotel Tax Revenues 

The impact of America's Cup tourism on hotel occupancy was minimal. The City's 

hotel occupancy rate increased overall between 2009 and 2011 as the economy 

improved. Increases in hotel occupancy rates for the 2012 and 2013 America's 

Cup events compared to prior years were generally less than 1.0 percentage point, 
\ 

with a range from 0.2 percentage points to 1.1 percentage points, as shown in the 

chart below. 3 

3 
Year-to-year increases in hotel occupancy rates were highest in October 2012, when the America's Cup held its 

second World Series (catamaran racing matches) event in San Francisco; the October 2012 hotel occupancy rate of 
90.0% was 2.7 percentage points higher than the October 2011 hotel occupancy rate of 87.3%. During that same 
month, the San Francisco Giants played several post season games in San Francisco, including two World Series 
(baseball) games 
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Chart 1: Hotel Occupancy Rates in 2009 through 2011 Before the America's Cup 

Event and During the America's Cup Events in 2012 and 2013 
---·----------------------

94.0% 

92.0% 

90.0% 

88.0% 

86.0% 

84.0% 

82.0% 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Source: Controller's Office Economic Barometer 

•July 

•August 

mSeptember 

Ill October 

Because San Francisco hotels generally exceeded 90 percent occupancy in 2012 
and 2013, the Bay Area Council Economic Institute estimated that America's Cup 

visitors displaced other visitors to San Francisco, reducing the total increased hotel 

tax revenues from $3.8 million to $2.35 million, as shown in Table 2 above. 

America's Cup Organizing Committee Reimbursements 

Section 9.4 of the Host and Venue Agreement between the City and the America's 

Cup Organizing Committee stated that the "Committee will endeavor to raise up 
to $32 million over a three-year period from private sources" to reimburse the 
City for its costs to host the America's Cup. The Host and Venue Agreement did 

not require the Event Authority or the America's Cup Organizing Committee to 
fully reimburse the City's costs for hosting the 34th America's Cup. 

Because America's Cup Organizing Committee fundraising was less than the 

amount anticipated in the Host and Venue Agreement, the America's Cup 

Organizing Committee has only reimbursed the City $8,674,387 to date, or 42 
percent of the City's General Fund expenditures of $20,466,389. 
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The Port's Expenditures for America's Cup Events 

Port property served as America's Cup venues for the 2012 and 2013 event. Under 

the Lease Disposition Agreement between the Port and the America's Cup Event 
Authority, Piers 19, 23, 27, 29 and 29 Yi, 30-32, and 80 served as short term 

America's Cup venues. The Port entered into license agreements with the Event 
Authority for their use of the piers at no cost to the Event Authority during 
America's Cup events in 2012 and 2013 with the requirement that the venues be 
returned to the Port no later than six months after the completion of the 

America's Cup events. 

Port Expenditures Reimbursable by the City's General Fund 

The Board of Supervisors approved a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the City and the Port to reimburse the Port for lost rent from the Event 
Authority's free use of Port property. Under the MOU, the City's General Fund was 

to reimburse the Port for rent it would have earned from the previous tenants, 
with offsets for tenants relocated to other Port property and for increases in 

percentage rent paid by tenants to the Port. 

Other race related Port costs, such as the costs of relocating tenants and capital 

improvements, would be reimbursed based on America's Cup Organizing 
Committee fundraising. The Port's costs that were reimbursed by the General 

Fund were $4,038,662, as shown in the attachment to this report. 

Unreimbursed Port Capital and Operating Expenditures 

Capital Expenditures 

The Port incurred an additional $23.3 million in expenses for America's Cup 

improvements to Port property that were not reimbursed by the General Fund 
under the MOU. Of the $23.3 million, the Port estimates that $20.3 million has 

long-term benefit to the Port and $3.0 million was for dredging, temporarily 
relocating shore side power, and other activities that have no long term benefit to 

the Port, as shown in Table 3 below. 
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Table 3: Port Expenditures for America's Cup Improvements to Port Property 

Port Fund 
Long Term 

No Long Term Benefit to 
Benefit to Port Port Total 

Pier 27 Cruise Terminal Projects 

Piers 30-32 Study and Design 

$1,424,006 

0 

$2,070,195 $3,494,201 

1,000,000 1,000,000 

America's Cup Team Bases and Other Capital 
Improvements 1,578,320 6,642,051 8,220,371 

Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Requirements 0 10,574,832 10,574,832 

Total $3,002,326 $20,287,078 $23,289,404 

Source: Port 

Operating Expenditures 

The Port incurred $2.5 million in operating costs that were not reimbursed by the 

General Fund, as shown in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Port Unreimbursed Operating Expenditures 

Legal costs 

Tenant relocation 

Travel 

Permits and engineering 

Temporary parklets 

Marketing 

Economic impact study 

Pier 27 maintenance and repairs 

Port Expenditures 

Source: Port 

Port Expenditures for 
the America's Cup 

Events 

1,172,651 

32,378 

14,516 

260,720 

239,199 

15,000 

25,000 

699,596 

$2,459,060 

The Port also incurred $2,036,043 in existing staff costs for Port activities related 

to the America's Cup events, for total Port costs not reimbursed by the General 

Fund of $4,495,103. 

Therefore, unreimbursed Port capital and operating expenditures to host the 

America's Cup, not including Port staff costs, were $5.5 million, as shown in Table 

5 below. 
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Table 5: Port Capital and Operating Unreimbursed Capital and Operating 

Expenditures Specific to America's Cup Events 

Capital Expenditures (Table 3) $3,002,326 

Operating Expenditures (Table 4) 2,459,060 

Total $5,461,386 

Source: Port 

Return of Ame.rica's Cup Venues to the Port 

The Event Authority returned all of the venues to the Port prior to or as of the 

required return date in the Lease Disposition Agreement. The two Port properties 

still occupied by the Event Authority are: 

• Pier 23 offices, which the Event Authority must vacate by March 31, 2014 

under the terms of the Lease Disposition Agreement; 

• Pier 80 shed, apron, and water space, which the Event Authority must 

vacate by March 1, 2014 under the terms of the Lease Disposition 
Agreement. 

The Port will retain tenant improvements made by the Event Authority to the 
following Port properties when the Event Authority vacates the space: 

• Pier 23 office sp.ace improvements; 

• Pier 80 office space, restroom and plumbing improvements, and new 
hangar door; 

• Pier 27 public access benches, for which the Port will pay one-half of the 
costs; 

• Piers 23 and 29 storefront inserts; and 

• Pier 27 temporary piles that will be used during phase two construction of 
the cruise terminal. 

According to Port staff, the Port was entitled to retain these tenant improvements 
under the terms of the Lease Disposition Agreement. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
13 



Memo to Supervisor Avalos 
February 10, 2014 

Hiring of San Francisco Residents 
According to the Host and Venue Agreement between the City and the Event 

Authority, the America's Cup Organizing Committee and the Event Authority were 
to participate in the City's First local hiring programs. The City and Event Authority 

agreed to the Workforce Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan 

(Plan) that defined the local hiring goals for the 34th America's Cup events. While 

the Plan acknowledged that the private contracts between the Event Authority 

and its contractors were not covered by the City's Administrative Code's local 
hiring provisions, the Plan incorporated provisions similar to the City's First Source 
Hiring and Local Hiring Policy for Construction. 

Activities covered by the Plan included: 

• Event management activities, consisting of (1) administrative and 
organizational work required to host the events, and (2) vendor, 
concession, janitorial and security, and other services; 

• Permanent infrastructure improvements to Piers 30-32 to be used as 
team bases; and 

• Event-related temporary installation work, such as setting up tents and 
installing bleachers. 

The Plan was developed in December 2011 and finalized in August 2012, when the 

City and the Event Authority executed the final Lease Disposition Agreement for 
the Event Authority's use of Port property for America's Cup venues, and covered 

the America's Cup events in 2012 (America's Cup World Series) and 2013 (Louis 
Vuitton Cup Challenger Series and the America's Cup Finals). 

The prevailing wage provisions of the Plan did not apply to America's Cup team 
and sponsor locations. 

Goals for Local Resident Hiring 

The Plan set local resident hiring goals for 341
h America's Cup event management 

activities, permanent infrastructure improvements to Piers 30-32, and event
related temporary, installation work. Event Authority contractors were to make 

good faith efforts to hire San Francisco residents for the following event-related 

work: 

• Event management contracts of $150,000 or more: 

50 percent of all entry-level hires for event management activities, 
including catering, food and beverage concessions, transportation, 

janitorial and security services, portable restrooms, and other events 

management activities. 
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• Event-related temporary installation contracts of $350,000 or more: 

(a) 20 percent of all permanent, non-managerial or non-supervisorial jobs 

would be San Francisco residents, of which one-half (10 percent of these 
jobs) would be filled by economically disadvantaged residents; and 

(b) 50 percent of all new hires would be San Francisco residents. 

The Plan also required that Event Authority contracts of $400,000 or more for 
permanent infrastructure improvements to Piers 30-32 for use as team bases 

were to conform to the public works contracting provisions of Administrative 
Code Section 6.22. However, because the Port, rather than the Event Authority, 

performed necessary repairs to Piers 30-32, the Event Authority did not have 

permanent infrastructure improvement contracts. 4 

Monitoring Event Authority Contractors' Compliance with the Plan 

The Plan required the Event Authority to include language describing outreach 
requirements and local hiring goals in its bid documents and contracts for events 
management and installation work; and required Event Authority contractors to 

enter into resident hiring agreements, which set the expectation that these 

contractors would extend as many hiring opportunities as possible to San 
Francisco residents. 

The Plan provided for OEWD to monitor and enforce the local resident hiring 
provisions of the America's Cup event management and installation work 
contracts. OEWD was authorized to assess a penalty of $5,000 per contract for 

failure to complete the steps to achieve the hiring goals. 

According to OEWD's presentation to the March 13, 2013 Budget and Finance 
Committee, the Event Authority did not notify OEWD prior to the America's Cup 

events in 2012 nor report hiring goals for San Francisco residents in 2012. 

Although the OEWD presentation attributed the lack of notification to the short 

amount of time between the finalizing of the Lease Disposition Agreement in 

August 2012 and the America's Cup World Series events held in August and 

October 2012, the original Host and Venue Agreement between the City, the 
America's Cup Organizing Committee and the Event Authority and draft versions 

of the Workforce Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan provided 

for the Event Authority to "participate in the San Francisco Workforce 
Development System and comply with mandatory local hiring program 

regulations". 

According to the CityBuild Director, OEWD staff increased their oversight and 
tracking of Event Authority contractors' local hiring efforts in anticipation of the 

4 Work performed by the Port and its contractors were subject to the provisions of the Administrative Code. 
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2013 American's Cup events. OEWD followed up with Event Authority contractors 

to obtain payroll records and other documents to identify the number of local 

hires and work hours. While OEWD was able to obtain local hire information for 

2013, OEWD does not have this information for 2012. 

Recruitment for America's Cup Jobs 

The Plan provided for the Event Authority to work closely with OEWD to identify 

jobs with Event Authority contractors and refer San Francisco residents for these 

jobs. According to OEWD staff, OEWD conducted job fairs for America's Cup event 

management activities. Community based organizations recruited San Francisco 

residents for these job fairs and conducted additiona.1 outreach to San Francisco 

residents when necessary. Workers for event-related temporary installation work 

were recruited through the City's Workforce Development Access Points and City 
Build programs 5

. 

New Hires for Events Management Activities 

The Plan set a goal that 50 percent of new entry-level positions of Event Authority 

contracts of $150,000 or more for events management would be San Francisco 

residents. According to OEWD, San Francisco residents made up 60 percent of 

new entry-level positions hired by events management contractors, which 

exceeded the Plan goal, as shown in Table 6 below. 

Table 6: San Francisco Residents' Share of New Hires' Work Hours for 2013 America's Cup Event 
Management Contracts 

Number of New Hires New Hire Work Hours 

San San 
Event Management and Francisco Francisco 
Staging Total Residents Percent Total Residents Percent 

Food and Beverage 401 210 52% 53,245 28,319 53% 

Retail 176 126 72% 28,739 19,203 67% 

Security 60 26 43% 12,619 5,115 41% 

Janitorial 42 38 90% 2,757 2,549 92% 

Entertainment 22 19 86% 3,963 3,468 88% 

Total 701 419 60% 101,323 58,654 58% 

Source: OEWD 

In 2013, 43 percent of total work hours for America's Cup event management 

activities were filled by San Francisco residents, as shown in the table below. 

5 Access Points are training and referral centers, funded by federal Workforce Investment Act and other funds; and 
CityBuild is a City-funded program that provides pre-apprenticeship training in building trades. 
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Table 7: San Francisco Residents' Share of All Work Hours for 2013 America's 

Cup Event Management Activities6 

2013 Work Hours 

San Francisco 
Event Management and Staging Total Residents Percent 

Food and Beverage 86,578 28,319 33% 

Retail 28,739 19,203 67% 

Security 15,623 5,115 33% 

Janitorial 3,963 3,468 88% 

Entertainment 2,776 2,549 92% 

Total 137,679 58,654 43% 

Source: OEWD 

According to OEWD, employees of America's Cup events management contractors 

earned an average hourly wage of $12.21. Average hourly wage rates by type of 

vendor are shown below. 

Table 8: Average Hourly Wage Rates of 2013 America's Cup Event Management 

and Staging Vendors 

San Francisco 
Average Hourly 2013 Minimum Over Minimum 

Event Management ;;ind Staging Wage Wage Wage 

Food and Beverage $14.37 $10.55 $3.82 

Retail $11.18 $10.55 $0.63 

Security $11.90 $10.55 $1.35 

Janitorial $13.00 $10.55 $2.45 

Entertainment $10.62 $10.55 $0.07 

Average $12.21 $10.55 $1.66 

Source: OEWD 

New Hires for Event Related Temporary Installation Work 

The Event Authority hired contractors to assemble tents, install event seating and 

graphics, construct temporary walls and structures, and assemble event stages 

and bleachers. These contractors hired carpenters, laborers, and stagehands to 

perform this work. Data on hiring was reported to OEWD by the contractors from 

payroll records. 

The Plan set a goal that for installation contracts of $350,000 or more 20 percent 
of permanent, non-managerial or non-supervisorial jobs would be filled by San 

6 The Plan set a local hire goal that 50 percent of new hires for event management contracts, but did not set a goal 
for work hours. 
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Trade 

Carpenter 

Laborer 

Stagehand 

Total 

Francisco residents, of which one-half (10 percent of these jobs) would be filled by 

economically disadvantaged San Francisco residents; and 50 percent of all new 

hires would be San Francisco residents. 

Table 9: San Francisco Residents' Share of 2013 Installation Jobs Hours 

Number of Workers Number of New Hires 

San San 
Francisco Francisco 

Total Residents Percent Total Residents Percent 

53 16 30% 28 9 32% 

40 4 10% 0 0 n/a 

237 78 33% 224 78 35% 

330 98 30% 252 87 35% 

Source: OEWD 

35 percent of the new hires by Event Authority installation contractors were San 

Francisco residents, which was less than the goal of 50 percent. 7 According to the 

CltyBuild Director, Event Authority installation contractors did not meet the Plan 

goals for new hires because of union hiring rules and because many of the Event 

Authority contractors were not local.8 For example, the contractors that employed 

laborers were generally not Bay Area contractors, and therefore, only 10 percent 

of laborers were San Francisco residents, as shown in the table above. 

According to OEWD data, 28 percent of all installation contract hours were San 

Francisco residents, as shown in Table 10 below. 

Table 10: San Francisco Residents' Share of 2013 Installation Hours 

Total Work Hours 

San Francisco 
Trade Total Residents Percent 

Carpenter 7,556 1,436 19% 

Laborer9 1,544 45 3% 

Stagehand 15,193 5,373 35% 

Total 24,293 6,854 28% 

Source: OEWD 

7 While 30 percent of the total installation workers were San Francisco residents, these workers were not all 
permanent employees of the contractors, and therefore, the Plan goal that 20 percent of permanent non
management, non-supervisor installation workers would by San Francisco residents did not apply. 
8 As noted below, the Plan did not set local small business participation goals for event-related temporary 
installation work. 
9 According to OEWD, only 3 percent of laborer hours were San Francisco residents because the contractors hiring 
the laborers were not local businesses. 
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Economically Disadvantaged San Francisco Residents 

The Plan set a goal that 10 percent of installation contract jobs go to economically 

disadvantaged San Francisco residents. "Economically disadvantaged" was defined 

as (1) homeless or formerly homeless; (2) annual income that is not greater than 

50 percent of the area median income; (3) meet the definition in Administrative 

Code Chapter 8310
; or (4) have been unable to secure employment in his or her 

trade for more than 20 working days during the preceding six months. 

OEWD helped to recruit workers for America's Cup projects through outreach to 

unions and through the City Build, Neighborhood Access Points, and the One Stop 

Career Link databases. These outreach efforts did not specifically target 

economically disadvantaged San Franciscans, although OEWD recruits for City 

Build in low-income neighborhoods. , 

While participants referred through OEWD are generally economically 

disadvantaged, employers who hire San Francisco residents through OEWD 

referrals or other sources do not track economic status by individual worker. 

OEWD collects data on local hires by residential zip code and therefore does not 

have data that conforms to the definition of "economically disadvantaged" in the 

Plan. 

OEWD obtained zip code data for Event Authority installation contracts from the 

CityBuild data base. Of 432 San Franciscans who worked on America's Cup 

projects in 2013 and for whom zip code data was available, 217 or approximately 

50 percent lived in zip codes in which the median household income was less than 

the citywide median income, as shown in Table 11 below. 

10 According to Administrative Code Chapter 83, "economically disadvantaged individual" shall mean an individual 
who is either: (1) eligible for services under the Workforce Investment Act of 1988 (WIA) (29 U.S.C.A. 2801 et seq.), 
as determined by the San Francisco Private Industry Council, or any successor agency; or (2) designated 
"economically disadvantaged" by the First Source Hiring Administration, as an individual who is at risk of relying 
upon, or returning to, public assistance, including unemployment benefits. 
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Table 11: Percent of San Francisco Residents in Zip Codes with Household 

Income below the Citywide Median Household Income 

Number of Workers 
Zip Code Hired for America's Median Income Percent 

Cup Projects11 

94102 28 22,252 6% 
94108 10 33,979 2% 
94130 7 36,553 2% 
94103 33 44,145 8% 
94124 57 46,692 13% 
94133 19 46,841 4% 
94109 46 58,915 11% 
94134 17 59,690 4% 

Subtotal 217. 50% 

Citywide 61,400 

94158 1 64,594 0% 
94132 23 67,493 5% 
94121 13 72,371 3% 
94112 21 72,396 5% 
94115 17 73,797 4% 
94122 18 77,889 4% 
94110 24 79,516 6% 
94118 17 81,545 4% 
94116 12 82,648 3% 
94117 14 91,303 3% 
94111 3 93,393 1% 
94131 7 94,770 2% 

94123 5 107,226 1% 
94114 14 115,734 3% 

94107 20 117,556 5% 

94127 6 128,079 1% 

Subtotal 215 50% 

Total 432 100% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012; OEWD 

Prevailing Wage Requirements 

Because the Event Authority's contracts for events management and installation 

work were private contracts, the Administrative Code's prevailing wage provisions 

did not apply. 12 According to the Plan, the Event Authority agreed to comply with 

11 OEWD reported 517 San Francisco residents who worked on America's Cup projects, for whom 85 either did not 
have zip code data or the U.S. Census Bureau did not track median income. 
12 Administrative Code Section 6.22 (E) requires City construction contractors and subcontractors to pay prevailing 
wage; and Administrative Code Chapter 21 requires City contractors for janitorial, security, moving services, 
theatrical workers, and certain other services to pay prevailing wage. 
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the City's prevailing wage provisions for permanent infrastructure improvements 

to Piers 30-32 and temporary event-related installation work. 

According to the Office of Labor Standards Enforcement (OLSE) Manager's 
presentation to the March 13, 2013 Budget and Finance Committee meeting, 
eight Event Authority contractors had failed to pay prevailing wages for event
related work in 2012. In response, the Event Authority's Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) stated that the Event Authority agreed voluntarily to include prevailing 
wage requirements in the Plan because they were being reimbursed by the City 

for permanent infrastructure improvements to Piers 30-32; although the Event 
Authority did not perform reimbursable permanent infrastructure improvements 

to piers 30-32, the CEO stated that the EventAuthoritywould maintain the "spirit" 

of the agreement voluntarily. 

However, while the Plan specifically stated that the Event Authority's agreement 

to comply with prevailing wage requirements for permanent infrastructure 
improvements to Piers 30-32 was based on reimbursements by the City, the Plan 

also required compliance with the City's prevailing wage requirements for 
temporary event-related installation work as part of the leases for America's Cup 

venues. 

The Office of Labor Standards Enforcement (OLSE) conducted audits of several 
Event Authority contractors, based on complaints from the Carpenters Local 
Union No. 22 and Pile Drivers Local No. 34. As shown in the table below, OLSE 

assessed nine contractors and subcontractors $406,566 in back wages for not 
complying with the City's prevailing wage requirements. 

Table 12: OLSE Assessments for Prevailing Wage Violations 

Name of Contractor 

T&B Equipment 

Elchik Builders 

Labor Ready 

Shaffer Sports 

Aggreko 

Kleege Industries 

Made in the Shade 

Michael Hensley Party Rentals 

Buestad Construction 

Total 

Source: OLSE 

Wages and Apprenticeship 
Training 

$98,299 

8,160 

32,874 

134,037 

68,969 

20,969 

13,796 

27,040 

2,420 

$406,566 

According to the OLSE Manager, the City has received $406,566 from the Event 
Authority. The Controller's Office has disbursed back wages to 74 of the 120 

employees owed back wages, and OLSE is attempting to locate and pay the 
remaining employees. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
21 



Memo to Supervisor Avalos 
February 10, 2014 

Event Authority Contracts with Local Small Businesses 
The Workforce Development and Local Small Business Inclusion Plan set local small 

business participation goals of 30 percent for Event Authority contracts of 
$150,000 or more for event management activities. 13 The Plan provided for the 

Event Authority to work with the City's Human Rights Commission and Office of 
Small Business to conduct outreach to meet the small business inclusion goals. 

The Event Authority set up a website in 2011 through the San Francisco Chamber 

of Commerce, called Business Connect, to recruit local businesses to provide 
services to the America's Cup events. Requests for proposals for America's Cup 

services were posted on the website in the fall of 2012 through the spring of 2013. 
According to OEWD, 2,883 businesses registered on Business Connect prior to the 
2013 America's Cup events. 

OEWD, the Office of Small Business, and the Event Authority jointly conducted 
community meetings to City businesses and residents in 2011 and 2012 on ways 

to participate in America's Cup events. According to OEWD staff, OEWD worked 
with the City's Office of Contract Administration to ensure local business 

participation in Event Authority contracts, especially local disadvantaged business 
participation (Local Business Enterprise or LBE}. 

According to the Office of Contract Administration's Contract Monitoring 
Division's presentation to the March 13, 2013 Budget and Finance Committee 

meeting, the Contract Monitoring Division did not set up a mechanism to track 

small businesses' inclusion in Event Authority contracts. Although the Plan 

required the Event Authority contracts to incorporate the proposed utilization of 

small businesses into the contracts, the Plan did not create a mechanism to track 

small business participation. While City contractors must regularly report local 
disadvantaged business participation (Local Business Enterprise or LBE) to the 

Contract Monitoring Division, no similar requirement existed for the private Event 
Authority contracts. 

After the conclusion of the America's Cup events in the fall of 2013, the Contract 
Monitoring Division and the Office of Small Business began to identify small 

business inclusion in the Event Authority contracts. According to the Contract 
Monitoring Division, of the 328 Event Authority contracts, six contractors were 

certified Local Business Enterprises by the City. The Office of Small Business is 
currently verifying the number of local small San Francisco businesses that 
contracted with the Event Authority. Because these were private contracts, the 

Contract Monitoring Division was not able to identify the amount of these 

contracts. 

13 The Plan set local small business participation goals for permanent infrastructure improvement contracts, but as 
noted above, the Event Authority did not conduct infrastructure improvement work or have contracts for this 
work. The Plan did not set local small business participation goals for event-related temporary installation work 
contracts. 
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Conclusion 

Under the Host and Venue Agreement, the Event Authority had exclusive and non

exclusive use of City property for the 2012 and 2013 America's Cup events at no 
cost to the Event Authority with the expectation that fund raising by the America's 
Cup Organizing Committee would reimburse the City for a portion of the City's 
costs to host the America's Cup. Because both the America's Cup Organizing 

Committee's fund raising and tax revenues generated by the America's Cup events 

fell short of the original projections, the City's General Fund incurred net costs of 

$6.0 million and the Port incurred net costs of $5.5 million, totaling $11.5 million. 

As a result of these net costs to the City of $11.5 million, any agreement between 

the City and the Event Authority to host a future America's Cup should require 
payment to the City for use of City property and for City services, other than 

services routinely provided by the City. 

The City considered that the hiring of local residents and contracts with local small 
businesses were benefits of the 34th America's Cup. However, while the Event 

Authority worked with OEWD to recruit San Francisco residents for Event 
Authority contracts in 2013, the Event Authority did not notify or work with OEWD 

to recruit San Francisco residents for Event Authority contracts in 2012, as 
provided by the Workforce Development and Small Business Inclusion Plan. 

Neither the Event Authority nor OEWD sufficiently tracked small business 
participation in Event Authority contracts. 

Any agreement between the City and the Event Authority to host a future 

America's Cup should ensure that the Event Authority and its contractors 
understand and comply with local hire and prevailing wage requirements for all 

events covered by the agreement. The City needs to better monitor local hire 

requirements, and to track inclusion of local small businesses in event contracts. 
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Attachment 

Table: The City's General Fund Expenditures and Revenues to Host the America's Cup 

General Fund Expenditures 

Planning, Permitting and Environmental Review 
Environmental Impact Report 
America's Cup Event Authority 
U.S. Geologic Survey 
Planning Department staff 
Memorandum of Understanding with Association of Bay Area Governments 
Presidio Trust 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
National Park Service permit 

Planning, Permitting, and Environmental Review Subtotal 

City Department's Operating Expenditures 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Municipal Transportation Agency 
Fire 
Police 
Emergency Management 
Public Works 
Recreation and Park 
City Attorney 
Event Insurance 
Owner's Delay Insurance 
Travel, supplies, other 

City Department Operating Expenditures Subtotal 

Port Expenditures Reimbursed by General Fund 
Lost rent MOU payments 
Tenant relocation costs 
Real estate analysis 
Parking removal 
Pier 29 substructure and end wall 

Port Expenditures Reimbursed by General Fund Subtotal 

Portable restrooms and servicing 

City General Fund Expenditures Total 

General Fund Revenues 

Tax Revenues 

Hotel Tax 
Payroll Tax 
Retail 
Parking 

Tax Revenues Subtotal 

America's Cup Organizing Committee 

Reimbursements to City 
Payment to Bicycle Coalition for Bicycle Parking 

America's Cup Organizing Committee Reimbursements Subtotal 

City General Fund Revenues Total 

Expenditures Less Revenues 

$4,473,470 
482,296 
150,000 
184,599 
183,875 

36,427 
447,650 
131,419 

3,175,300 

9,265,036 

845,822 
1,639,587 

403,383 
484,975 

16,805 
16,109 

162,000 
662,909 
842,386 

1,047,988 
25,427 

6,147,391 

1,992,162 
95,092 

273,960 
77,448 

1,600,000 

4,038,662 

1,015,300 

$20,466,389 

$2,352,366 
1,273,760 
1,163,864 
1,003,494 

5,793,484 

8,622,432 
51,955 

8,674,387 

$14,467,871 

$5,998,518 

Source: Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Bay Area Council Economic 
Institute, City Departments 

Prepared by Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Pursuant to the requirements of Government Code section 11346.1(a)(1), the Fish and 
Game Commission (FGC) is providing notice of proposed emergency action with regards to 
the above-entitled emergency regulation. 

SUBMISSION OF COMMENTS 

I 

Government Code section 11346.1 (a)(2) requires that, at least five working days prior to 
submission of the proposed emergency action to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL), 
the adopting agency provide a Notice of the Proposed Emergency Action to every person 
who has filed a request for notice of regulatory action with the agency. After submission of 
the proposed emergency to the OAL, the OAL shall allow interested persons five calendar 
days to submit comments on the proposed emergency regulations as set forth in 
Government Code section 11349.6. 

Any interested person may present statements, arguments or contentions, in writing, 
submitted via U.S. mail, e-mail or fax, relevant to the proposed emergency regulatory 
action. Written comments submitted via U.S. mail, e-mail or fax must be received at the 
OAL within five days after FGC submits the emergency regulations to the OAL for review. 

Please reference submitted comments as regarding "Low Flow Closures to Fishing Due to 
Drought Conditions" addressed to: 

Mailing Address: 

E-mail Address: 
Fax No.: 

Reference Attorney 
Office of Administrative Law 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1250 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

staff@oal.ca.gov 
916-323-6826 

California State 
Fish and Game Commission 
Attn: Jon Snellstrom 
1416 Ninth Street, Rm. 1320 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

fgc@fgc.ca.gov 
916-653-5040 

For the status of the FGC submittal to the OAL for review, and the end of the five-day 
written submittal period, please consult the Web site of the OAL at http://www.oal.ca.gov 
under the heading "Emergency Regulations." 



CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 
STATEMENT OF PROPOSED EMERGENCY REGULATORY ACTION 

Emergency Action to 
Amend Subsection (e)(2) of Section 7.00, 

Subsections (b)(5) and (b)(155) of Section 7.50, 
and Subsections (a) and (b) of Section 8.00 

Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
Re: Low Flow Closures to Fishing Due to Drought Conditions 

I. Statement of Facts Constituting the Need for Emergency Regulatory Action 

The long range precipitation forecast for most of California predicts below normal 
rainfall through at least April 30, 2014. California and parts of western Oregon 
witnessed their driest year on record in 2013, according to statistics from the 
National Weather Service. As a result, 85 percent of California was categorized 
in severe drought. According to the California Department of Water Resources, 
many lakes and reservoirs are less than 40 percent capacity as of December 31, 
including Lake Shasta (37 percent), Folsom Lake (19 percent), Lake Oroville (36 
percent) and San Luis Reservoir (30 percent). 

Many coastal streams from Point Conception to the California/Oregon Border 
remain in extreme low flow conditions with their current low flow fishing 
restrictions ending soon. The low flow conditions have prevented steelhead and 
threatened and endangered salmon from migrating beyond the estuary and lower 
reaches, causing them to congregate in any available large body of water. 
These fish will be subject to lawful and unlawful fishing techniques, if the current 
low flow fishing restrictions are lifted. These low flow conditions have also 
resulted in many estuaries being blocked by sand bars effectively stopping any 
fish from leaving the river system. 

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has made observations on the 
American River of newly hatched Chinook salmon fry emerging from moist gravel 
with no surrounding water, ma~sive predation by birds on newly hatched fry and 
young-of-the-year, and large areas of exposed gravel and disconnected 
tributaries due to reduced releases from Nimbus Dam. Many of the tributaries to 
the Russian River have serious fish passage concerns due to reduced releases 
from the Coyote Dam. There have been multiple announcements from water 
districts and local municipalities within the American and Russian river 
watersheds of mandatory water restrictions due to these low river flows and no 
rain predicted in the foreseeable future. 

On January 16, 2014, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) designated 
portions of 11 drought-ridden western and central states as primary natural 
disaster areas, highlighting the financial strain the lack of rain is likely to bring to 
farmers in those regions. The federal disaster declaration includes counties in 
Colorado, New Mexico, Nevada, Kansas, Texas, Utah, Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, 
Oklahoma and California. While storms have dumped rain and snow in the East, 
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droughts are persisting or intensifying in the West, according to officials 
connected with the U.S. Drought Monitor, an index on which the USDA's 
declarations are based. A ridge of high pressure is to blame for keeping storms 
off the Pacific coast and guiding them to the East. Poor snowpack is threatening 
regions dependent on major western rivers. 

On January 17, 2014, Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. proclaimed a State of 
Emergency for California and directed state officials to take all necessary actions 
to prepare for drought conditions with California facing water shortfalls in the 
driest year in recorded state history. The Department was ordered to evaluate 
and manage the changing impacts of drought on threatened and endangered 
species and species of special concern, and develop contingency plans for state 
Wildlife Areas and Ecological Reserves to manage reduced water resources in · 
the public interest. The Department was also ordered to work with the Fish and 
Game Commission, using the best available science, to determine whether 
restricting fishing in certain areas will become necessary and prudent as drought 
conditions persist. 

In response to the above federal and state actions, the Department has 
determined that current historically low stream flows are preventing the 
movement of migrating anadromous fish, primarily wild steelhead trout. Stream 
flows in many systems are inadequate to allow passage of spawning adults, 
increasing their vulnerability to mortality from predation, physiological stress, and 
fishing. Furthermore, survival of eggs and juvenile fish in these systems over the 
coming months is likely to be extremely low as the current drought conditions 
continue. 

The historically low stream flows have also concentrated adult wild steelhead into 
shrinking pools of cold water making them easy prey for poachers, illegal angling 
methods such as snagging, increased hooking mortality due to legal catch and 
release angling targeting hatchery steelhead, as well as other human-related 
disturbances within their spawning streams. When coupled with drought-related 
environmental stressors, such as high water temperature, poor water quality, and 
severely reduced suitable habitat, these human stressors can seriously affect 
reproductive success and adult survival rates. 

The Department believes that, under these extreme conditions, it is prudent to 
temporarily close these streams in order to eliminate angling as an additional 
stressor on steelhead populations. Stream closures will also serve to deter 
poaching and snagging activity since all angling will be prohibited. These actions 
are necessary to conserve wild steelhead populations by protecting as many 
adult fish as possible. 

Subsection 7.00(e) provides the seasons, size, and bag and possession limits for 
trout and salmon for waters in the South Central District which are not otherwise 
specified in Section 7.50. Subsections 7.50(b)(5) and (b)(155) provide the 
season, size, bag and possession limits for trout and salmon in the American 
River and Russian River, respectively. Section 8.00 provides fishing restrictions 
(closures) for specified rivers and streams during low flow conditions. 
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The following proposed regulatory changes would implement the emergency 
closure until April 30, 2014 of selected streams to increase survival of adult wild 
steelhead by reducing hooking-related mortality. 

Amend American River. subsections (b)(5)(A)-(C) of Section 7.50. 
Title 14, CCR. Closure of the American River from Nimbus Dam to the 
SMUD power line crossing at the southwest boundary of Ancil Hoffman 
Park until April 30. 

Amend Russian River. (b)(155)(A) of Section 7.50. Title 14. CCR. 
Closure of the Russian River main stem below the confluence of the 
East Branch of the Russian River until April 30. 

Amend Low Flow Restrictions. subsections (a) and (b) of Section 8.00. 
Title 14, CCR. Extension of the low flow fishing restrictions ending 
date for the North Coast and Central Coast areas (above San 
Francisco Bay) until April 30. 

Amend South Central District Regulations. subsection (e)(2) of Section 
7.00, Title 14. CCR. Close all portions of any coastal stream in 
Monterey, San Francisco, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Clara 
and Santa Cruz counties, west of any Highway 1 bridge until April 30. 

Additional streams closures are currently being evaluated by the Department for 
future actions as needed. 

II. Impact of Regulatory Action 

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result 
from the proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following 
determinations relative to the required statutory categories have been made: 

(a) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding 
to the State: 

There may be a reduction in Steelhead report cards that provide revenue 
specific to the monitoring and study of the fishery. For the period of the 
closure, estimates of loss range from 3,750 to 15,000 cards which could 
result in a revenue loss to the Department of Fish and Wildlife of $24,375 
to $97,500. 

(b) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: 

None. 
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(c) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: 

None. 

(d) Costs Imposed on Any Local Agency or School District that is Required to 
be Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 
4, Government Code: 

None. 

(e) Effect on Housing Costs: 

None. 

Ill. Authority and Reference 

The Fish and Game Commission proposes this emergency action pursuant to the 
authority vested by sections 200, 202, 205, 215, 220, 240, 315, and 316.5 of the 
Fish and Game Code and to implement, interpret, or make specific sections 200, 
202, 205, 206, 215, 220, and 316.5 of said Code. 

IV. Section 240 Finding 

Pursuant to Section 240 of the Fish and Game Code, the Commission made the 
finding that the adoption of this regulation is necessary for the immediate 
conservation, preservation, or protection of birds, mammals, reptiles, or fish, 
including, but not limited to, any nests or eggs thereof. 
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Informative Digest (Plain English Overview) 

On January 16, 2014, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) designated portions 
of 11 drought-ridden western and central states as primary natural disaster areas, 
highlighting the financial strain the lack of rain is likely to bring to farmers in those 
regions. The federal disaster declaration includes counties in Colorado, New Mexico, 
Nevada, Kansas, Texas, Utah, Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, Oklahoma and California. 
Poor snowpack is threatening regions dependent on major western rivers. 

On January 17, 2014, Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. proclaimed a State of Emergency 
for California and directed state officials to take all necessary actions to prepare for 
drought conditions with California facing water shortfalls in the driest year in recorded 
state history. The Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) was ordered to 
evaluate and manage the changing impacts of drought on threatened and endangered 
species and species of special concern, and develop contingency plans for state 
Wildlife Areas and Ecological Reserves to manage reduced water resources in the 
public interest. The Department was also ordered to work with the Fish and Game 
Commission, using the best available science, to determine whether restricting fishing in 
certain areas will become necessary and prudent as drought conditions persist. 

In response to the above federal and state actions, the Department has determined that 
the historically low stream flows will prevent the movement of migrating anadromous 
fish, primarily wild steelhead trout. Stream flows in many systems are inadequate to 
allow passage of spawning adults, increasing their vulnerability to mortality from 
predation, physiological stress, and fishing. Furthermore, survival of eggs and juvenile 
fish in these systems over the coming months is likely to be extremely low as the 
current drought conditions continue. The Department believes that, under these 
extreme conditions, it is prudent to temporarily close these streams in order to eliminate 
angling as an additional stressor on steelhead populations. Stream closures will also 
serve to deter poaching and snagging activity since all angling will be prohibited. These 
actions are necessary to conserve wild steelhead populations by protecting as many 
adult fish as possible. 

Subsection 7.00(e) provides the seasons, size, and bag and possession limits for trout 
and salmon for waters in the South Central District which are not otherwise specified in 
Section 7.5.0. Subsections 7.50(b)(5) and (b)(155) provide the season, size, bag and 
possession limits for trout and salmon in the American River and Russian River, 
respectively. Section 8.00 provides fishing restrictions (closures) for specified rivers 
and streams during low flow conditions. 

The following proposed regulatory changes would implement the emergency closure 
until April 30, 2014 of selected streams to increase survival of adult wild steelhead by 
reducing hooking-related mortality. 

Amend American River. subsections (b)(5)(A)-(C) of Section 7.50. Title 14, 
CCR. Closure of the American River from Nimbus Dam to the SMUD power 
line crossing at the southwest boundary of Ancil Hoffman Park until April 30. 
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Amend Russian River, (b)(155)(A) of Section 7.50, Title 14, CCR. Closure of 
the Russian River main stem below the confluence of the East Branch of the 
Russian River, until April 30. 

Amend Low Flow Restrictions, subsections (a) and (b) of Section 8.00, 
Title 14, CCR. Extension of the low flow restrictions ending date for the North 
Coast and Central Coast areas (above San Francisco Bay) until April 30. 

Amend South Central District Regulations, subsection (e)(2) of Section 7.00, 
Title 14, CCR. Close all portions of any coastal stream in Monterey, San 
Francisco, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz 
counties, west of any Highway 1 bridge until April 30. 

Additional streams closures are currently being evaluated by the Department for future 
actions as needed. 

Benefits: The proposed regulation will provide benefits to the environment in the 
conservation and preservation of wild steelhead populations. 

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing State 
regulations. The Legislature has delegated authority to the Commission to promulgate 
sport fishing regulations (sections 200, 202, 205, 315, and 316.5, Fish and Game 
Code). 
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Regulatory Language 

Subsection (e)(2) of Section 7.00, Title 14, CCR is amended to read: 

§7 .00. District General Regulations. 

Unless otherwise provided, waters shown as open to trout and salmon fishing in 
subsections (a) through (g) below, are open to fishing for other species. Gear 
restrictions listed in this section apply to the take of all species of fish unless otherwise 
noted. Every body of water listed in subsections (a) through (g) of Section 7.00 (below) 
is closed to all fishing, except during the open season as shown. Unless otherwise 
provided, waters closed to trout and salmon fishing are closed to fishing for all other 
species, except that these closures do not apply to fishing for amphibians (see Section 
5.05), freshwater clams (see Section 5.20), crayfish (see Section 5.35), and lamprey 
(see Section 5.40), using legal fishing methods other than hook-and-line fishing, and 
saltwater clams, crabs, ghost shrimp, and blue mud shrimp (see Ocean Regulations 
Booklet Sections 29.20 to 29.87). Crabs may only be taken using hoop nets or by hand, 
and Dungeness crab may only be taken within the North Coast District and Sonoma and 
Mendocino counties. 

Daily bag and possession limits, unless otherwise provided, mean the total number of 
·trout and salmon in combination. Unless otherwise provided, no more than one daily 
bag limit may be possessed. Coho (silver) salmon may not be taken in any of the waters 
of the State, except in Lake Oroville and Oroville-Thermalito Complex (Diversion Pool, 
Fore bay, and Afterbay) and the Feather River from the Diversion Pool Dam to the Fish 
Barrier Dam. Incidentally hooked Coho (silver) salmon, except those in Lake Oroville 
and Oroville-Thermalito Complex (Diversion Pool, Forebay, and Afterbay) and the 
Feather River from the Diversion Pool Dam to the Fish Barrier Dam, must be 
immediately released unharmed to the waters where they are hooked. In waters where 
the bag limit for trout or salmon is zero, fish for which the bag limit is zero must be 
released unharmed, and should not be removed from the water. 

These waters may also be subject to restrictions on fishing methods and gear (sections 
2.00 through 2.45), fishing hours (section 3.00), and the use of bait (sections 4.00 
through 4.30). 

District/Water Open Season 

[text for subsections (a) through (d) unchanged] 

(e) South Central District 
(1) All lakes and reservoirs except those listed by 
name in the Special Regulations. 
(2) That portion of any stream west of any Highway 
1 bridge except those listed by name in the special 
regulations. 

1 

All year 

Dec. 1 through Mah 
-7[0AL to insert the 
day before the 
effective date], but 
only on Sat., Sun., 

Daily Bag 
and 

Possession 
Limit 

5 

2 hatchery trout 
or hatchery 
steel head* 

4 hatchery trout 
or hatchery 



District/Water 

(3) All streams in Alameda, Contra Costa, and 
Santa Clara Counties except those listed by name 
in the Special Regulations. 
(4) All other streams and portions of streams 
except those listed in subsection (e)(2) above or by 
name in the Special Regulations. 

Open Season 
Wed., legal holidays 
and opening and 
closing days. Only 
barbless hooks may 
be used. 
Closed to all fishing 
from [OAL to insert 
effective date] 
through Apr. 30. 
Last Saturday in Apr. 
through Nov. 15 

Closed to all fishing 
all year 

[text for subsections (f) through (g) unchanged] 

Daily Bag 
and 

Possession 
Limit 
steel head* 

in possession. 
Closed to the 

take of salmon. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 200, 202, 205, 220 and 240, Fish and Game Code. 
Reference: Sections 200, 205 and 206, Fish and Game Code. 
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Subsections (b)(5) and (b)(155) of Section 7.50, Title 14, CCR are amended to read: 

§7.50. Alphabetical List of Waters with Special Fishing Regulations. 

[Subsection (a) unchanged} 
(b) 

Body of Water Open Season and Special Regulations 

[subsections (b)(1) through (4) unchanged] 

(5) American River (Sacramento Co.) 
(A) From Nimbus Dam to the Hazel Closed to all fishing from [OAL to insert effective 
Avenue bridge piers. datel throuah Aoril 30. 

Jan. 1 to [OAL to insert the day before the 
effective date] and May 1 through July 15. 

July 16 through Dec. 31. · 

(8) From Hazel Avenue bridge piers Closed to all fishing from [OAL to insert effective 
to the U.S. Geological Survey gauging date] through April 30. 
station cable crossing about 300 
yards downstream from the Nimbus 
Hatchery fish rack site. 

Jan. 1 to [OAL to insert the day before the 
effective date] and May 1 through July 15. Only 
barbless hooks may be used. 

July 16 through Aug. 15. Only barbless hooks 
may be used. 

3 

Daily Bag 
and 

Possession 
Limit 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 Chinook 
salmon 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 



Bodv of Water 

(C) From the U.S. Geological Survey 
gauging station cable crossing about 
300 yards down-
stream from the Nimbus Hatchery fish 
rack site to the SMUD power line 
crossing at the southwest boundary of 
Ancil Hoffman Park. 

Open Season and Special Regulations 

Closed to all fishing from [OAL to insert effective 
date] through April 30. 

Jan. 1 to fOAL to insert the day before the 
effective date] and May 1 through July 15. Only 
barbless hooks may be used. 

July 16 through Oct. 31. Only barbless hooks 
may be used. 

(D) From the SMUD power line Jan. 1 through July 15. 
crossing at the southwest boundary of 
Ancil Hoffman Park downstream to 
the Jibboom Street bridge. 

July 16 through Dec. 31. 

4 

Daily Bag 
and 

Possession 
Limit 

steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 Chinook 
salmon 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 Chinook 
salmon 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steelhead** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
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(E) From the Jibboom Street bridge to Jan. 1 through July 15. 
the mouth. 

July 16 through Dec. 16. 

Dec. 17 through Dec. 31. 

[subsections (b)(6) through (154) unchanged] 

(155) Russian River and tributaries 
(Sonoma and Mendocino Cos.). Also 
see Section 8.00(b). 
(A) Russian River main stem below All year. Only artificial lures with barbless hooks 
the confluence of the East Branch may be used from ApfA.May 1 through Oct. 31. 
Russian River. (See also Mendocino Only barbless hooks may be used from Nov. 1 
Lake tributaries (7.50(b)(116)). through Mar. 3~ [OAL to insert the day before the 

effective date]. 

Closed to all fishing from [OAL to insert effective 
date] through AQr. 30. 

5 

Daily Bag 
and 

Possession 
L. "t 1m1 

hatchery 
steel head** 

in possession 
2 Chinook 

salmon 
2 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steelhead** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 Chinook 
salmon 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steel head** 
4 hatchery 

trout or 
hatchery 

steel head** 
in possession 

2 hatchery 
trout or 

hatchery 
steelhead** 4 
hatchery trout 

or hatchery 
steelhead** in 

possession 



Bodv of Water 
(8) Russian River main stem above 
the confluence of the East Branch and 
all River tributaries. (See Laguna de 
Santa Rosa 7.50(b)(93) and Santa 
Rosa Creek (7.50(b)(172) for non
salmonids onlv.) 
(C) Russian River within 250 feet of 
the HealdsburQ Memorial Dam. 

Open Season and Soecial Reaulations 
Closed to all fishing all year. 

Closed to all fishing all year. 

[subsections (b)(156) through (212) unchanged] 

Daily Bag 
and 

Possession 
Limit 

*Wild Chinook salmon are those not showing a healed adipose fin clip and not showing 
a healed left ventral fin clip. 
**Hatchery trout or steelhead in anadromous waters are those showing a healed 
adipose fin clip (adipose fin is absent). Unless otherwise provided, all other trout and 
steelhead must be immediately released. Wild trout or steelhead are those not showing 
a healed adipose fin clip (adipose fin is present). 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 200, 202, 205, 215, 220, 240, 315 and 316.5, Fish and 
Game Code. Reference: Sections 200, 202, 205, 206, 215 and 316.5, Fish and Game 
Code. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Toy, Debbie [debbie.toy@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, February 04, 2014 11 :36 AM 
Calvillo, Angela; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Kawa, Steve; Howard, Kate; 
Volberding, Emily; Falvey, Christine; Elliott, Jason; Campbell, Severin; Newman, Debra; Rose, 
Harvey; sfdocs@sfpl.info; Zmuda, Monique; Rosenfield, Ben; Gannon, Maureen; Corso, Mark; 
Wagner, Greg; Petrucione, Katharine; Jacobo, Carlos; mgutierrez@famsf.org; Chu, Derek; 
Dawson, Julia; McGuire, Catherine; Kuzina, Nataliya 
Sandler, Risa 
Controller's Office Report: FY 2012-13 Annual Overtime Report 

¥- The Fiscal Year 2012-13 Annual Overtime Report has been released with an adjustment to Appendix 2 to exclude 
overtime hours compensated by a third party from the calculation of overtime limits. A total of 314 employees 
exceeded the maximum overtime threshold. , 

http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=1661 

CCSF Controller's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 316 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: 415-554-7500 
Fax:415-554-7466 
Email: controller@sfgov.org 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Office of the Controller - Budget and Analysis Division 

FY 2012-13 Annual Overtime Report January 30, 20·14 

Highlights 

During fiscal year (FY) 2012-13. City departments spent $163.8 million on overtime, which is $7.0 
million or 4 .5% more than revised overtime budgets and $9. 7 million or 6. 3% more than they spent in 
FY 2011-12. Overtime hours between FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 increased 4% from 2.5 million to 
2.6 million. Overtime as a percentage of overall Citywide spending remained relatively flat at 1.8%. 
All of these measures are below the expenditure highs in FY 2007-08 of $168 million, 2.9 million 
hours and 2.5% of Citywide spending. 

The Controller's Office recommends a review of provisions in some Memoranda of Understanding 
(MOU) both regarding seniority for overtime scheduling and the type of work hours used as the basis 
for triggering overtime compensation which may reduce overtime expenditures. Additionally, 
recommendations to enhance management practices including increased hiring in some job classes 
and allocating overtime hours in the beginning of the year may also reduce overtime expenditures 
and improve overtime management. 

The five City departments that used the most overtime, Municipal Transportation Agency, Fire, 
Police, Public Health, and Sheriff, collectively account for 87.6% of total Citywide overtime 
expenditures. Details of overtime spending for additional City departments are included in Appendix 
1. Highlights of the top user departments _include: 

• Sheriff's Department: Over the past ten years, overtime spending for the Sheriff's 
Department ranged from a low of $5.6 million to a high of $15.3 million. Between FY 2007-08 
and FY 2011-12, overtime spending declined by 45% from $15.3 million to $8.4 million as the 
City jail population declined from an average count of 2,085to1,531. In FY 2012-13, overtime 
spending increased to $.10.7 million while the average jail population stayed flat with at 1,530. 
During this period, as the number of total staff has decreased, additional overtime was used 
to maintain jail coverage. 

• Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA): Overtime expenditures over the past 10 years 
have grown from $28.6 million to $48.7 million in FY 2012-13. In the past year, overtime 
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expenditures decreased by 13% from the FY 2011-12 total. Transit operators and associated 
job classes accounted for 71% of overtime use within the Department in FY 2012-13, with 
maintenance job classifications accounting for 23%. Continued emphasis on increased hiring 
in transit and maintenance job classes, including but not limited to part-time operators and 
electrical and automotive mechanics, may help reduce overtime usage in the MT A. 
Additionally, a review of MOU provisions regarding seniority requirements when scheduling 
overtime may lead to decreased overtime usage. 

• Department of Public Health (DPH): Overtime expenditures over the past 1 O years ranged 
from a low of $8.9 million to a peak of $17.0 million in FY 2007-08. In FY 2012-13, the 
average overtime expenditure per FTE in Laguna Honda Hospital was $5, 115, or nearly three 
times the average overtime expenditure of $1,832 per FTE in San Francisco General 
Hospital. The Department's overtime spending as a percentage of regular salaries is the 
lowest of highlighted departments at 2%. Adjustments to MOU provisions that would expand 
options to schedule staff based on criteria in addition to seniority may reduce overtime 
expenditures in those departments that have 24-hour operations such as the Department of 
Public Health. Additionally, increased hiring in those nursing and non-nursing healthcare job 
classes that have experienced high overtime may reduce overtime usage. 

• Fire Department: Overtime expenditures over the past 1 O years have increased from $9.9 
million to a high of $43.8 million in FY 2012-13. Overtime use within the Department is the 
result of deliberate Department decisions regarding how to cost-effectively meet minimum 
staffing requirements. As new classes of fire fighters join the workforce, overtime usage is 
expected to decrease. 

• Police Department: Overtime expenditures over the past 1 O years have increased from 
$22.6 million to $27.7 million in FY 2012-13. Overtime expenditures have decreased by 34% 
since the ten year high of $41.7 million in FY 2007-08. In FY 2012-13, 38% of overtime 
expenditures or $10.4 million, was reimbursed by event organizers. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations to decrease the use of overtime can be made both at the department 
level and within MOUs between the City and employee organizations. A combination of 
adjustments to seniority scheduling criteria in MOUs, and changes in management practices 
that lead to overtime, can reduce overtime use and expenditures throughout the City. 

MOU Adjustments 

MOUs between some employee organizations and the City affect the use of overtime, 
particularly in the areas of scheduling and in round-the-clock Departmental operations. The 
Controller's Office recommends that the Department of Human Resources identify 
alternative methods to support decreased use of overtime via exploration of adjustments to 
MOU provisions. These provisions include, but are not limited to adjustment of seniority 
scheduling provisions, adjusting the basis on which overtime is triggered, and a review of 
provisions that increase the amount of concurrent leave time that is filled with overtime 
hours. 
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Seniority Scheduling 

In terms of seniority scheduling, adjustment to scheduling provisions that lead to little 
flexibility for some staff may result in less staff absences that require overtime to fill the 
schedule slots. Adjustments to seniority scheduling provisions would have a significant 
affect in those departments that require 24-hour operations, including but not limited to the 
Department of Emergency Management, Public Health, and Juvenile Probation. 

Basis for Determining Overtime 

Adjustment of the basis on which overtime hours are triggered may reduce overall overtime. 
For example, if straight-time work hours, rather than paid leave hours, become the basis for 
the application of overtime compensation and hours, overtime may be reduced. Those 
MOUs with trade organizations would be among those affected. 

Management Practices 

Among the five highest overtime-user departments, the peak levels of overtime use are 
concentrated in several job classes, including: transit job classes, municipal maintenance job 
classes, and nursing and non-nursing health care jobs. Increased hiring in these classes should 
result in reduced overtime usage. 

Additionally, pre-planning overtime use at the beginning of the year, and engaging supervisors 
and staff at multiple levels may also help reduce overtime usage. For example, the Police 
Department allocates its overtime budget by each of its four bureaus, and supervisors at multiple 
levels communicate with leadership regarding overtime use on a regular basis throughout the 
year. In another example, the Department of Emergency Management was able to effectively 
stay within its overtime budget in FY 2012-13 by working across levels and job classes to closely 
monitor overtime usage. Allocation of the overtime budget by functional unit and/or location, and 
collaboratively engaging supervisors to help monitor usage, allows the Department to proactively 
manage overtime use throughout the year. 

4 Controller's Office 



Section I: Citywide Overtime Use 

As shown in Figure 1, during FY 2012-13 City departments spent $163.8 million on overtime, 
which was $9.7 million (5.9%) above the prior year, but $3.9 million (2.4%) less than FY 2007-
08's peak. Overtime hours increased at a higher rate, rising 0.25 million (8.9%) from the prior 
year, but still 0.28 million (9.1 % ) below the FY 2007-08 peak. 

Figure 2 presents two other ways to look at overtime trends that factor in changes in the overall 
size of the workforce and City budget. FY 2012-13 overtime hours represented 4.6% of regular 
(straight-time) hours, which was an increase from the prior year, but below FY 2007-08's peak of 
5.1 %. Overtime spending in FY 2012-13 represented 1.8% of the $9.0 billion total Citywide 
expenditures, essentially unchanged from the prior year two years, and was well below the FY 
2007-08 peak of 2.5%. 

Figure 1. 10-year History of Overtime Hours and Overtime Dollars (millions) 
[-~=====----- --=-=--=---=~~~----· -----.. ·--------=--=~~=--====-====--:--~--====-~===~=:=--==:------! 
11 $167.B $163.B 

.. "--·--·----·-·----·-----------.. ---

3.1 
2.1 -- 2 5 2.3 2.5 2.6 

2.3 2.0 ------- ---___..· __ _...._...,._ _ ____.111 ____ ... ;;i 

----~·---------------·---·--------·--.. -----....... ,_,,_,, ............. _,, .... _, 

2.5 

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

-+-overtime Dollars (millions) .......,.. Overtime Hours (millions) 

~------------------------------------

Controller's Office 5 



Figure 2._Q_~~!!_ime as % of Regular Straia_ht-tim_e Hours and Citywide Spending 
------.. -·---·-----------
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Section II: Overtime Use for Highest User Departments 

As shown in Table 1, the five highest overtime user departments (MTA, Fire, Police, Public 
Health, Sheriff) accounted for 88% of overtime dollars spent Citywide. Factors contributing to 
overtime use include: 

• Full time equivalent (FTE) reductions without reducing service levels 
• 24-hour operations and minimum staffing requirements 
• Labor contract provisions that can drive overtime use 
• Unexpected Citywide events that exceeded available regular time or budgeted overtime 

In most situations, overtime is a deliberate budgetary choice departments make to maintain 
service levels without increasing FTEs. 

Table 1 shows expenditures for the five highest user departments in FY 2012-13. Additional 
departments are included in Appendix 1. 
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Table 1. FY 2012-13 Overtime Budget and Actual Expenditures b Department ($millions) 
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A. Sheriff's Department 

Over the past ten years, overtime spending for the Sheriff's Department ranged from a low of 
$5.6 million to a high of $15.3 million. Overtime spending increased 173% between FY 2003-04 
and FY 2007-08, and has since decreased by 30%. Overtime hours followed a similar trend and 
increased by 118% between FY 2003-04 and FY 2007-08 and have since decreased by 30%. 
Figure 3 shows overtime spending and hours within the Department over the past 10 years. 

Figure 3. 19_:Yr History of Sheriff's Department Overtime Dollars and Hours ($millions) 
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As shown in Figure 4, between FYs 2003-04 and 2007-08, the average annual jail population 
increased by 10% and overtime hours increased by 118%. Between FYs 2007-08 and 2010-11, 
the average annual jail population decreased by 18% and overtime hours decreased by 63%. 
The above trend has not continued over the past two years as the average jail population 
decreased by 11% between FY 2010-11 and FY 2012-13 and overtime hours increased by 61%. 
The Sheriff's Department identified an increased number of employees on disability leave, 
retirements, and not being able to hire deputies as a reason for the increase in overtime use. 

Another significant driver of overtime within the Department was an increased use of vacation 
time. Between FYs 2011-12 and 2012-13 vacation hours increased by 17% from 120,000 hours 
to 140,000 hours due to an increased number of vacation slots for some deputies negotiated 
during the last round of collective bargaining. 
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Figure 4. Jail Population and Overtime Use (hours in millions) 
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Deputy Sheriffs are responsible for the majority of overtime use within the department. The 
Department adheres to minimum staffing levels at all of the City's jails and when staffing falls 
below the minimum, overtime is used to fill shifts. 

Staffing 

Figure 5 shows the relationship between FTEs and overtime use. Review of the number of FTEs 
and overtime use in the past decade does not indicate a strong correlation between staffing 
levels and overtime. Over the past 10 years, FTEs have increased by 1 % while overtime hours 
have increased by 29%. However, between FYs 2003-04 and 2007-08, the number of FTEs 
increased by 1 % while overtime use increased by 118%. Between FYs 2007-08 and 2012-13 
FTEs stayed constant while overtime use decreased by 41%. As noted above, jail population and 
vacation use appear to be stronger drivers of overtime use than the number of FTEs. 
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Figure 5. FTEs and Overtime Use (hours in millions) 
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Recommendations 

The Controller's Office recommends that OHR review MOU language that maintains a separate 
vacation bidding process for Senior Deputies, as this results in a higher number of open shifts 
that will then be partially covered with overtime. 
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B. Municipal Transportation Agency 

As shown in Figure 6, MTA overtime expenditures have increased 70% over the past 1 O years, 
rising from $28.6 million in FY 2003-04 to $48.7 million in FY 2012-13. Overtime expenditures 
decreased by 13% from FY 2011-12 to FY 2012-13, due primarily to increased hiring of 
maintenance staff and a deliberate effort by management to reduce overtime use. Overtime 
hours increased by approximately 54% over the past ten years, from 0. 73 million to 1.12 million 
hours. 

Figure 6. MTA Overtime Dollars and Hours Have Increased Over the Last 10 Years 
(millions) 
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As shown in Figure 7, during FY 2012-13, 94% of overtime within the Department occurred in the 
Transit and Maintenance groups. Issues specific to each group are discussed below. 
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Figure 7. MTA FY 2012-13 Overtime Hours by Employee Classification Groups 
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63% of all overtime use within the Department occurred in the transit operator job class, with an 
additional 8% in supporting transit classes, including (among others) train controllers, and transit 
supervisors. According to the Agency, factors that affect transit operator overtime usage include 
the length of the operator's scheduled route, operator shortages, labor contract (MOU) 
provisions, gaps in coverage created by employee absences, unforeseen circumstances such as 
heavy traffic or accidents, and special events. MTA has begun hiring and training part-time 
operators which should help reduce the need for overtime. 

Part-time operators have a lower number of guaranteed hours per shift (3.5) and can help meet 
service delivery goals without working overtime. However, part-time operators earn full time 
benefits so their hourly cost is actually higher than the hourly cost of a full-time operator. In terms 
of only full-time operators covering shifts, overtime can be more cost-effective than to bring in 
another full-time operator to complete a shift. 

MTA reports that overtime is built into each operator's schedule in order to manage service costs 
effectively. Labor contract provisions guarantee full time operators eight hours of pay per shift, so 
requiring an operator to work overtime is frequently less expensive than bringing in an employee 
for a short amount of time to complete a run. Tables 2A, 28, and 2C illustrate this point, showing 
three ways to staff a bus line that runs 20 hours a day. 
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Bus Rout~ Staffing Options 

2 hours x 1.5 
Operator 1 5amto3pm 8 0 regular pay= 11 

3 pay hours 

2 hours x 1.5 
Operator 2 3pmto1am 8 0 regular pay= 11 

3 pay hours 

Total 5 am to 1 am 16 hrs 0 6 hrs 22 hrs 

Operator 1 5 am to noon 7 0 8 

Operator 2 Noon to 7 7 0 8 PM 

Operator 3 7pmto1am 6 2 0 8 

Total 5 am to 1 am 20 hrs 4 hrs 0 hrs 24 hrs 

Table 2C: MTA Staffin 0 tion 3: Part-Time 0 erators 

Operator 1 5 am to 1 pm 8 0 0 8 

Operator 2 1 pm to 9 pm 8 0 0 8 

Operator 3 9 pm to 1 am 4 0 0 4 (part time) 

Total 5 am to 1 am 20 hrs 0 0 hrs 20 hrs 

As indicated above, staffing option 1 uses two transit operators to complete the run with four 
hours of scheduled overtime and 22 total paid hours. Staffing option 2 uses three operators to 
complete the run with no overtime but 24 total paid hours. Staffing option 3 uses two full-time 
operators, one part-time operator, and no overtime. Given the labor contract requirement that 
operators be paid a minimum of 8 hours per shift, it can be less expensive to use overtime 
instead of additional staff except when part-time operators are available. 
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Maintenance Group Overtime 

The maintenance group accounts for 23% of overtime hours within the MTA. The largest 
maintenance group job classes are stationary engineers, automotive mechanics, electrical 
mechanics, and construction inspectors. Within the maintenance area, electrical transit system 
mechanics and automotive mechanics are the highest overtime users. Both classifications are 
responsible for maintaining electrical and automotive components of MTA's revenue and non
revenue fleet of over 1,000 vehicles. MTA reports that their fleet is one of the oldest in the nation 
and requires high levels of maintenance. 

To reduce overtime use within this service area, MTA has begun hiring more electrical and 
automotive mechanics. In FY 2011-12, this service area used 320,000 overtime hours while in 
FY 2012-13 they used 253,000 hours, or a 21% reduction. 

Recommendations 

The MTA would benefit from a review of those MOU provisions that require scheduling overtime 
based on seniority. Additionally, allocating the overtime budget at the beginning of the fiscal year 
by functional or geographic area, and engaging staff at multiple levels regarding overtime use 
may reduce overtime use and lower overtime expenditures. Further, continued hiring for transit 
and maintenance job classes that have had the highest overtime usage would reduce overtime 
hours. 
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C. Department of Public Health 

As shown in Figure 9, Department of Public Health (DPH) overtime use peaked in FY 2007-08 at 
$17 million and 0.37 million hours followed by a sharp decline to $8.9 million in FY 2009-10. 
Usage rose again in FY 2012-13 to $12.6 million and 0.27 million hours, still representing roughly 
a 26% decline in spending and a 28% decline in hours from their peaks. Overtime hours at DPH 
represented 2% of regular (straight-time) hours, the lowest of the departments highlighted in this 
report. 

Figure 9. 10-Year History of DPH Overtime Expenditures and Hours (millions) 

.......-overtime Dollars (millions) -~ .. Overtime Hours (millions) 

The Department reports that a significant factor behind the sharp decline in FY 2008-09 was due 
to Laguna Honda Hospital's decreased census from 1, 150 beds to 780 beds in preparation for 
moving into a smaller new facility. This freed up employees to backfill other positions throughout 
the Department, reducing the need for overtime. 

Figure 10 provides a view of DPH overtime by employee classification groups. 
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Figure 10. DPH Overtime Hours by Employee Classification 
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The three highest overtime user job classes at DPH are within the nursing classification group: 
Nursing Assistants, Patient Care Assistants, and Licensed Vocational Nurses. These three job 
classes provide 24 hour a day care and have legal and/or labor agreement mandated staff to 
patient ratios. The Department reports that the main issues affecting overtime use within these 
classes are the ability to hire additional employees and increased leave attributed to those 
clinical, non-nurse job classes that received furlough days. 

Other high user job classes include porters and food service workers. Porters perform a variety of 
tasks from cleaning and straightening, to delivering food and supplies. Food service workers 
provide patient and staff meals at the hospitals. For both classifications, overtime is affected by 
employee leave and the Department's ability to hire. Employee leave has increased over the past 
three years because of furlough days. Employees did not receive additional furlough days in FY 
2012-13 but were able to take unused days earned in prior years. 

Viewing overtime use by location shows that most overtime within the Department is used at San 
Francisco General Hospital (SFGH) and Laguna Honda Hospital. Figure 11 shows overtime 
dollars in each hospital over the past ten years. 
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Fi ure 11: Overtime Dollars at DPH Hos itals millions 

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09. 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

.-.-.SFGH (millions) -Laguna Honda (millions} 

Over the past four years, overtime use at Laguna Honda Hospital has been higher than at San 
Francisco General Hospital (SFGH) although SFGH is a larger institution. The patient census at 
SFGH fluctuates more than at Laguna Honda, and to compensate DPH keeps a large pool of as
needed nurses, known as Special Duty Nurses who are per diem, or P103's, that can be utilized 
to help c·ontrol overtime use. DPH has increased the pool of as needed nurses at Laguna Honda 
to help reduce overtime use at that facility. 

In FY 2012-13, P103 regular salaries were $48 70 million or 8.1 % of the Department's total 
salaries. Table 3 shows that while the total number of FTEs at Laguna Honda are 45% of the 
total FTEs at San Francisco General, average overtime spending per FTE is 2.8 times higher at 
Laguna Honda. The Department reports that this may be due to furlough days for non-nursing 
clinical staff and additional increases in base salaries for Laguna Honda personnel. 

T bl 3 T t I 0 rt" S a e oa ve 1me pen d" mg an dH ours 1 per FTE. m eac hh "t I FY 2012-13 OSPI a, 

TOTAL Average OT$ 
. TOTAL FTEs OVERTIME$ Total OT Hours per FTE 

San Francisco 
General 
Hospital 2,785 $5,102,304 97,277 $1,832 

.· 

Laguna Honda 
Hosoital 1,247 $6,380,937 152,033 $5, 115 

Additionally, structural staffing issues that impact overtime in the Laguna Honda Hospital 
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operating budget in FY 2012-13 have been addressed in the FY 2013-14 budget. 

Recommendations 

An adjustment of those MOU provisions that require seniority scheduling may lead to decreased 
overtime expenditures in the Department of Public Health. Additionally, increased hiring of 
nursing and non-nursing 'healthcare staff may lower overtime usage. Further, allocating overtime 
at the beginning of each year by functional or geographic area, and collaboration among staff 
from multiple levels to monitor overtime, may also may also reduce overtime usage. 
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D. Fire Department 

As shown below in Figures 11 and 12, after three years of roughly stable overtime from FY 2003-
04 to FY 2005-06, both overtime spending and hours at the Fire Department increased sharply 
through FY 2012-13 as there was a decline in full-time employees from 1,684 in FY 2005-06 to 
1,417 in FY 2012-13. 

Fi ure 11. 10- ear Histor of Fire Department Overtime Dollars and Hours (millions) 
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Fi ure 12: Fire De artment Staffin Levels and Overtime hours in millions 
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The Fire Department reports that the decrease in FTEs in recent years is the deliberate result of 
analysis showing that reliance on overtime to meet minimum staffing requirements would be 
more cost effective than hiring additional employees. As new classes of fire fighters join the 
workforce in FY 2013-14, overtime usage is expected to decrease. 

To illustrate an example of this analysis, the FY 2012-13 hourly rate of a top step H-2 firefighter, 
including benefits, averaged approximately $78. The average hourly overtime rate of the same 
employee average is $68, because pension and some other benefit costs do not apply to 
overtime. Overtime does not require benefits that are included with regular wages, which is are 
large part of why it is less expensive to use overtime than regular time. Additionally, based on 
MOU provisions, some overtime in the Fire Department is paid at the regular hourly rate instead 
of at one and a half times the hourly rate, which also results in the cost-effectiveness of using 
overtime. 

Recommendations 
Increased hiring in the Fire Department, as new classes of fire fighters move into the workforce 
after academy training, should result in decreased overtime usage. 
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E. Police Department 

As shown in Figure 7, unlike other major overtime-using departments, the Police Department has 
reduced overtime spending and hours significantly since FY 2007-08 when usage peaked at 
$41.7 million and 0.57 million hours. During the period between FY 2007-08 and FY 2012-13, 
overtime spending and hours have decreased by 34% and 46% respectively. However, between 
FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, overtime dollars and hours increased by 11 % and 6% respectively. 

Figure 13. 10-Yr Histo of Police Department Overtime Dollars and Hours (millions) 
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One factor that contributes to Police Department overtime use is a labor contract provision that 
guarantees a minimum of four hours of overtime per overtime shift. External funding from non
city entities for special events, which were 38% of total Police Department overtime expenditures 
in FY 2012-13, is included in the total above. Special events included but were not limited to 
sporting events, film and television production, and construction security. 

Staffing 

Review of the number of FTEs and overtime use does not indicate a strong correlation between 
staffing levels and overtime in the Police Department. Figure 14 shows FTEs and overtime hours 
over .the past 10 years. As shown in Figure 14, overtime hours increased between FY 2010-11 
and FY 2011-12, while FTEs decreased, but between FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, overtime 
hours increased as FTEs increased. Since the overtime peak of FY 2007-08, FTEs have 
decreased by 4% while overtime hours have declined by 46%. 
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Figure 14. Police Department FTEs and Overtime Hours (hours in millions) 
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Police Department Overtime Monitoring 

The Police Department has reduced its overtime use in recent years through management 
oversight. The Police Department allocates an overtime budget to each of the four bureaus within 
the Department in the beginning of the year. A biweekly report is run by the finance division, 
which shows overtime usage by employee and is reviewed by bureau Deputy Chiefs and the 
Chief of Police. This method of overtime review has helped the Department reduce overtime 
costs and stay within budget. 

Recommendations 
The Police Department's practice of allocating the overtime budget by bureau is a useful tool to 
allocate and assess overtime usage within the Department, and the Controller recommends the 
continued use of this method of managing overtime. 

22 Controller's Office 



Section Ill. Appendices 

Appendix 1 presents a detailed view of five years of overtime spending by Departments 
throughout the City. Appendix 2 provides a view of Departmental compliance with administrative 
code provisions regarding maximum permissible overtime per employee. 
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Appendix 1 

5-Year Histoiy of Overtime Spending by Department ($Mi/lions) 

FY2008-09 FY2009-10 FY2010-11 FY2011-12 FY2012-13 FY2012-13 FY2012-13 

Denartment 

MfA 

Municipal Railway 

Parking & Traffic 

Subtotal- MTA 

Police 

General Fund Operations 

Special Law Enforcement Services (!OB) 

Grants & OtherNon-IOB Special Revenues 

Airport 

Subtotal- Police 

Public Health 

SF General 

Laguna Honda Hospital 

All Other Non-Hospital Operations 

Subtotal-Public Health 

Fire 

General Fund Operations 

Grants & Other Special Revenues 

Airport 

Port 

Subtotal -Fire 

Sheriff 

Subtotal - Top 5 

Public Utilities Commission 

Recreation & Park 

Human Services Agency 

Fine Arts Museum 

Public Works 

J u.enile Probation 

Airport Commission 

Elections 

Emergency Management 

All Other Departments 

Total 

Top 5 % of Total 

Change from Prior Year Actual 

Total Gross Salaries (Cash Compensation) 

0.ertime as a% of Total Gross Salaries 

24 

$ 

Actual 

42.6 $ 

1.6 

44.2 

20.0 

9.4 

1.3 

2.0 

32.7 

4.7 

4.2 

0.8 

9.7 

24.7 

0.2 

2.7 

0.2 

27:9 

12.1 

126.6 

4.5 

1.5 

0.5 

0.7 

1.6 

1.4 

1.5 

0.7 

1.2 

2.0 

142.1 

89.1% 

$ (25.6) $ 

Actual 

45.6 $ 

2.3 

47.9 

13.8 

10.5 

0.9 

1.7 

26.9 

2.9 

5.1 

0.8 

8.9 

21.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.2 

23.5. 

7.1 

114.3 

5.3 

1.4 

0.5 

1.0 

1.5 

0.8 

1.7 

0.4 

1.4 

2.0 

130.0 

87.9% 

(12.0) $ 

Actual 

52.2 $ 

2.1 

54.3 

13.1 

8.6 

1.5 

1.4 

24.6 

4.2 

5.6 

0.8 

10.6 

27.7 

2.5 

0.3 

30.5 

5.8 

125.8 

5.9 

1.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1.4 

0.8 

2.2 

0.4 

1.4 

3.2 

144.0 

87.4% 

14.0 $ 

Actual 

53.2 $ 

2.5 

55.7 

10.7 

10.4 

2.1 

1.8 

24.9 

5.1 

5.7 

0.8 

11.6 

32.6 

2.8 

0.2 

35.6 

8.4 

1362 

6.2 

1.1 

0.6 

0.9 

1.5 

0.9 

2.2 

0.4 

1.2 

2.9 

154.1 

88.4% 

12.0 

$ 2,621.4 $ 2,595.8 $ 2,529.6 $ 2,634.5 

5.4% 5.0% 5.7% 5.8% 

Revised 

Bndget 

42.4 $ 

1.2 

43.6 

12.6 

10.5 

3.3 

1.8 

28.2 

5.8 

5.7 

1.1 

12.6 

40.1 

3.0 

0.4 

43.5 

10.5 

138.4 

6.1 

1.3 

0.3 

0.6 

2.4 

0.8 

3.0 

0.4 

1.1 

2.4 

156.8 

88.4% 

$ 

$ 

Actual 

46.3 

2.3 

48.7 

13.0 

10.5 

2.4 

1.8 

27.7 

5.1 

6.4 

l.l 

12.6 

40.4 

3.1 

0.3 

43.8 

10.7 

143.4 

6.0 

1.6 

0.8 

0.7 

2.0 

1.4 

2.5 

0.3 

1.1 

4.0 

163.8 

87.6% 

9.7 

2,802.2 

5.8% 

Difference 

(4.0) 

(1.1) 

(5.1) 

(0.4) 

0.9 

0.5 

0.7 

(0.7) 

(0.3) 

(0.3) 

(0.2) 

(5.0) 

0.1 

(0.3) 

(0.5) 

(0.1) 

0.4 

(0.6) 

0.5 

0.1 

(1.6) 

(7.0) 
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Appendix 2. Maximum Permissible Overtime Per Employee 

Per Administrative Code section 18.13-1, City employees are not permitted to work more 
than 25% of their regularly scheduled hours as overtime. In FY2012-13, a standard full-time 
employee worked 2,088 regular hours and the overtime default limit for the year was a 
maximum of 522 hours. Table A shows that as of June 30, 2013, 314 non-exempted 
employees exceeded the overtime default limit. This represents a decrease of 49.8% since 
FY 2011-12, when 625 non-exempted FTEs were above the default limit for FY 2011-12. 
The Administrative Code allows for exemptions to the default limit, which are defined below 
in Table A. 

T bl A E a e mp oyees E xcee d" 25°/i M mg 0 ax1mum A nnua 10 f ver 1me p E er mpo itee 

Non-Exempted Average 
Employees Employees Overtime% of 
Above the Employee Above the Total Hours 

Department Code Default Limit Exemptions Default Limit Worked 
Municipal Transportation 
AQencv 647 S87 60 38% 

Fire 377 28S 92 37% 

Public Health 68 - 68 46% 

Sheriff so - so 31% 

Juvenile Probation 12 - 12 3S% 

Fine Arts Museum 7 - 7 30% 

Police 6 2 4 40% 

San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission 6 2 4 32% 

Recreation and Parks 6 - 6 37% 

General Services Agency-
Technoloav 6 - 6 30% 

Public Works 3 - 3 33% 

Airport 2 - 2 27% 

Grand Total 1190 876 314 353· 

Definition: 

Employee Exemption: The administrative code allows for OHR and MTA to offer overtime 
default limit exemptions to departments for specific positions and/or job classes. During FY 
2012-13, OHR extended the overtime default limit for non-administrative Fire employees to 
1, 100 overtime hours, removed the default limit for Public Utilities Commission Power 
Generation Series employees, and exempted select Police Department staff. MTA granted 
exemptions to eleven job classes, including transit operators and mechanics. Additionally, 
employees who worked less than 209 regular hours and who were paid by an external third 
party were excluded from this report. 

Controller's Office 25 



Maximum Number of Hours Worked Per Pay Period 

Administrative code section 18.3-1 (a) requires that employees work no more than 72 hours 
per week, or 144 hours in a pay period, with the exception of some Fire Department staff. 
The Controller is not able to report on this compliance rate for FY 2012-13 as the data is not 
available. As this information becomes available the Controller will provide the information in 
subsequent reports. 

STAFF Contacts 

Michelle Allersma, Director of Budget & Analysis, Michelle.Allersma@sfgov.org 
Risa Sandler, Citywide Budget Manager, Risa.Sandler@sfgov.org 

With special thanks to Chris Trenschel 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Toy, Debbie [debbie.toy@sfgov.org] 
Wednesday, February 05, 2014 1 :06 PM 
Calvillo, Angela; BOS-Supervisors; Kawa, Steve; Campbell, Severin; Newman, Debra; Rose, 
Harvey; sfdocs@sfpl.info; CON-EVERYONE; Moyer, Monique; Quesada, Amy; Forbes, 
Elaine; Woo, John; cchaquica@kpmg.com; nrose@kpmg.com; eugene.yano@yanocpa.com; 
mwarner@hornblower.com 
Controller's Office Report: Port Commission: Hornblower Yachts, Inc., Overpaid Rent by 
$25,599 for 2009 Through 2011 and Needs to Improve Internal Controls Over the Reporting of 
Gross Receipts to the Port 

The San Francisco Port Commission (Port) coordinates with the Office of the Controller's City 
Services Auditor Division (CSA) to conduct periodic concession or compliance audits of the Port's 
tenants. CSA engaged KPMG LLP to audit tenants at the Port of San Francisco to determine whether 
they comply with the reporting, payment, and selected other provisions of their agreements with the 
Port. 

CSA presents the report of KPMG's audit of Hornblower Yachts, Inc., (Hornblower). The audit period 
was January 1, 2009, to December 31, 2011. 

Hornblower overreported its gross revenues to the Port due to a lack of internal controls to ensure the 
accuracy of its gross receipts reporting, resulting in an overpayment of $25,599 in rent. During the 
audit period Hornblower reported $77,687,547 in gross revenues and paid $5, 167,027 in rent due to 
the Port. 

To view the full report, please visit our Web site at: 
http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3. aspx?id= 1662 

This is a send-only e-mail address. 

For questions about the report, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at 
Tonia.Lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or the CSA Audits Unit at 415-554-7469. 

CCSF Controller's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

City Hall, Room 316 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: 415-554-7500 
Fax:415-554-7466 
Email: controller@sfgov.org 
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PORT COMMISSION: 

Hornblower Yachts, Inc., Overpaid 
Rent by $25,599 for 2009 Through 
2011 and Needs to Improve Internal 
Controls Over the Reporting of 
Gross Receipts to the Port 

February 5 , 2014 



OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

The City Services Auditor (CSA) was created in the Office of the Controller through an amendment to 
the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco (City) that was approved by voters in 
November 2003. Charter Appendix F grants CSA broad authority to: 

• Report on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and benchmark the 
City to other public agencies and jurisdictions. 

• Conduct financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to 
assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services. 

• Operate a whistleblower hotline and website and investigate reports of waste, fraud, and 
abuse of city resources. 

• Ensure the financial integrity and improve the overall performance and efficiency of city 
government. 

CSA may conduct financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits. Financial audits 
address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide reasonable 
assurance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in 
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review, 
or perform procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with 
requirements of specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, or grants; and the reliability of 
performance measures. Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and 
processes, providing recommendations to improve department operations. 

CSA conducts its audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the 
U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require: 

• Independence of audit staff and the audit organization. 
• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work. 
• Competent staff, including continuing professional education. 
• Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing 

standards. 

For questions about the report, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at 
Tonia.Lediju@sfqov.org or 415-554-5393 or CSA at 415-554-7469. 

CSA AuditTeam: Winnie Woo, Associate Auditor 

Audit Consultants: KPMG LLP 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

February 5, 2014 

San Francisco Port Commission 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Ms. Monique Moyer 
Executive Director 
Port of San Francisco 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Dear Commission President, Commissioners, and Ms. Moyer: 

Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 

Monique Zmuda 
Deputy Controller 

The City and County of San Francisco's Port Commission (Port) coordinates with the Office of 
the Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) to conduct periodic concession and 
compliance audits of the Port's tenants. CSA engaged KPMG LLP (KPMG) to audit the Port's 
tenants to determine whether they comply with the reporting, payment, and other selected 
provisions of their leases. 

CSA presents the attached reports for the audit of Hornblower Yachts, Inc., (Hornblower) 
prepared by KPMG. Hornblower operates tour and dining boats and parking facilities under two 
leases with the Port at the Pier 31% and Pier 3 areas along the Embarcadero. 

Reporting Period: January 1, 2009, through December 31, 2011 

Rent Paid: $5,167,027 

Results: 

Hornblower overreported its gross revenues to the Port under both leases due to a lack of 
internal controls to ensure the accuracy of its gross receipts reporting, resulting in an 
overpayment of $25,599 in rent. During the audit period Hornblower reported $77,687,547 in 
gross revenues and paid $5, 167,027 in rent due to the Port. 

The responses of the Port and Hornblower are attached to this report. 

CSA appreciates the assistance and cooperation of Port and tenant staff during the audit. For 
questions about the report, please contact me at Tonia.Lediiu@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or 
CSA at 415-554-7469. 

{\ / 
Re~#ptfully, ./ 

r \'~\)_.,/' 
\ \ 
\ ). 

Tonia Le\:iiju 
'l 

Director of City Audits 

Attachment 

415-554-7500 City Ha!! • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466 



cc: Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 
Budget Analyst 
Citizens Audit Review Board 
City Attorney 
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Public Library 



KPMG LLP 
Suite 1400 
55 Second Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Performance Audit Report 

San Francisco Port Commission 
Port of San Francisco 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero 
San Francisco, California 94111 

President and Members: · 

We have completed a performance audit of the gross receipts and related percentage rent reported and paid 
or payable by Hornblower Yachts, Inc. (Tenant), to the Port of San Francisco (Port) for the period from 
January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2011. We also evaluated the Tenant's internal controls over the 
completeness, accuracy, and timeliness of reporting gross receipts and percentage rent to the Port. 

Objective and Scope 

The objective of this performance audit was to determine whether the Tenant was in substantial compliance 
with the reporting, payment, and other rent-related provisions of its lease #L-12175 with the City and 
County of San Francisco (City), operating through the San Francisco Port Commission (Port Commission). 
To meet the objective of our performance audit, we verified that gross receipts for the audit period were 
reported to the Port in accordance with the lease provisions, and that such amounts agreed with the 
Tenant's underlying accounting records; identified and reported the amount and cause of any significant 
error(s) (over or under) in reporting, together with the impact on rent paid or payable to the Port; and 
identified and reported any recommendations to improve record keeping and reporting processes of the 
Tenant relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions. 

The scope of our audit included the gross receipts and rents reported and paid or payable by the Tenant to 
the Port for the period from January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2011. 

This audit and the resulting report relates only to the gross receipts and rents reported by the Tenant, and 
does not extend to any other performance or financial audits of either the Port Commission or the Tenant 
taken as a whole. 

Methodology 

To meet the objective of our performance audit, we performed the following procedures: reviewed the 
applicable terms of the lease and the adequacy of the Tenant's procedures for collecting, recording, 
summarizing, and reporting its gross receipts and calculating its payments to the Port; judgmentally 
selected and tested samples of daily and monthly revenues; recalculated monthly rent due; and verified the 
accuracy and timeliness of reporting gross receipts and rent and submitting rent payments to the Port. 

KPMG LLP is a Delaware limited liability partnership, 
the U.S. member firm of KPMG International Cooperative 
("KPMG International"), a Swiss entity. 



We conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we plan 
and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
findings and recommendations based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and recommendations based on our audit objective. 

Tenant Background 

The Tenant entered into lease #L-12175 (Lease Agreement) effective January 1, 2001 for a 30-year term 
with the City, operating through the Port Commission, for the Pier 3 area along the Embarcadero. The 
Tenant operates tour and dining boats, and parking facilities. 

Rent consists of the following per the Lease Agreement: 

1. Monthly minimum rent of $16,816 in 2009, and.$17,255 in 2010 and 2011; and 

2. Percentage rents, which consist of the following components: 

a. Six percent ( 6%) of gross receipts from tour and dinner sailings, and special event parking; and 

b. Sixty-six percent (66%) of other parking revenues. 

Pursuant to the Lease Agreement, the Tenant is entitled to exclude certain amounts from gross receipts, and 
to deduct minimum annual rent from percentage rent payable. The Lease Agreement also allows the Tenant 
to take credits of up to 70% of percentage rent for expenditures of certain improvements incurred under 
lease #L-12501 (a lease for other properties between the Port and Tenant). 

The Tenant is required to submit monthly reports of gross receipts, percentage rent and monthly minimum 
rent, and allowable rent credits. 

Audit Results 

The following summarizes total rent due, and paid or payable, to the Port, and any underpayment and 
related late charges based on procedures perfonned and pursuant to the Lease Agreement as summarized 
above: 

Year ended December 31 
2009 2010 2011 Total 

Rent due to the Port: 
Minllnum rent $ 201,782 $ 203,986 $ 207,060 $ 612,828 
Pecentage rent 437,705 444,674 635,019 1,517,398 

Total rent due to the Port 639,487 648,660 842,079 2,130,226 

Less total rent paid or payable 
to the Port 645,282 660,624 845,558 2,151,464 

Overpayment of rent $ 5,795 $ 11,964 $ 3,479 $ 21,238 

Gross receipts and related percentage rent calculations are summarized in Appendix A. 
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Finding 1- Tenant Correctly Reported Tour and Dinner Sailings Gross Receipts, But Did Not 
Report All Parking Revenues 

Criteria 

Condition 

Cause 

Effect 

Section 5 .3(b) of the Lease Agreement specifies that the " ... Tenant shall pay to 
Port on a monthly basis during the Term, the percentages of gross receipts set 
forth below in this subsection 5.3(b) received for the applicable month, less the 
Base Rent due for such month, payable in accordance with this Section 5.3 (the 
"Percentage Rent") ... " 

Section 5 .3(b )(i) of the Lease Agreement establishes percentage rent for parking 
as " ... sixty-six percent (66%) of all gross receipts received for veµicular parking 
on the Premises, less City parking taxes due and payable for such parking Gross 
Receipts ... " 

Further, sections 2.39 and 5.4 of the Lease Agreement specify the rate and 
duration for which late charges are due, respectively. Section 2.39 of the lease 
defines a late charge as " ... a fee equivalent to one and one-half percent (1 ~%) of 
all Rent, or any portion thereof, which is due and unpaid for more than fifteen 
(15) days." Section 5 .4 of the Lease Agreement states in part that " ... a Late 
Charge will be paid by Tenant for each month that such Rent, or any portion 
thereof. .. " 

The Tenant did not include all vehicular parking receipts in gross receipts m 
February 2009, totaling $14,353. 

The cause for the underreporting of gross receipts and related percentage rents 
from the Tenant to the Port was inadequate internal controls over the prevention, 
detection, and correction of clinical errors in the preparation of monthly gross 
receipts for the Port. 

The Tenant did not comply with the lease provision to report all gross receipts 
received for vehicular parking on the Premises. The Tenant underreported 
$14,353 of total vehicular parking gross receipts, which included $2,871 in City 
parking taxes and $11,482 in vehicular parking gross receipts net of parking taxes 
during the three-year period ended December 31, 2011. The Tenant underpaid 
percentage rent by $7,578. 

We also calculated total late fees through January 2012 of $1,069, and late fees of 
$31 per month until all past due amounts are collected. 

Recommendation #1 We recommend that the Port require that the Tenant comply with the lease 
provision to report all gross receipts received for vehicular parking on the 
Premises and implement procedures to ensure that it properly reports gross 
receipts received for vehicular parking. 

Recommendation #2 We recommend that the Port collect $7,578 in percentage rent for the 
underreporting of gross receipts in the amount of $11,482 from February 2009. 
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Recommendation #3 We recommend that the Port collect $1,069 in late fees for the period from 
February 2009 through January 2012 resulting from underreporting of gross 
receipts and $31 per month until all past due amounts are collected. 

Finding 2 -Tenant Was Unable to Provide Requested Cash Reconciliations 

Criteria Section 5.3(c) of the Lease Agreement contains audit provisions that enable the 
Port to evaluate the completeness of reported gross receipts and related 
Percentage Rent and states in part: "Tenant agrees to make its books and records 
available to Port, or to any City auditor, or to any auditor or representative 
designated by Port (hereinafter collectively referred to as "Port Representative"), 
for the purpose of examining said books and records to determine the accuracy of 
Tenant's earnings from Tenant's business. Said books and records shall be kept 
for four (4) years and shall be maintained and/or made available in San Francisco 
to Port's representative for the purpose of auditing or re-auditing these accounts. 

" 

Condition The Tenant was able to provide only one of the six requested reconciliations of 
daily cash receipts to reported monthly gross receipts requested in August 2012. 
The Tenant was unable to make available the other reconciliations by the end of 
audit fieldwork in January 2013. The reconciliations are source documents used to 
support the monthly reports. 

Cause The cause was inadequate records management policies and procedures that do 
not allow the Tenant to retrieve requested records within a reasonable time frame 
of one month. 

Effect The Tenant did not comply with the lease prov1s1on to maintain and make 
available documents related to the Tenant's earnings to the auditors. In addition, 
the Tenant is unable to demonstrate a reconciliation of cash receipts to reported 
gross receipts, and therefore could have undetected misstatements of gross 
receipts and related percentage rent. 

Recommendation #4 We recommend that the Port require the Tenant to implement records 
management practices to comply with the lease provision to maintain its books 
and records to determine the accuracy of the Tenant's earnings from its business 
and to make the documents available to the Port's representative. 

4 



Finding 3 - Tenant Did Not Exclude All Tips and Gratuities 

Criteria 

Condition 

Cause 

Effect 

Section 5.3(a)(iii) of the Lease Agreement states in part: " ... The following items 
shall be excluded from Gross Receipts for the purposes of calculating the 
Percentage Rent: (i) returns and refunds; (ii) the amount of any sales tax, or 
similar tax or imposition, imposed on all sales or charges where such sales tax, 
similar tax or imposition is billed to the purchaser as a special item; (iii) meals 
and beverages served to employees of Tenant during the course of employment 
whether such meals or beverages are served with or without charge, or whether 
such meals and beverages are treated as meals and beverages sold for any other 
purpose; (iv) amounts paid by customers of Tenant which are passed through to 
providers of buses or entertainment; (v) gratuities or service charges received by 
Tenant from customers as a special item and paid to employees ofTenant ... " 

The Tenant did not exclude all gratuities or service charges received by Tenant 
from customers as a special item and paid to employees of Tenant in the amount 
of $480,272 when reporting gross receipts to the Port during the three-year period 
ended December 31, 2011. 

The overstatement of gross receipts also affected the allowable monthly credit of 
up to 70% for certain tenant expenditures. The total allowable credits during the 
years ended December 31, 2009 and 2010 did not change. However, the monthly 
credits were understated by a total of $2,412 from April through June 2010, and 
overstated by $2,412 for the month of July 2010. This $2,412 overstated credit, 
together with the overpaid percentage rent of $1,586 for July 2010, resulted in a 
net understatement of rent due to the Port of $ 826 for the month ended July 31, 
2010. Accordingly, late fees of$12 per month were incurred. 

The cause for the overreporting of gross receipts and related percentage rents from 
the Tenant to the Port was inadequate internal controls over the calculations of 
allowable exclusions from gross receipts. 

The Tenant overreported $480,272 in gross receipts during the three-year period 
ended December 31, 2011, and accordingly overpaid percentage rent by $28,816. 

In addition, late fees of $211 were calculated through December 31, 2011 for the 
month of July 2010, the one month in which net rent (after credits) was 
underreported by $826. · 

Recommendation #5 We recommend that the Port clarify with the Tenant the gratuities of service 
charge exclusions in calculating and reporting gross receipts to the Port. The Port 
should also issue a credit to the Tenant in the amount of the overpayment of 
$28,816 for the inclusion of gratuities or service charges of $480,272 in gross 
receipts. 

Recommendation #6 We recommend that the Port collect the $211 in late fees through December 31, 
2011 for July 2010's understatement of rent by $826, and $12 per month 
thereafter until paid. 

Recommendation #7 We recommend that the Port require that the Tenant implement procedures to 
ensure that the Tenant accurately calculates reportable gross receipts and related 
percentage rent as required by the lease provision. 
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Conclusion 

Based upon the performance audit procedures performed and the results obtained, we have met our audit 
objective. We conclude that, except as indicated above, the Tenant was in substantial compliance with the 
reporting, payment, and other rent-related provisions of its Lease Agreement with the Port. We did not 
identify any additional recommendations or findings to improve record keeping and reporting processes of 
the Tenant relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions other than the recommendations provided 
in the findings above. 

This performance audit did not constitute an audit of financial statements in accordance with Government 
Auditing Standards or U.S. generally accepted auditing standards. KPMG was not engaged to, and did not, 
render an opinion on the Tenant's internal controls over financial reporting or over the Tenant's financial 
management systems. 

This report is intended solely for management and members of the San Francisco Port Commission, the 
Board of Supervisors and management of the City and County of San Francisco, and management of 
Hornblower Yachts, Inc. and is not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these 
specified parties. 
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Appendix A 
HORNBLOWER YACHTS, INC. 

LEASE #L-12175 
Calculation of Percentage Rent 

For the years ended December 31, 2009-2011 

Year Ended December 31 
2009 2010 2011 Total 

Gross receipts subject to 6% 
percentage rent: 

Reported gross receipts, net of 
exclusions: 

Charter revenues $ 6,312,531 $ 6,503,119 $ 7,917,242 $ 20,732,892 
Parking-special events 79,092 70,520 54,360 203,972 

Gross receipts subject to 6% 
percentage rent before audit 
adjustments 6,391,623 6,573,639 7,971,602 20,936,864 

Audit adjustments, additional 
exclusions for gratuity {222,8822 {199,3982 {57,9922 {480,2722 

Gross receipts subject to 6% 
percentage rent after audit 
adjustments 6,168,741 6,374,241 7,913,610 20,456,592 

Gross receipts subject to 66% 
percentage rent: after exclusions: 

Vehicular parking 518,035 591,255 556,458 1,665,748 
Audit adjustments, underreported 

parking receipts 11,482 11,482 

Gross receipts subject to 66% 
percentage rent after audit 
adjustments 529,517 591,255 556,458 1,677,230 

Total gross receipts after 
audit adjustments $ 6,698,258 $ 6,965,496 $ 8,470,068 $ 22,133,822 

Percentage rent: 
Gross receipts subject to 6% 
percentage rent: $ 6,168,741 $ 6,374,241 $ 7,913,610 $ 20,456,592 

Times rent percentage 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 

Percentage rent on gross receipts 
subject to 6% percentage rent 370,124 382,454 474,817 $ 1,227,395 

Gross receipts subject to 66% 
percentage rent 529,517 591,255 556,458 1,677,230 

Times rent percentage 66.00% 66.00% 66.00% 

Percentage rent on gross receipts 
subject to 66% percentage rent 349,481 390,228 367,262 1,106,971 

Total percentage rent before 
adjustments 719,605 772,682 842,079 2,334,366 

Allowable adjustments: 
Minimum rent (201,782) (203,986) (207,060) (612,828) 
Rent credits of up to 70% in 
specific months {80,1182 {124,022) {204,1402 

Percentage rent due to the 
Port of San Francisco $ 437,705 $ 444,674 $ 635,019 $ 1,517,398 
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H.ORNBLOWEK 

CRUISES&. EVENTS 

Hornblower Yachts Lease #L-12175, Pier 3 1/7/2014 

Response to Finding 1-Tenant Did Not Report All Parking Revenue 

Disputed Interpretation 

• HornbiOwer has paid the percentage of gross receipts received for veh1cular parking at Pier 3 

under protest, because it disagrees with the Port's interpretation of Section 5.3(b)(i) of 1ts lease 

with the Port. In responding to this audit, Hornblower continues to disagree with that 

interpretation, and reserves all rights to challenge the Port's interpretation, improper collection 

of funds under that interpretation, and to seek a refund of all amounts paid in excess of the 

correct amount. 

• Of the alleged $14,353 under reported parking gross receipts, $2,871 was in fact paid to the City 

of San Francisco on 04/26/2009, see attached "A"~ While parking was understated on the San 

Francisco Port Report ($39, 753), is was not on the Pier 3 parking tax calculation ($54,106.00) 

and the payment was made in full. 

• The remaining $11,482 can be attributed to a calculation error that was not caught during 

review by our previous Controller. 

• To our knowledge this is the first instance of a calculation error made on this line item and we 

have adopted the procedure of having one individual perform the calculations and another to 

review it prior to submission. We also added YTD figures to act as a double check in case one 

month is off. 

Response to Fi iding 2 - Tenant was Unable to Provide Requested Cash Reconciliation 

• During the audit period, the corporate offices had an initiative to move archived records out of 

the main office and into a secondary storage unit in order to accommodate office space needs 

for the business. This store unit was moved to accommodate some Pier 3 construction and 

during this process some of the AR files were misplaced. Because this was a one-time event, 

there is no concern at this time of a repeat of this problem. We also have a legacy system as a 

backup on an as needed basis. 

att Warner 
Controller 

--·~-----/ -·----. 

1. Attachment "A" referred to above is on file with KPMG and is not attached to this report. 
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January 27, 2014 

Tonia Lediju, Director of City Audits 
Office of the Controller 
City and County of San Francisco 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 477 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

sAN FRANCISCO 

Re: Tenant Performance Audit- L-12175 with Hornblower Yachts 

Dear Ms. Lediju: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft performance audit report prepared by KPMG 
LLP covering Port lease no. L-12175 with Hornblower Yachts, Inc. Based on the report details 
provided by KPMG, Port management accepted the report. 

Enclosed is the City's standard Recommendations and Responses form. The Port has taken into 
consideration tenant responses, which include a commitment to implement corrective actions. 
The Port will follow up, as necessary, to ensure that the performance audit findings and 
associated recommendations are adequately addressed. 

Smcere~~ 

~ynolds 
Director of Real Estate 

Enclosure 

Cc: Nancy Rose, KPMG LLP 
Elaine Forbes, Director of Finance and Administration 

•:: • !.~ ;';.1i: • 

TEL 415 274 0400 TTY 415 274 0587 ADDRESS Pier 1 



PORT COMMISSION: PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF HORNBLOWER YACHTS, INC. {L-12175) 

For each recommendation, indicate whether the department concurs, does not concur, or partially concurs. If the department concurs with the 
recommendation, please indicate the expected implementation date and implementation plan. If the department does not concur or partially concurs, 
please provide an explanation and an alternate plan of action to address the identified issue. 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESPONSES 

Recommendation Responsible 
Response Agency 

1. We recommend that the Port require that Port Concur. Tenant response indicates that it has already implemented 
the Tenant comply with the lease provision procedures to ensure more complete and accurate reporting of these 
to report all Gross Receipts received for gross receipts. No additional follow-up action is deemed necessary at 
vehicular parking on the Premises and this time. Improvement and compliance will be verified by a subsequent 
implement procedures to ensure that it lease performance audit. 
properly reports gross receipts received for 
vehicular parking. 

2. We recommend that the Port collect Port Concur. Based on the details provided in Finding 1, the Port will invoice 
$7,578 in percentage rent for the under Tenant for the under-payment of rent within 30 days from issuance of the 
reporting of Gross Receipts in the amount final report. 
of $11,482 from February of2009. 

3. We recommend that the Port collect Port Concur. The Port will invoice Tenant for the indicated late fees within 30 
$1,069 in late fees for the period from days from issuance of the final report. 
February 2009 through January 2012 ' 
resulting from under reporting of Gross 
Receipts and $31 per month until all past 
due amounts are collected. 



PORT COMMISSION: PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF HORNBLOWER YACHTS, INC. (L-12175) 

Recommendation 
Responsible Response 

Agency 

4. We recommend that the Port require the Port Concur. The Port will remind the Tenant in writing of its records 
Tenant to implement records management management obligation under the lease, to maintain records and to make 
practices to comply with the lease such records available for audit. 
provision to maintain its books and records Tenant response indicates that certain records, in storage, were 
to determine the accuracy of Tenant's misplaced in the course of relocating archived files to accommodate 
earnings from its business and to make the construction activities. Tenant expects to be able to retrieve records for 
documents available to the Port's future audits. 
representative. 

5. We recommend that the Port clarify with Port Concur. Based on the details provided in Finding 3, the Port will issue a 
the Tenant the gratuities of service charge $28,816 credit to the Tenant within 30 days from issuance of the final 
exclusions in calculating and reporting report. 
Gross Receipts to the Port. The Port should 
also issue a credit to the Tenant in the 
amount of the overpayment of $28,816 for 
the inclusion of gratuities or service 
charges of $480,272 in Gross Receipts. 

6. We recommend that the Port collect the Port Concur. The Port will invoice Tenant for the indicated late fees within 30 
$211 in late fees through December 31, days from issuance of the final report. 
2011 for July 2010's understatement of 
rent by $826, and $12 per month thereafter 
until paid. 

7. We recommend that the Port require that Port Concur. Tenant did not dispute Finding 3 concerning gratuities or 
the Tenant implement procedures ensure service charges received and paid to employees. The Port will request 
that the Tenant accurately calculates written confirmation from the Tenant that it has implemented procedures 
reportable gross receipts and related to accurately calculate reportable gross receipts and associated 
percentage rent as required by the lease percentage rents, including its specific understanding of the allowable 
provision. exclusion from Gross ReGeipts for gratuities or service charges received 

from customers as a special item and paid to employees of the Tenant. 



KPMG LLP 
Suite 1400 
55 Second Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Performance Audit Report 

San Francisco Port Commission 
Port of San Francisco 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

President and Members: 

We have completed a performance audit of the gross receipts and related percentage rent reported and paid 
or payable by Hombiower Yachts, Inc. (Tenant), to the Port of San Francisco (Port) for the period from 
January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2011. We also evaluated the Tenant's internal controls over the 
completeness, accuracy, and timeliness ofreporting gross receipts and percentage rent to the Port. 

Objective and Scope 

The objective of this performance audit was to determine whether the Tenant was in substantial 
compliance with the reporting, payment, and other rent-related provisions of its lease #L-12501 with the 
City and County of San Francisco (City), operating through the San Francisco Port Commission (Port 
Commission). To meet the objective of our performance audit, we verified that gross receipts for the audit 
period were reported to the Port in accordance with the lease provisions, and that such amounts agreed with 
the Tenant's underlying accounting records; identified and reported the amount and cause of any 
significant error(s) (over or under) in reporting, together with the impact on rent paid or payable to the 
Port; and identified and reported any recommendations to improve record keeping and reporting processes 
of the Tenant relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions. 

The scope of our audit included the gross receipts and rents reported and paid or payable by the Tenant to 
the Port for the period from January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2011. 

This audit and the resulting report relates only to the gross receipts and rents reported by the Tenant, and 
does not extend to any other performance or financial audits of either the Port Commission or the Tenant 
taken as a whole. 

Methodology 

To meet the objective of our performance audit, we performed the following procedures: reviewed the 
applicable tenns of the lease and the adequacy of the Tenant's procedures for collecting, recording, 
summarizing, and reporting its gross receipts and calculating its payments to the Port; judgmentally 
selected and tested samples of daily and monthly revenues; recalculated monthly rent due; and verified the 
accuracy and timeliness of reporting gross receipts and rent and submitting rent payments to the Port. 

KPMG LLP is a Delaware limited liability partnership, 
the U.S. member firm of KPMG International Cooperative 
("KPMG International"), a Swiss entity. 



We conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we plan 
and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provid~ a reasonable basis for our 
findings and recommendations based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and recommendations based on our audit objective. 

Tenant Background 

The Tenant entered into lease #L-12501 (Lease Agreement) effective November 1, 1997 for a 17-year term 
with the City, operating through the Port Commission, for the Pier 31 Yz area along the Embarcadero. The 
Tenant operates tour and dining boats, and parking facilities under the Lease Agreement. 

Rent consists of the following per the Lease Agreement: 

1. Monthly minimum rent of $2,904 from January 2009 to October 2009, $2,907 from November 2009 
to October 2010, and $2,934 from November 2010 to December 2011; and 

2. Percentage rents, which consist of the following components: 

a. Sixty-six percent (66%) of Gross Receipts received for vehicular parking on the Premises; 

b. Ten percent (10%) of Gross Receipts for fees, mark-ups, or commissions on ticket sales made on 
the Premises for vehicular or vessel excursions not operated by Tenant and not originating from 
the Premises; and 

c. Six percent ( 6%) of other Gross Receipts generated on the Premises. 

The Tenant is entitled to exclude certain amounts from gross receipts, and to deduct minimum annual rent 
from percentage rent payable. The Tenant also has lease #L-12175 with the Port for other Port properties. 
Lease #L-12175 allows the Tenant to take credits of up to 70% of percentage rent for expenditures of 
certain improvements incurred under lease #L-12175, plus expenditures for certain improvements incurred 
under the Lease Agreement. Unused credits can be carried forward and used in subsequent months. 

The Tenant is required to submit monthly reports to the Port of gross receipts, percentage rent and monthly 
minimum rent, and allowable rent credits. 
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Audit Results 

The following summarizes total rent due, and paid or payable, to the Port, and any underpayment and 
related late charges based on procedures performed and pursuant to the Lease Agreement as summarized 
above: 

Year ended December 31 
2009 2010 2011 Total 

Rent due to the Port: 
Minimum rent $ 34,860 $ 34,889 $ 35,047 $ 104,796 
Percentage rent 893,696 884,771 1,125,084 2,903,551 

Total rent due to the Port 928,556 919,660 1,160,131 3,008,347 

Total rent paid or payable to 
the Port 925,556 929,876 1,160,131 3,015,563 

Overpayment 
(underpayment) ofrent $ (3,000) $ 10,216 $ $ 7,216 

Gross receipts and related percentage rent calculations are summarized in Appendix A. 

Finding 1 - Tenant Did Not Report Gross Receipts Accurately 

Criteria Section 5.3(b) of the lease specifies that the " ... Tenant shall pay to Port on a 
monthly basis during the Term, the percentages of Gross Receipts set forth below 
in this subsection 5.3(b) received for the applicable month, less the Base Rent due 
for such month, payable in accordance with this Section 5.3 (the "Percentage 
Rent") ... " 

Section 5.3(b)(iv) establishes percentage rent for other gross receipts as " ... six 
percent ( 6%) of all other Gross Receipts generated on the Premises (and the Pier 3 
Office Space, if applicable), on-board Tenant's vessels berthed at the Premises 
(whether occurring while at berth or during an excursion originating or landing at 
the Premises), or generated from Casual Landings, including, without limitation, 
Gross Receipts generated from boat rentals, ticket sales for Tenant's excursions 
and events originating or ending at the Port of San Francisco (and expressly 
excluding ticket sales for excursions not originating or ending at the Port of San 
Francisco), retail sales on the Premises (and the Pier 3 Office Space, if 
applicable), sales ·for food, beverages, photo services and on-board retail 
merchandise." 

Sections 2.20 and 5.4 of the lease specify the rate and duration for which late 
charges are due, respectively. Section 2.20 of the lease defines a late charge as 
" ... a fee equivalent to one and one-half percent (l 'li%) of all Rent, or any portion 
thereof, which is due and unpaid for more than fifteen (15) days." Section 5.4 of 
the lease states in part that " ... a Late Charge will be paid by Tenant for each 
month that such Rent, or any portion thereof. .. " 
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Condition 

Cause 

Effect 

The Tenant under reported gross receipts in January 2009 by $50,000, which 
resulted in underpayment of rent of $3,000. The Tenant over reported gross 
receipts in August 2010, September 2010, and October 2010 totaling $166,924, 
which resulted in the gross over payment of rent by $10,216. 

The cause for the incorrect reporting of gross receipts and incorrect calculation of 
percentage rent due to the Port was inadequate Tenant internal controls over the 
prevention, detection, and correction of clerical errors in the preparation of 
monthly gross receipts reports for the Port. 

The Tenant underreported gross receipts by $50,000 and overreported gross 
receipts by $166,924, which resulted in the net overreporting of percentage rent of 
$7,216 for the three-year period ending December 31, 2011; $7,014 resulting from 
inaccurate reporting of gross receipts and $202 due to miscalculation of 
percentage rent, which will be discussed in Finding #2. 

In addition, we calculated late charges at 1.50% per month for the January 2009 
underpayment of rent. The calculated late charges amounted to $1,575 for 
underpayment of rent for January 2009. 

Appendix B summarizes the misstatements of gross receipts and related 
percentage rent. 

Recommendation # 1 We recommend the Port require that the Tenant implement procedures to ensure 
. that it properly reports gross receipts as required by the lease provisions. 

Recommendation #2 We recommend that the Port collect $1,575 in late charges due from the Tenant 
for January 2009. 

Recommendation #3 We recommend that the Port issue a credit to the Tenant in the amount of $7,216 
for the net overreporting of percentage rent from January 1, 2009 to December 3 1, 
2011. 

Finding 2 - Tenant Did Not Calculate Percentage Rent Accurately 

Criteria 

Condition 

Cause 

Section 5.3 of the lease specifies that the Tenant shall pay percentage rent of 6% 
percent of other gross receipts (net of allowable exclusions and credits). 

The Tenant incorrectly calculated percentage rent on its reported gross receipts in 
10 of the 12 months in 2009 and in 2 of the 12 months in 2010. The Tenant 
adjusted its rent paid by deducting from rent due or making additional rent 
payments, respectively, to the Port in August 2009 and November 2010, to correct 
the over and underreporting of gross receipts, respectively. 

The cause for the incorrect calculation of percentage rent due to the Port was 
inadequate Tenant internal controls over the prevention, detection, and correction 
of clerical errors in the presentation of monthly gross receipts reports for the Port. 
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Effect The Tenant, after adjusting its rent paid to the Port, through additional payments, 
overpaid the Port by $202 during the three-year period ended December 31, 2011. 

As the Tenant did not review the gross receipts calculations, the Port has little 
assurance that the Tenant accurately reported gross revenues and paid correct 
percentage rent as required by the lease provision. 

This $202 overpayment is included in the $7,216 credit adjustment noted in 
Recommendation #3. 

Recommendation #4 We recommend that the Port require that the Tenant implement procedures to 
ensure that the Tenant accurately calculates the percentage rent paid to the Port. 

Finding 3 -Tenant Was Unable to Provide Requested Cash Reconciliations 

Criteria Section 5.3(c) of the lease contains audit provisions that enable the Port to 
evaluate the completeness of reported Gross Receipts and related Percentage Rent 
and states in part: "Tenant agrees to make its books and records available to Port, 
or to any City auditor, or to any auditor or representative designated by Port 
(hereinafter collectively referred to as "Port Representative"), for the purpose of 
examining said books and records to determine the accuracy of Tenant's earnings 
from Tenant's business. Said books and records shall be kept for four (4) years 
and shall be maintained and/or made available in San Francisco to Port's 
representative for the purpose of auditing or re-auditing these accounts .... " 

Condition The Tenant was able to provide only one of the six requested reconciliations of 
daily cash receipts to reported monthly gross receipts requested in August 2012. 
The Tenant was unable to make available other reconciliations by the end of audit 
fieldwork in January 2013. The reconciliations are source documents used to 
support the monthly reports. 

Cause The cause was inadequate records management policies and procedures that do 
not allow the Tenant to retrieve requested records within a reasonable time frame 
of one month. 

Effect The Tenant did not comply with the lease prov1s10n to maintain and make 
available documents related to the Tenant's earnings to the auditors. In addition, 
the Tenant is unable to demonstrate a reconciliation of cash receipts to reported 
gross receipts, and therefore could have undetected misstatements of gross 
receipts and related percentage rent. 

Recommendation #5 We recommend that the Port require the Tenant to implement records 
management practices to comply with the leas~ provision to maintain its books 
and records to determine the accuracy of the Tenant's earnings from its business 
and to make the documents available to the Port's representative. 
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Conclusion 

Based upon the performance audit procedures performed and the results obtained, we have met our audit 
objective. We conclude that, except as indicated above, the Tenant was in substantial compliance with the 
reporting, payment, and other rent-related provisions of its Lease Agreement with the Port. We did not 
identify any additional recommendations or findings to improve record keeping and reporting processes of 
the Tenant relative to its ability to comply with lease provisions other than the recommendation provided in 
the three findings reported above. 

This performance audit did not constitute an audit of financial statements in accordance with Government 
Auditing Standards or U.S. generally accepted auditing standards. KPMG was not engaged to, and did not, 
render an opinion on the Tenant's internal controls over financial reporting or over the Tenant's financial 
management systems. 

This report is intended solely for management and members of the San Francisco Port Commission, the 
Board of Supervisors and management of the City and County of San Francisco, and management of 
Hornblower Yachts, Inc. and is not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these 
specified parties. 

January 7, 2014 
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Appendix A 

HORNBLOWER YACHTS, INC. 
LEASE #L-12501 

Calculation of Percentage Rent 

For the years ended December 31, 2009-2011 

Year ended December 31 
2009 2010 2011 Total 

Percentage rent due to the Port: 
Gross receipts subject to 
6% percentage rent: 

As reported $ 17,892,217 $ 19,639,879 $ 19,335,511 $ 56,867,607 

Audit adjustments1 50,000 (166,924) (116,924) 

Gross receipts subject to 
6% percentage rent, 17,942,217 19,472,955 19,335,511 56,750,683 

Time rent percentage 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 

Percentage rent 
before adjustments 1,076,533 1,168,377 1,160,131 3,405,041 

Adjustments to percentage rent: 
Minimum rent (34,860) (34,889) (35,047) (104,796) 
Rent credits of up 
to 70% per month (147,978) (248,716) (396,694) 

Total adjustments from 
percentage rent (182,838) (283,605) (35,047) (501,490) 

Percentage rent due to the Port $ 893,695 $ 884,772 $ 1,125,084 $ 2,903,551 

1 See Appendix B for a summary of audit adjustments. 

7 



AppendixB 

HORNBLOWER YACHTS, INC. 

Calculation of Audit Adjustments 

For the years ended December 31, 2009-2011 

Overreported 
(Underreported) 

Gross Recei~ts Related Percentage Rent Gross Late 
Month As Reported As Audited As Reported As Audited Receipts Rent Charges 

Incorrect reporting of 
gross receipts: 

January 2009 $ 899,181 $ 949,181 $ 53,951 $ 56,951 $ (50,000) $ (3,000) $ (1,575) 
August 2010 2,293,904 2,291,078 137,634 137,465 2,826 169 
September 2010 2,116,888 2,072,402 127,013 124,344 44,486 2,669 
October 2010 1,907,708 1,788,096 114,462 107,286 119,612 7,176 

Total incorrect reporting 
of gross receipts $ 7,217,681 $ 7,100,757 $ 433,060 $ 426,046 $ 116,924 $ 7,014 $ (1,575) 
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CRUISES & EVENTS 

Hornblower Yachts Lease #L-12501, Pier 31 ~ 1/7/2014 

Response to Finding 1-Tenant Did Not Report Gross Receipts Accurately 

• Of the 3 months mentioned-

o January 2009 - $50,000 underreported. The Company has adopted the procedure of 

having ohe individual perform the calculation, using historic payment information as 

reference, and having a secondary individual review it for accuracy. We have also added 

a YTD check in case one month becomes off. 

Response to Finding 2 -

• We believe the finding is immaterial 

Response to Finding 3 -Tenant Was Unable to Provide Requested Cash Reconciliation 

• During the audit period, the corporate offices had an initiative to move archived records out of 

the f!l< in office and into a secondary storage unit in order to accommodate office space needs 

for the business. This store unit was moved to accommodate some Pier 3 construction and 

during this process some of the AR files were misplaced. Because this was a one-time event 

there is no concern at this time of a repeat of this problem. We also have a legacy system as a 

backup on an as needed basis. 

Matt Warner 

Controller 
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January 27, 2014 

Tonia Lediju, Director of City Audits 
Office of the Controller 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 477 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Re: Tenant Performance Audit-L-12501 with Hornblower Yachts 

Dear Ms. Lediju: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft performance audit report prepared by KPMG 
LLP covering Port lease no. L-12501 with Hornblower Yachts, Inc. Based on the report details 
provided by KPMG, Port management accepted the report. 

Enclosed is the City's standard Recommendations and Responses form. The Port has taken into 
consideration tenant responses, which include a commitment to implement corrective actions. 
The Port will follow up, as necessary, to ensure that the· performance audit findings and 
associated recommendations are adequately addressed. 

smcerel~~ 

a~~olds 
Director of Real Estate 

Enclosure 

Cc: Nancy Rose, KPMG LLP 
Elaine Forbes, Director of Finance and Administration 

•;:_ a .:.~ .W:!.L • 

TEL 415 274 0400 TTY 415 274 0587 ADDRESS Pier 1 



PORT COMMISSION: PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF HORNBLOWER YACHTS, INC. (L-12501) 

For each recommendation, indicate whether the department concurs, does not concur, or partially concurs. If the department concurs with the 
recommendation, please indicate the expected implementation date and implementation plan. If the department does not concur or partially concurs, 
please provide an explanation and an alternate plan of action to address the identified issue. 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESPONSES 

.· 

Recommendation 
Responsible 

Response 
Agency 

1. We recommend the Port require that the Port Concur. Tenant response indicates that it has already implemented 
Tenant implement procedures to ensure procedural changes to ensure more complete and accurate reporting of 
that it properly reports gross receipts as gross receipts and calculation of percentage rents due to the Port. No 
required by the lease provisions. additional follow-up action is deemed necessary at this time. 

Improvement and compliance will be verified by a subsequent lease 
performance audit. 

2. We recommend that the Port collect Port Concur. The Port will invoice Tenant within 30 days from issuance of 
$1,575 in late charges due from the Tenant the final report the late charges due (for the underpayment of January 
for January 2009. 2009 rent). 

3. We recommend that the Port issue a credit Port Concur. Based on the details provided in Finding 1, the Port will issue a 
to the Tenant in the amount of $7,216 for net credit of $7,216 to the Tenant within 30 days from issuance of the 
the net over reporting of percentage rent final report. 
from January 1, 2009 to December 31, 
2011. 



PORT COMMISSION: PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF HORNBLOWER YACHTS, INC. (L-12501) 

Recommendation 
Responsible Response Agency 

4. We recommend that the Port require that Port Concur. The review procedure that the Tenant indicated in its response 
the Tenant implement procedures to ensure to Finding 1 should suffice for addressing the calculation errors noted in 
that the Tenant accurately calculates the Finding. No additional follow-up action is deemed necessary at this time. 
percentage rent paid to the Port. Improvement and compliance will be verified by a subsequent lease 

performance audit. 

5. We recommend that the Port require the Port Concur. The Port will remind the Tenant in writing of its records 
Tenant to implement records management management obligation under the lease, to maintain records and to make 
practices to comply with the lease such records available for audit. 
provision to maintain its books and records Tenant response indicates that certain records, in storage, were 
to determine the accuracy of the Tenant's misplaced in the course of relocating archived files to accommodate 
earnings from its business and to make the construction activities. Tenant expects to be able to retrieve records for 
documents available to the Port's future audits. 
representative. 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: The underpass of Geary, at Fillmore ... actually connects the areas of Fillmore, on ... 

-----Original Message-----
From: john barry [mailto:iackbarry99@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2014 9:27 PM 
To: jwildermuth@sfchronicle.com 
Cc: Paul Kozak; Board of Supervisors 
Subject: The underpass of Geary, at Fillmore ... actually connects the areas of Fillmore, on ... 

both sides fo Geary. 

Picture having to walk across all the traffic of Geary, if it was all moing on the same level 
as was Fillmore Street. 

The "split grade level of Geary, as it drops under Masonic ... is not considered a bad deal 
by those who want to cross over Geary, on Masonic ... 

The Traffic engineers of DPW, back when they lowered Geary at Fillmore and at Masonic, did 
it so that Geary would not separate the two halves of Masonic and Geary ... 

.. the way 19th Ave is like a High Speed Railroad cutting the Sunset into an Inner and a 
Central sector. 

Filling in the two Geary Underpasses is nuts .... and a cockeyed scheme to choke car traffiic 
to death. An absolute conspiracy of the "Anti-Car Crows". 

john barry in the Sunset 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 

January 24, 2014 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife has initiated a status review of 

the Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2074.6, and is 
providing this notice pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2074.4 to solicit data and comments on the petitioned 
action from interested and affected parties. 

The Department has initiated status review following related action by the Fish and Game Commission. 
Having provided notice, the Townsend's big-eared bat is now a candidate species under the California Endangered 
Species Act (Cal. Reg. Notice Reg. 2013, No. 52-Z, page 2092; see also Fish & G. Code, §§ 2074.2, 2085). 

The Department has 12 months to review the petition, evaluate the available information, and report back to 
the Commission whether or not the petitioned action is warranted (Fish & G. Code, § 2074.6). The Department's 
recommendation must be based on the best scientific information available to the Department. 

Therefore, NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that anyone with data or comments on the taxonomic status, ecology, 
biology, life history, management recommendations, distribution, abundance, threats, habitat that may be essential 
for the species, or other factors related to the status of the above species, is hereby requested to provide such data or 
comments to: 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Nongame Wildlife Program 
Attn: Scott Osborn 
1812 9th Street 

Sacramento, California 95811 

Please submit two hard copies and a digital/electronic copy if submitting by surface mail. 
Comments may also be sent via email to: wildlifemgt@wildlife.ca.gov. If submitting by email, please include 
"Townsend's big-eared bat" in the subject heading. 

Responses and information received by May 1, 2014 will be evaluated for possible incorporation in the 
Department's final report to the Fish and Game Commission. The Department's written report will indicate, based on 
the best scientific information available, whether the Department concludes that the petitioned action is warranted or 
not warranted. Receipt of the report will be placed on the agenda for the next available meeting of the Commission 
after delivery. The report will be made available to the public at that time. Following receipt of the Department's 
report, the Commission will allow a 30-day public comment period prior to taking any action on the Department's 

recommendation. 

If you have any questions, please contact Scott Osborn at (916) 324-3564 or the Department via email at 
wildlifemgt@wildlife.ca.gov or at the address above. 

As a candidate species, the Townsend's big-eared bat receives the same legal protection afforded to an endangered or 
threatened species (Fish & G. Code,§ 2085). Research on Townsend's big-eared bat requires appropriate permits 
issued pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081(a). Interested ·researchers should contact Esther Burkett at 
Esther.Burkett@wildlife.ca.gov for more information. Detection data on Townsend's big-eared bat should be sent to 
the California Natural Diversity Database. Information on submitting such data may be found at: 

http://www.dfg.ca .gov /biogeodata/ cnddb/. 



President, Board of Supervisors 
District 3 

City and County of San Francisco 
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February 7, 2014 

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

Dear Madam Clerk, 
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Pursuant to Charter Section 4.121, I hereby appoint the following individuals to serve on 
the Building Inspection Commission for terms ending on December 19, 2015: 

• Debra Walker, a residential tenant; 
• Warren Mar, a residential landlord; and 
• Myrna Melgar, a member of the general public. 

Their applications have been provided separately to your office. 

Sincerely, 

v~t4-· 
David Chiu 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-7450 
Fax (415) 554-7454 • TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: David.Chiu@sfgov.org ® 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Intolerance is alive and well in SF 

-----Original Message-----
From: Sandra Mangold [mailto:mangold1947@icloud.com] 
Sent: Saturday, February 08, 2014 12:34 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Intolerance is alive and well in SF 

The supervisors are quilty of the worst sort of intolerance. They use their government might 
to condemn and take steps to stifle any viewpoint that does not fit their liberal philosophy. 
Christian don't hate persons who choose abortion or homosexuality. But the sadly misguided 
supervisors telegraph their hatred and intolerance in the resolutions aimed at pro life 
groups and others. A reading of the hedonistic days of early San Francisco reminds that not 
much has changed. 
A native San Franciscan 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: Crack Pipes 

From: James Robinson [mailto:robbiejl69@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2014 2:09 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Crack Pipes 

I need someone to explain to me what a crack pipe has to do with the transmission of HIV. If crack 
smokers are more likely tp engage in unprotected sex, why give them a pipe? I cannot see any health 
benefits. Thank you Robbie 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: WHY WERE RECORDS OF MY FORMAL COMPLAINTS DELETED? 

From: entreprenessa@qmail.com [mailto:entreprenessa@gmail.com] On Behalf Of v.m.hales 
Sent: Sunday, February 09, 2014 5:48 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: WHY WERE RECORDS OF MY FORMAL COMPLAINTS DELETED? 

February 9th 2014 

To whom it may concern, 

I was a resident of San Francisco from 2006 through 2011 and had dual residency in St. Helena, CA. 

Why did the City of San Francisco delete and remove any records of my requests and complaints? 

Why was I refused emergency medical treatment? 

Why did St. Helena, CA also delete my complaints as a citizen? 

Why is the bay area this corrupt? 

What is going on? 

vanessa monique hales 

vmhales@gmail.com 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: Steate of Georgia Vs Uber 
138749.pdf; ATT00001.txt 

-----Original Message-----
From: David K [mailto:david khan415@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2014 11:28 AM 
To: Robert Mason; Boomer, Roberta; Lee, Mayor; Board of Supervisors; Hayashi, Christiane; 
City attorney 
Cc: Trevor Johnson; Christopher Fulkerson; Douglas O'connor; John Han; Ed Healy; Mark 
Gruberg; AvalosStaff 
Subject: Steate of Georgia Vs Uber 

It is a great news that Georgia has the people really care about public safety and protecting 
the constitutional rights compare to California that corruption, negligence and anti public 
safety officials running the decision making bodies. 
It is the right way to have the law to preserve the Rule of Law and Georgia is a great 
example to look up. 
San Francisco and California is the role model to the world that corruption is "here". 
We all need to wake up and do the right things. 

http://www.legis.ga.gov/Legislation/20132014/138749.pdf 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: How other see us 
photo.JPG; ATT00001.txt 

-----Original Message-----
From: David K [mailto:david khan415@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, February 08, 2014 3:18 PM 
To: Hayashi, Christiane; Ed Healy; Trevor Johnson; Mark Gruberg; John Han; Board of 
Supervisors; Boomer, Roberta; Carl Macmundo 
Cc: Tariq Mahmood; Barry Korengold; Peter Kirby; Peter Witt; Myo Khine; Aye Myint; Sai 668 
Subject: How other see us 

I was at the scene of the accident on Hyde and N Point on Feb 6th. The cab was hit by a 
buzzed driver and injuries involved. The passenger had some cut wound on her leg and there 
were 4 paramedics attending her while the driver was sitting near the stairwell disoriented. 
While I was asking the driver a few things he might remember, the driver complaint about pain 
on the left side of his head and started to shivers and needed to set him down. 
I asked the paramedics to help, the person said"He is acting. I spoke to him earlier and he 
was ok." It was adrenaline that he seems fine and after he calmed down it happens. But as for 
a taxi driver, its "He is acting" and if someone else, what will they say? This is not the 
first time i have notice that stereotyping and discriminatory towards the cab drivers. 
This is a serious issue we need to get into consideration. 
A Burmese cab driver had accident with a red light running bicyclist and the ruling came out 
as the cab driver's fault even with the video evidence. Seems like the law in US applies 
depend on who and what the person's backgrounds is. 
I would urge the City and the SFMTA to have a body or a commission to represent the taxi 
driver's right and promote the equality as everyone. Their voices had never been heard and 
needed to be seen and heard. 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: cmac906@yahoo.com has shared something with you 

-----Original Message-----
From: Carl Macmurdo [mailto:cmac906@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2014 11:39 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors; MTABoard@SFMTA.com 
Subject: Fw: cmac906@yahoo.com has shared something with you 

Dear regulators: 

Chicago taxi interests have now sued the city itself for allowing rogue transporters 
(known as Transportation Network Companies here in California) to operate in a manner which 
allegedly unlawfully discriminates against certain groups, including the disabled community 
and also relatively economically disenfranchised citizens. To be certain, here in San 
Francisco the taxi economy is under great duress. The proliferation of TNC's also directly 
threatens the viability of the Medallion Sales Program, under which sfmta otherwise 
anticipates nearly $300 million in revenue during the next decade. 

Linked below is a current Chicago news clip including a brief newspaper article and a 
three-minute video, which concludes with the news anchor's mention that taxi medallions in 
Chicago currently sell for $380,000. 

I am aware that Supervisor Mar is scheduling a hearing soon regarding TNC operation in San 
Francisco. I suggest it is in your best interest to strongly support·the legitimate taxi 
industry going forward. Thanks for your consideration. 

Carl Macmurdo 
SF taxi Medallion Holders Association 

http://chicago.cbslocal.com/2014/02/06/cabbies-sue-city-over-lack-of-regulation-for-ride
sharing-services/#.UvRie7sgKfo.email 
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DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS 
City and County of San Francisco 

www.sfelecti.ons.org 

CERTIFIED MAIL: 7001 l940 0001 0678 3603 

February 6, 2014 

Kevin Yee 
77 Van Ness Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

JOHN.ARNTZ 
Di.rector 

Re: CERTIFICATION FOR THE "Voter Approval for Waterfront Development Height 
Incre~ses" JNITIATIVE PETITION 

Dear Mr. Kevin Yee, 

As provided in California Elections Code, Chapter 2, Article 1, Section 9115 (a), a random sample 
of 631 signatures (of the total 21,045 submitted) for the Voter Approval for Waterfront Development 
Height Increases established that the number of valid signatures ofregistered San Francisco voters 
was sufficient for the ll,ritiative to qualify for the next regularly scheduled election. 

Based on this statistical sampling, the total number of valid signatures submitted on this petition was 
determined to be greater than the 9,702 signatures required for qualification. 

I hereby certify that the Voter Approval for Waterfront Development Height Increases qualifies for 
the next general, municipal, or statewide election in the City and County of San Francisco occurring 
at any time after 90 days from the date of this certification of sufficiency. 

If you should have any questions, please-contact me at (415) 554~5665. 

Sincerely, 

John Arntz 
Director of Elections 

~~~ 
Deborah Brown 
Voter Services Manager 

cc: Honorable Edwin Lee; Mayor 
John Arntz, Pirector of Elections 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Dennis Herrera, City Attorney 

Voice (415) 5544375 Fax (415) 554-4372 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Phce, Room. 48 
San.Francisco CA 941024634 TTY (415) 554-4386 ---....... 
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DEPARTMENT OF ELECTION$ 
City and County of San Francisco 

www.sfelections.org 

HAND DELIVERED 

February 6, 2014 

ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD 
Board of Supervisors 

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

JOHN ARNTZ 
Director 
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Re: CERTIFICATION OF THE "VOTER APPROVAL FOR WATERFRONT 
DEVELOPMENT HEIGHT1NCREASES"TNITIATIVE PETITION 

Enclosed is a copy of the letter sent to the proponent of the above named petition, certifying that 
the petition did contain sufficient valid signatures to qualify for the next general, municipal, or 
statewide election occurring in the City and County of San Francisco at any time after 90 days 
from the date of this certificate of sufficiency. · 

If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact Deborah Brown, 
Manager, Voter Services Division, at (415) 554-5665 .. 

Sincerely,· 

John Arntz 
Director of Elections 

Deborah Brown 
Voter Services Manager 

Encl.: Copy of Certified letter to Proponent 

Cc: Honorable Edwin Lee; Mayor 
John Arntz, Director of Elections 
Dennis Herrera, City Attorney 

Voice (415) 554-4375 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 48 
San Francisco CA. 94102-4634 

Fax (415) 554-4372 
TTY (415) 554-4386 



February 4, 2014 

San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee 

San Francisco Supervisor 

Ladies and gentlemen, 

B!J~l/ 
f~fSCEtVEDc_,p~ 
MAY8R'S OFFfCE 

14FEB -4 PH 2: 22 

Good afternoon. As you know my name is Abdalla Megahed and I am very proud to be an American 

Egyptian Native. 

I spent 30 years of my life here in this room as a homeless advocate who fights for poor people who 

can't fight for themselves. And also I am a community activist who support any successful person 

such as Supervisor or Mayor who did nice projects for our city. 

In this moment, I am now trying to make two new projects to close my politician life this year and 

retire. 

1) I try to use every one of our Supervisors including the Mayor of the city to be on T-shirts 

according to my unique designs which I will copywrite for protection. And this will allow the 

visitors of our city to take it with them to their friends in their own states. I am going to use 

funny cartoon designs for each one ofthese, all different from each other. These will be nice 

and funny gifts to their own friends back home. 

2) I would like to end the traumatic homeless history and to stop the shelter workers from 

stealing the donated food and gifts that were for the homeless. The list is full which 

happened at Mission Rock Shelter when the manager destroyed the beds, and cut the 

material, to recycle the aluminum and sell it for himself, which he received federal prison 

time for his criminal action. And the Assistant Manager at MC South Shelter had stole half of 

the turkey for her family-this was the turkey which I received from the police chief and fire 

chief, and which I donated to the shelter for the homeless for Thanksgiving-she also lost 

her job for her wrong actions. It is time to end the corruption. 

I believe that many of our Supervisors, Mayors, including the California Governor Jerry Brown 

agree with me and they will support what I plan. I believe so. 

3) I never forgot any support I received from the police chief, fire chief, and the sheriff ofthe 

city for backing me up and donating what I requested from them. God bless them. I am going 

to continue to give you more details about my new plan in the future. 

Sincerely, 

A~!!.:Ja f\1 ~~ 
The oldest homeless advocate and community activist 

··::=i 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

Sophie Jasson-Holt [smjholt@gmail.com] 
Friday, February 07, 2014 10:39 PM 
Board of Supervisors 
Please support clean power SF 

I am outraged that Mayor Lee has used his political influence on the SFPUC to delay the 
launch of CleanPowerSF. It is crucial to worldwide efforts to reverse the climate crisis that 
San Francisco take a strong lead in local clean energy installation and green jobs as quickly 
as possible. 

Please use your authority over CleanPowerSF, as granted to county boards and city councils by 
the State legislature, to begin the program immediately. 

Also, please make sure that CleanPowerSF will run San Francisco on 50% locally generated 
clean electricity within the next decade, so that the program will deliver legitimate climate 
benefits and thousands of local jobs. 

Thank You, 

Sophie Jasson-Holt 
76 Saturn #A 
SF, CA 94114 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

February 14, 2014 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

-·-·· Dear Ms. Calvillo, 
1 .._ :·-.:: :~/') 

i b (-~ 
Pursuant to Charter Section 3.100, I hereby designate Supervisor Malia Cohen as Acting-Mayor:. 
from the time I leave the State of California on Sunday, February 16, 2014 at 9:30 p.m., until 
Wednesday, February 19 at 11 :59 p.m. 

Sincerely, 

~~t--~~M.Le 
Mayor 

cc: Mr. Dennis Herrera, City Attorney 
All Members, Board of Supervisors 

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

TELEPHONE: ( 415) 554-6141 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

February 14, 2014 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear .Ms. Calvillo, 
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Pursuant to Charter Section 3.100, I hereby designate Supervisor Jane Kim as Acting-Mayor 
from Thursday, February 20, 2014 at 12:00 a.m., until I return on Saturday, February 22, 2014 at 
6:30 p.m. 

In the event I am delayed, I designate Supervisor Kim to continue to be the Acting-Mayor until 
my return to California. 

cc: Mr. Dennis Herrera, City Attorney 
All Members, Board of Supervisors 

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

TELEPHONE: ( 415) 554-6141 



From: Board of Supervisors 
To: BOS-Su ervisors; Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Subject: File 1190: eb. 11 Agenda Item 6 Feb 4 Agenda Item 15 ESER Bond for June 2014 
Attachments: E on II.doc 

From: Kit Kubitz [mailto:mesondk@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 2:47 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Feb. 11 Agenda Item 6 Feb 4 Agenda Item 15 ESER Bond for June 2014 

To the Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

As an individual resident of San Francisco, I request that the attached letter be included in the record 
in connection with Item 6 from the Feb.11 Agenda, being further considered as part of Agenda Item 
15 
Feb.4 

15. 
140083 
(Pursuant to the actions taken on File Nos. 131189, 131190, 140059, and 140060 at the January 28, 
2014, Board of Supervisors meeting, the Board approved a motion to sit as a Committee of the 
Whole.) 
[Hearing - General Obligation Bond - Earthquake Safety, Emergency Response, and Possibly 
Streetlights] Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the Ordinance (File No. 131190) and 
Resolution (File No. 131189) relating to the General Obligation Bond to finance the construction, 
acquisition, improvement, and seismic retrofitting for earthquake safety of emergency response 
facilities; and the Ordinance (File No. 140059) and Resolution (File No. 140060) relating to the 
General Obligation Bond to finance the construction, acquisition, improvement, and seismic 
retrofitting for earthquake safety of emergency response facilities, and the construction, acquisition, 
and improvement of streetlights on public rights-of-way. 

Kermit R. Kubitz 
415-412-4393 
mesondk@yahoo.com 
703 Market St. Suite 1201 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

1 



To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors· 
c/o Clerk of BOS 

703 Market St. Suite 1201 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Feb 4, 2014 

Re: ESER Bond Funding I and proposed ESER Bond II for June 2014 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I wish to provide comments on the current funding for emergency service 
structures provided for in the existing ESER Bond of about $400 million and a proposed 
additional bond for June 2014. I am concerned that significant amounts of money 
are being spent for non-critical facilities, while significant unmet structural needs to 
prepare facilities to operate and protect and restore public safety and welfare in the event 
of an earthquake are not being met. 

Upon review of the various reports made to the Citizens General Obligation Bond 
Oversight Committee (CGOBOC), including the ESER report of Dec. 31, 2013, made to 
the Jan 23, 2014 meeting, it appears that only 2 stations are receiving major seismic 
upgrades, stations 16 and 5, while the Fireboat Station 35 is being held as a project 
pending Warriors arena redevelopment plans being finalized. Overall, according to 
reports made Oct. 25, 2012, April 26, 2012 to the SF Fire Commission, and Sep 23 to the 
CGOBOC, it is asserted that $350 million is required for all fire station renovations 
necessary for adequate operability in the event of a major earthquake. Meanwhile, these 
reports indicate that an amount of $65 million, with a supplement of $8 million from 
previous funding, or total $73 million, is being allocated to SF Fire stations for 3 levels of 
projects, Seismic Projects (16, 5, Fireboat 35), Comprehensive (36,44) and Focused 
Scope Projects (6,38, 41, 42, 28, 18, 40, 31, 15, 17, 26 32, 10, 13, 9, 4, 11, 21), some of 
which involve showers, roofs, exterior painting and other not necessarily critical work. 
While emergency generators at stations 6,15, 17 and 21 may contribute to emergency 
response, some other expenditures may not. 

I believe that current, and future, ESER funding should be focused on critical 
structural needs to insure operability in a major earthquake. For that reason, I recommend 
that language be included in any future bond issue as follows: 

"San Francisco departments utilizing funding under this 
bond issue shall give the highest priority to those facilities 
and expenditures necessary to protect, maintain, or restore 
public safety in an emergency and only after such essential 
public safety facilities or expenditures have been funded 



shall funds be used for any other purpose of improving 
efficiency or operation of the department." 

While I understand the desire to fund other facilities improvements, the fact that 
the ESER reports refer repeatedly to $350 million of necessary fire station work, while 
only $73 million had been devoted to neighborhood fire houses so far, and some ofthis 
for non-critical work, leads me to suggest that current, and future funding, must be tied to 
critical facilities renovations rather than merely broad improvement of public buildings 
under the guise of emergency response renovation; 

Thank you for considering these comments, which I ask to be included 
in the record of the Board of Supervisors in connection with considering ESER 
Bonds on Feb. 4. 

Respectfully, 

Kermit R. Kubitz 

References: 

1. Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER 2010) 
Bond Program 
Citizens General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee Dec. 31, 2013 
Station 35 held for Warriors plans, p. 1; $350 need Status report p. 1 

2. Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond Program # 1 
Accountability Report March 15, 2013 
NFS amount $72,272,000 p. 1 $350 million need, p. 7 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Marisa di Palazzo [mailto:catsincradle@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 11:38 AM 
To: Farrell, Mark 
Cc: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: File # 120987 - Against the Marina Degaussing Station Restaurant Proposal 

File# 120987 - Against the Marina Degaussing Station Restaurant Proposal 

I am writing in OPPOSITION to the proposal for a fish restaurant - or for any restaurant - to be at the current 

site of the degaussing station, on Marina Green. 

Aside from my objection to a change in use for the immediate site, the SIZE of the operation proposed and, 
IMO, the sweetheart deals behind this plan, I am also offended by the charges leveled at those of us in 

opposition, charges coming from what I assume to be agents of the restaurant company and operatives 

serving those in CITY HALL. Charges that wealthy property owners are engaging in NIMBY, etc .. 

Many of us in opposition to the proposed change in use are in fact NATIVE born San Franciscans, as am I. 

I would support carrying out the plan as it was understood at the end of the war, to tear down the 

degaussing station and return the site to open space. 

The city is CHOKING on itself, we see it in so many ways every day. The clogged and chaotic traffic (surely you 
have noticed the rising fatalities in all manner of vehicular accidents), the enormous multi ton trucks that are 
allowed use of streets formerly banned to them, the loss of open space everywhere in the city, and so on. 

We need open space. 

Thank you. 

Marisa Calver Johnson 

2401 Fillmore Street, San Francisco, 94115-1814 
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From: 
To: 

... ___ ... 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Marina Restaurant Proposal File #120987; B idea 

From: Barbara Taylor [mailto:barbtayl@bellsouth.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2014 6:23 PM 
To: Farrell, Mark 
Cc: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Marina Restaurant Proposal File #120987; Bad idea 

Subject: Marina Restaurant Proposal File# 120987; Bad idea 

Dear Supervisor Farrell, 

Last year I moved to San Francisco from Ft. Lauderdale to be closer to my daughter and her family. I wanted to contact you to ask you 
to stop your support for the proposed restaurant on the Marina Green. Having spent many years in Ft. Lauderdale and Miami, I know 
what it is like to ruin a waterfront. San Francisco has great charm, and I am not sure why anyone would want to ruin an area like the 
Marina Green with a commercial establishment. I now live on Sutter & Fillmore and my daughter lives in the Marina. She is very 
opposed to the project, as are her friends. 

What is the current status of this project? I am planning to discuss this with my condo board and the other groups I have joined since 
moving to the city, and would like to be as informed as possible. 

Thank you for your time. 

Respectfully, 
Barbara Taylor 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: Against Marina Restaurant Propes I; File# 120987 

From: Pete Dinh [mailto:petedinh@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2014 2:22 PM 
To: Farrell, Mark 
Cc: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Against Marina Restaurant Proposal; File # 120987 

Dear Supervisor Farrell, 

I live on Fillmore and work in the Presidio. As I have learned more about the proposed restaurant on Marina Green, the 
more I am against the project. We just don't need it. Why would Rec & Park want to commercialize such a unique 
park? I like to go out to restaurants and bars on Chestnut, Union and Fillmore, but there is no reason to put a restaurant 
on the water. Also, I hear they are going to sell Woodhouse T-shirts, postcards, etc ... do we really need to have that in 
the middle of a park? 

Is this project still moving forward? I really hope it isn't. 

Regards, 
Pete Dinh 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Jona Tunney [mailto:jono@atlasca.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2014 2:31 PM 
To: Farrell, Mark 
Cc: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Marina Restaurant Proposal File # 120987; Stop the project 

Supervisor Farrell, 

I run a wealth management firm in the Presidio. I also live in the Presidio with my family, but also own some rental units 
in the Marina. I have a single family home on north point that I intend to remodel and move back into 2015. I have 
been hearing more and more about the proposed restaurant on the Marina Green. I think this is a very bad idea. A lot 
of us live in the area because we enjoy the open space. We really don't need to have a restaurant in that location. The 
building should be torn down. 

I would appreciate it if you could give me a status update on the project - do you think it will move forward or not? 

Thanks, 

Jona Tunney 

Atlas Capital Advisors LLC 
38 Keyes Ave Suite 200 
SF CA 94129 
415 571 2772 voice I 214 716 1077 fax 
jono@atlasca.com I www.atlasca.com 

Opinions and statements of financial market trends that are based on current market conditions constitute our judgment and are subject to change without notice. 
We believe the information provided here is reliable but should not be assumed to be accurate or complete. The views and strategies described may not be suitable for 
all investors. If you are not the intended recipient of this electronic message, please do not disseminate, copy or take any action in reliance on it. Unless specifically 
indicated, this e-mail is not an offer to buy or sell or a solicitation to buy or sell any securities, investment products or other financial product or service. All e-mail sent 
to or from the Atlas Capital Advisors LLC e-mail system is subject to archiving, monitoring and review by regulators or Atlas personnel. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: February 10, 2014 

To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 

From: ~Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Subject: APPOINTMENT BY THE MAYOR 

The Mayor has submitted the following appointment: 

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

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!ITY No. 554-5227 

• Richard S.J. Hung, Residential Rent Stabilization & Arbitration Board (Rent Board), 
term ending October 1, 2015 

Under the Board's Rules of Order, Section 2.18.3, a Supervisor may request a hearing on an 
appointment by 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 appointment as 
provided in Charter, Section 3.100(18). 

Please notify me in writing by 12:00 p.m., Thursday, February 13, 2014, if you would like to 
request a hearing the above referenced appointment. 

Attachments 

(;f) 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

February 6, 2014 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

Pursuant to Section 3 .100( 18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby 
make the following appointment: 

Richard S.J. Hung to the Residential Rent Stabilization &Arbitration Board, assuming the 
seat formerly held by Brooks Beard, for a term ending October 1, 2015. 

I am confident that Mr. Hung, an elector of the City and County, will serve our community well. 
Attached herein for your reference are his qualifications to serve. 

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Director of 
Appointments, Nicole Wheaton, at ( 415) 554-7940. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ EdwinM.L~ 
Mayor 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

February 6, 2014 

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

Honorable Board of Supervisors: 

Notice of Appointment 
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EDWIN M .. LEE 

MAYOR 

c:: . 

. c·--. 

........ __,..., :.:=o ... ~..., 
~-,, --:---. ,.,-~J 

CJ '.-~~~ 
f 

-.i 

··---. ',.,; 

'·-~ ~~ 7'"r", 
I, __ ..:._...._ 

---, ~ /i 
.·j 

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

Richard S.J. Hung to the Residential Rent Stabilization & Arbitration Board, assuming the 
seat formerly held by Brooks Beard, for a term ending October 1, 2015. 

I am confident that Mr. Hung, an elector of the City and County, will serve our community well. 
Attached herein for your reference are his qualifications to serve. 

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Director of 
Appointments, Nicole Wheaton, at ( 415) 554-7940. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Mayor 



RICHARD S. J. HUNG 
1681 - 16th Avenue, San Francisco, California 94122 

(415) 681-9804 home• (415) 412-1865 cell• rshung@yahoo.com 
Cal. Bar No. 197,425 •Patent & Trademark Office Reg. No. 43,684 

Experience 

MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP San Francisco, CA 
Deputy Chair, IP Litigation Group September 2012 - present 
Litigation Partner January 2007 - present 
Litigation Associate September 2000 - December 2006 

Currently serving as the Deputy Chair of the firm's 200+ attorney IP Litigation group, as a litigation hiring 
partner, and an associate evaluation committee member. Advise partners regarding marketing, client 
development, conflict, and performance issues. Litigated 35+ patent infringement disputes on behalf of clients 
such as Apple, Yahoo!, VMware, and Fujtisu. Served as day-to-day partner in charge of overseeing dozens of 
lawsuits, including highly-publicized smartphone litigation. First-chaired Markman and summary judgment 
hearings and second-chaired arbitration. Taken or defended 50+ depositions, including those of experts, 
attorneys, and engineers. Assisted clients in adversarial patent licensing negotiations. 

SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE San Francisco, CA 
Assistant District Attorney (on loan) March 2013-July 2013 

Represented State of California in four driving-under-the-influence cases and one civil conservatorship case, 
obtaining People's verdicts in all five trials. 

HONORABLE PAUL R. MICHEL Washington, DC 
United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit - Law Clerk August 1999 - August 2000 

Drafted bench memoranda and opinions in patent, government contract, and government personnel disputes. 

MCCUTCHEN DOYLE BROWN & ENERSEN LLP (now Bingham McCutchen) San Francisco, CA 
Litigation & Patent Associate September 1998 - August 1999 

. Served as litigation associate in competitor-on-competitor patent litigation matter. Drafted motions and expert 
reports, prepared fact and expert witnesses for depositions, developed invalidity and non-infringement 
arguments, and analyzed patents. Also served as patent prosecution associate, preparing amendments and 
responses to Office Actions. 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW 
Juris Doctor 

1997 Kent Scholar (top -3% ofclass) 
1996 & 1998 Stone Scholar (top - 1

/ 3 of class) 

Education 

Carroll G. Harper Prize (Excellence in Intellectual Property) 
Judge & Editor, First-Year Moot Court Program 
Managing Editor, Columbia Business Law Review 
Extern, Honorable Sonia Sotomayor, S.D.N.Y. (now S. Ct.) 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY 
Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering 
Bachelor of Arts in Economics 

Chevron Corporate Scholarship 
Charter Class, Lambda Phi Epsilon 
Haas Center for Community Service Writing Award 
Writing Tutor, Center for Teaching and Leaming 

Personal/Other 

New York, NY 
May 1998 

Stanford, CA 
June 1995 

San Francisco native• Napa Valley Cabernet• youth fencing• running (-25 miles/week)• 1996 NYC Marathon 
• shodan, JKA Shotokan Karate• Editorial Board, Law360 • 2010-2012 Fed. Cir. Bar Ass'n Pro Bono Award 

CONFIDENTIAL 



To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Supervisors: 

BOS-Supervisors 
One Time Event & Extended Hours Premises permit reports 
EHP report Jan. 2014.pdf; One Time Event 04 2013.pdf 

Please see the attached two quarterly reports submitted by Cammy Blackstone of the Entertainment Commission. 

Peggy Nevin 

Executive Assistant 

Board of Supervisors 

415-554-7703 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived 
matters since August 1998. 
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Entertainment Commission 

Clerk of the Board 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

January 31, 2014 

As mandated in section 1070.35 of the Police Code, please fjnd the One Time Event Permits. 

quarterly report from October 1, 2013 through January 31, 2014. 

One Time Event Permits Quarterly Report 

'2013 (Q4) 

During the last quarter of 2013, the-Entertainment Commission received 37 applications for 

One Time Event permits. Of those applications, 35 permits were granted. No permits were 

denied, but two were canceled by the applicant. 

2013 One Time Event permit applicants 

Applicant Event Address Date 

Raymond McCoy 531 Castro Street 10/12/2013 

Donald Harvill 333 14th Street 10/19/2013 

Darryl Crawford 88th 5th Street i0/26/2013 

Pete Glikshtern Pier 70 Building 12 10/26/2013 

Rebecca Burns 1800 Oakdale 11/2/2013 

Marina Barskaya 152 Geary Street 11/8/2013 

Jenna Cook Willie Mays Plaza 11/9/2013 

Magda Bach 3255 Balboa Street 11/24/2013 

Carolyn Diamond Powell & Market (Cable turnaround) 11/26/2013 

Deborah Jackman 444 Jessie Street 11/28/2013 

Mack Chew Terry Francois Blvd. 11/28/2013 

Melody Daniels 1800 Oakdale 11/29/2013 

Megan Young 1255 Battery Street 12/3/2013 

Vardges Kazaryan 5323 Geary 12/6/2013-12/7/2013 

Jasmine Ferguson Pier48 12/7/2013 

Bridgette Savoy 1800 Oakdaie 12/8/2013 

Alan Sartlrana 1630 Haight 12/13/2013 (canceled) 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 453 •San Francisco, CA 94102 • (415) 554-6678-Phone(415) 55·1-7934-fax 



Reina Alavarado-Cortez 

Jean-Luc Kayigire 

Robin Easterbrook 

Antonio Accardo 

Alan Sartirana 

Gabriele Ferraoni 

Donald Harvill 

Sommer Peterson 

Lalita Souksamlane 

Vardges Kazaryan 

Matilde Muela 

Rae Einerson 

Gus Bean 

Jean Kayigire 

Kingston Wu 

Kenneth Chow 

Jonathan Ojinaga 

Blanca Guerro 

Rev. William McCain 

Vardges Kazaryan 

Totals: 

Applicants: 37 

Permits issued: 35 

Permits denied: O 

Cancelled: 2 

Southeast Center 1800 Oakdale 

800 Larkin Street 

Voe Street between Beaver & Market Street 

731 Irving 

1630 Haight Street 

1901 Union Street 

333 14th Street 

3176 17th Street 

4 Embarcadero 

5323 Geary 

4282 11th Street 

Bill Graham Civic Center 

3160 Mission Street 

370 Grove Street 

508 4th Street 

527 Bryant Street 

299 9th Street 

1800 Oakdale 

415 Edna Street 

5323 Geary 

12/14/2013 

12/14/2013 

12/15/2013 

12/16/2013 

12/18/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 (canceled) 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

12/31/2013 

1/19/2014 

1/25/2014 

1/24/2014 

I hope this information is helpful. Please contact me should you have any questions. 

Cammy Blackstone 

Deputy Director, San Francisco Entertainment Commission 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 453 • San Francisco, CA. 94102 • (415) 554-6678- Phone (415) 554-7934-fax 



Entertainment Commission 

Clerk of the Board 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

January 31, 2014 

As mandated in section 1070.35 of the Police Code, please find the Extended Hours Premises quarterly 

report from October 1, 2013 through January 31, 2014. 

BACKGROUND 

Extended Hours Premises Quarterly Report 

Ordinance #238-09 passed in November 2009. The Extended Hours Premises permits from the date of 

passage and prior total 76: 

• 33 food establishments 

• 26 nightclubs 

• 2 adult entertainment 

• 5 event spaces 

• 3 music halls 

• 1 billiard parlor 

• 6 hotels 

Since 2009, there have been 34 EHP permits issued. Below is a break out on permits by type and the 

annual increase in EHP permits by percentage. 

Year number venue type increase 

2010 3 permits issued 2 clubs 1 event space 4% increase 

2011 5 perm its issued 4 clubs 1 event S.Pace 6% increase 

2012 16 permits issued 3 clubs 13 food 16% increase 

2013 11 permits issued 1 club 9 food 1 event space 9% increase 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 453 • San Francisco, CA. 94102 • (415) 554-6678 -Phone (415) 554-7934-fax 



CURRENT BREAK OUT OF EHP PERMITS 

Since the last report, dated 10/01/2013, we have had no applications for Extended Hours Premises 

permits. Out of the two pending applications detailed in the last report, one was withdrawn and one 

was approved. 18 venues have canceled their Extended Hours Permits either because they have closed 

or chose not to operate after 2:00am. This brings the new total of EHP permits to 92. The table below 

shows the current EHP permits broken down by type: 

Food establishments 43 

Nightclubs 30 

Adult entertainment 2 

Event spaces 7 

Music halls 4 
Billiard parlor 1 

Hotels 5 

I hope this information is helpful. Please let me know should you like any additional information. 

Regards, 

Cammy Blackstone, Deputy Director 

San Francisco Entertainment Commission 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 453 • San Francisco, CA, 94102 • (415) 554-6678-Phone (415) 554-7934 -fax 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: No on Soda Tax 

From: Terry C [mailto:focusgrow@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2014 8:23 AM 
To: Administrator, City; Board of Supervisors; Cityattorney 
Subject: Fwd: No on Soda Tax 

Dear Clerk of the Board, City Attorney, and City Administrator: 

Say NO on Soda Tax. 
Below is my script which I have no time to come present personally on 2/4/14 public hearing. 

Terry Chong 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Terry C <focusgrow@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Feb 4, 2014 at 1:15 AM 
Subject: No on Soda Tax 
To: Mayor Edwin Lee <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>, Supervisor David Chiu <David.Chiu@sfaov.org>, 
Supervisor Eric Mar <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>, Supervisor David Campos <David.Campos@sfgov.org>, 
Supervisor Katy Tang <Katy.Tang@sfgov.org>, Supervisor Norman Yee <norman.yee@sfgov.org>, 
Supervisor London Breed <London.Breed@sfgov.org>, Supervisor Mark Farrell <Mark.Farrell@sfaov.org>, 
Supervisor Jane Kim <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>, Supervisor Scott Wiener <Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org>, Supervisor 
Malia Cohen <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, Supervisor John Avalos <John.Avalos@sfgov.org> 

Dear SF Mayor & Board of Supervisors, 

I meant to come to speak at public hearing on 2/4/14. But common folks like me have a 9 to 5 job - actually I 
might work till 8 or 9pm until the project is done. Unlike folks who have non-profits jobs where lobbying are 
part of their jobs, common folks, which is majority of us simply do not have the luxury to be there to speak. 
And many of us were not even bold enough to do so; we were not groom by the non-profits. We are not used or 
even aware of these public hearings. 

Here is my script anyhow, in 3 minutes time: 
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Dear Supervisors; I have written to you many, many times in the past few months against plastic bag ban and 
fees. I wrote about all the detrimental effects and unintended consequences that you have not thought of. I have 
circulated the mails all over California, and to many other states calling out this eco-fads. I am still going. 

Back to this Soda tax issue; 

You folks age range from 20s, 30s, 40s, 50s, to 60s. You do NOT need a nanny. 

We, the 800,000+ residents who live in S.F. do NOT need 11 nannies, either. 

So, please STOP all these nanny's laws. We DO NOT appreciate them, not a bit. 

According to Wikipedia on SF demographic: 

"The age distribution of the city was as follows:107,524 people (13.4%) under the age of 18, 77,664 people (9.6%) aged 
18 to 24, 301,802 people (37.5%) aged 25 to 44, 208,403 people (25.9%) aged 45 to 64, and 109,842 people (13.6%) 
who were 65 years of age or older." 

Only 13.4% are below 18. I think only children under age 10 need to be supervised, and most of them have parents who 
are doing that. It is the parents' jobs to supervise their kids. It is the parents who provide the money for the purchase. 

Adults like me and my husband do not need your supervision. We do not drink soda on regular basis. But we do like to do 
road trip on weekend. And we like to pick up a bottle of coke before we hit the road. It makes the driving more pleasant. 
We care for our health. We are not overweight. As such, I am not sure why we should pay this extra 2c per oz tax? Do we 
drive to the next city, stop our car to pick up a bottle before we continue our journey just to send a message that we are 
against this one more silly law of San Francisco? And I read that this soda tax applied not only to soda, but to all kind of 
juices. Again, I don't drink all these sugar I favored drinks. But, it sure will piss many drinkers off. Many of them will just 
boycott the drinks, or buy it outside of S.F. How do you think that will affect merchants in S.F? Is it your plan to do a 
statewide ban next? Bottled drink is a big_ business. 

If your goal is to hurt S.F. businesses left and right, your success is guaranteed. 

If such, the most direct method is just to order them shut, or pack their stuff and move out. Then all of us can go home. No 
more manufacturing, no more transportation of products, no more consumption, and no more waste at the end. 
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Do you plan to leave a legacy of super-imposing Nanny Laws on some 800,000 residents? Is that your legacy? I 
hope not. 

If you believe in leadership, since many of you are in 30s, 40s, a fairly young age, may I say? I suggest that you 
seek out mentors, such as Mayor Willie Brown. I heard him spoke in Commonwealth Club in Octl3. I was so 
inspired. He said "I want to get on high speed rail and get down in L.A in hours, without having to go through 
airport security." He said "I love rail. Do you know that Geary Boulevard is totally track ready? And in the 
older time, the cable cars went all the way down Ocean Beach?" Now, that is vision! That is leadership! That is 
what San Francisco need! We want leaders with vision. Leaders who think big and act bold. Leaders who 
understand our commoners' lives and seek to make them better. We do not need an ordinary man who succumb 
to the vocal-minority who keep coming to talk his ears off. Those people have all the time in the world, they are 
relentless until they get what they want. 

Former Supervisor Fiona Ma commented that the current Board is so boring. You agreed on everything. You do 
not dissent. I do not know if you all got the same source of information that you do not seek out counter-points. 

Lastly, just want to say this: we cannot send a supervisor to CA Assembly ifhe want to ban plastic bag 
statewide, or he wants to ban our bottled water. There are reasons why bottled water is so popular; it does not 
has the sugar and calories. It hydrate us which is essential. It is light and convenient to carry along. It is for one
time use; no more washing, no worry of algae or bacteria. And the bottle is recyclable. Recycling is a big 
business which provide jobs. 

If you absolutely have nothing to do, please make your job part-time. Our businesses and residents do not 
deserved more grief from all these nanny's laws. 

Thank you, 

Terry Chong 

repealbagfee.blogspot.com, SF, CA 
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To: BOS-Supervisors 
Cc: 
Attachments: 

Truong, Phimy; C.ar.r.oU.,.John t" 

YC Comment5(!!1: ~~-~~df 

Supervisors: 

Please see attached comments from the Youth Commission in regards to File 140070, a 
resolution supporting transgender and gender non-conforming youth and restorative justice, 
item #24 on today's Board meeting agenda. 

Peggy Nevin 
Executive Assistant 
Board of Supervisors 
415-554-7703 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived 
matters since August 1998, 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello John and Alisa, 

Truong, Phimy 
Tuesday, February 04, 2014 11 :23 AM 
Carroll, John 
BOS Legislation; Miller, Alisa; Lamug, Joy 
RE: Question about leg referred on items referred w/o committee' reference - File 140070 
YC Referral Response to 140070 (2-3-14).pdf; 140070 Cover Sheet Youth Commission
signed.pdf 

Thanks again for forwarding this over. The Youth Commission met last night and provided some comments to this 
resolution. I sent out the referral response this morning with John CCed, but wanted to make sure to send the 
attachment out to you all, to make sure communication is clear. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 

Thanks very much for your constant assistance and help. It is always greatly appreciated! 

Best, 

Phimy Truong 
Director · 
San Francisco Youth Commission 
City Hall, Room 345 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Office: (415) 554-7112 I Fax: (415) 554-6140 
http :ljwww.sfbos.org/i ndex.aspx?page=5585 

Sign up for our newsletter 
Tell us what you think are important issues affecting youth in SF! 
Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Satisfaction form by clicking the link below: 
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104 
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Youth Commission 
City Hall~ Room 345 

(415) 554-6446 
(415) 554-6140FAX 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4532 www .sf gov .org/youth_commission 

TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

YOUTH COMMISSION 

MEMORANDUM 

Honorable Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jason Elliott, Director of Legislative & Government Affairs, Mayor's Office 
Hydra Mendoza, Mayor's Families & Children's Advisor 
John Carroll, Legislative Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Youth Commission 

February 3, 2014 

Youth Commission's support and statement on Board of Supervisors' file no. 
140070 Resolution Supporting Transgender and Gender Non-Conforming Youth 
and Restorative Justice 

At our regular meeting of February 3, 2014, the Youth Commission voted unanimously to 
support the following motion: 

To support file no. 140070, a resolution calling on the Contra Costa County 
District Attorney's Office to dismiss the charges filed against Jewlyes Klazson-Gutierrez. 

*** 

During discussion on this item, the Youth Commission proposed and approved 
the following comment and recommendations regarding this hearing: 

• We support the resolution to call on Contra Costa County District Attorney's 
office to dismiss the charges filed against Jew/yes Klazson-Gutierrez. 

• We urge the Board of Supervisors to urge an investigation of the Contra Costa 
District Attorney's decision to bring charges against Jew/yes Klazson-Gutierrez 
and investigation for violation of any anti-discrimination laws. 

• We urge the Board of Supervisors to bring attention to the actions and inactions 
of the West Contra Costa County School district, so they may be evaluated to 
ensure that all students who are victims of future bullying and have voiced their 
concerns to the administration be follovved up with, so that the school district is 
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accountable to young people who have been victimized under their jurisdiction. 

• We believe in the commitment to uphold safety for all youth involved, responding 
holistically when safety has been compromised We 1/1/0uld like to emphasize the 
importance of offering community-based alternatives and processes that will 
ensure accountability, and facilitate and support healing, and restoration for the 
youth involved. 

*** 

If you have any questions about these recommendations or anything related to the Youth 
Commission, please do not hesitate to contact our office at (415) 554-6446 or your Youth 
Commissioner. 

Chair, Nicholas Persky 
2013-2014 San Francisco Youth Commission 
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To: 
Subject: 

Ausberry, Andrea 
Small Business Commission Action Re: File No. 131192 [Police, Administrative Codes -
Considering Criminal History in Employment and Housing Decisions] 

From: Murdock, Christian [mailto:christian.murdock@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February _94, 2014 12:37 PM 
To: BOS-Supervisors \/" 
Cc: BOS-Legislative Aides; Dick-Endrizzi, Regina 
Subject: Small Business Commission Action Re: File No. 131192 [Police, Administrative Codes - Considering Criminal 
History in Employment and Housing Decisions] 

Dear Supervisors: 

I'm writing to briefly summarize the recent action of the Small Business Commission relative to BOS File No. 131192 
[Police, Administrative Codes - Considering Criminal History in Employment and Housing Decisions], an item that you will 
consider at this afternoon's Board meeting. 

Small Business Commission Recommendation: Approve as Amended by Land Use & Economic Development Committee 

The Small Business Commission heard this item at its meeting on Monday, January 27 and unanimously recommended 
approval of the legislation as it would be later amended by the Land Use & Economic Development Committee on the 
same day. Both meetings ran concurrently, with the Commission taking action before the item was formally amended in 
committee. Sup. Cohen's legislative aide Andrea Bruss summarized the expected changes, with the aforementioned 
unanimous vote of support by the Commission. 

In particular, the Small Business Commission appreciated the removal of a private right of action contained in an earlier 
version of the legislation, an element that would have made business compliance difficult and costly. Furthermore, the 
Commission also felt the employer reporting burden was appropriately balanced with an applicant's "right to know" in 
the latest amendment by foregoing a lengthy questionnaire response to each denied applicant in favor of a more 
manageable summary report indicating which convictions or arrests were viewed adversely. The end result of these 
changes was a legislative proposal that is workable from a small business standpoint, aligning closely with policies and 
procedures related to conviction history information that most small businesses already follow. 

Please forward to me any questions or comments on the Small Business Commission's action. Thank you for considering 
the Commission's review as you hear this item later today. 

Best Regards, 

Christian 

Christian Murdock I Acting Commission Secretary and Policy Analyst 
San Francisco Small Business Commission and 
Office of Small Business 
City Hall, Room 110 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place I San Francisco, CA 94102 
main:415-554-6134 I direct: 415-554-6407 I fax: 415-558-7844 

christian.murdock@sfgov.org I www.sfgov.org/osb 
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, ...... 

From: 
Sent: 

Espinosa, Lolita [lolita.espinosa@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, February 04, 2014 3:52 PM 

-) BOS-Operations To: -
Subject: RE: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY 

CTA Reference No. 20140128-001 closed. 

Thanks! 

L. Espinosa 
Board of Supervisors, Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
(415) 554-7708 

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking the link below. 
http://www.sfbos.org/i n dex.aspx?page=104 

From: Board of Supervisors [mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2014 3:11 PM 
To: BOS-Operations 
Subject: FW: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY 

From: Jon.Givner@sfgov.org [mailto:Jon.Givner@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2014 9:12 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: Re: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY 

We are working with the Supervisor on this request. 

On Feb 4, 2014, at 9:07 AM, "Board of Supervisors" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org> wrote: 

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

TO: Jon Givner 
City Attorney's Office 

FROM: Clerk of the Board 
DATE: 2/4/2014 
REFERENCE: 20140128-001 
FILE NO. 
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Due Date: 3/6/2014 

This is an inquiry from a member of the Board of Supervisors made at the Board 
meeting on 1/28/2014. 

Supervisor Avalos requests the following information: 
Requesting the City Attorney draft legislation amending the Charter to 
re-authorize the Children's Fund and Baseline, including: inclusion of 
equity as a core value and goal; creation of the Children's Commission 
for the Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families; and a 
Mayor-coordinated annual Children's Services Plan and stronger 
evaluations system. 

Please indicate the reference number shown above in your response, direct the 
original draft to the requesting Supervisor(s) and notify the Clerk of the Board that the 
legislation has been prepared and delivered to the Supervisor(s). 

Your response to this inquiry is requested by 3/6/2014 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

· · 31062 SBC response. 

Jj D.S-1 l 

Attachments: 131062 BC_legislative response - Reporting Information About Employees of Private 
~IJX.H'rn Garages and Parking Lots.docx 

From: Evans, Derek 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2014 10:35 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: FW: 131062 SBC response. 

FYI 

From: Dick-Endrizzi, Regina 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2014 9:36 AM 
To: Evans, Derek 
Cc: Elliott, Jason; Power, Andres; Bruss, Andrea; Burrows, Reese 
Subject: 131062 SBC response. 

Please find the Small Business Commission's response to file no. 131062 - Reporting Information About Employees of 
Private Parking Garages and Parking Lots 

Kindly, 

Regina Dick-Endrizzi I Executive Director I Office of Small Business 
regina.dick-endrizzi@sfgov.org I D: 415.554.6481 I 0: 415.554.6134 I c: 415.902-4573 
City Hall, Suite 110 I San Francisco, CA 94102 

www.sfgov.org/osb I www.facebook.com/SFOSB I www.twitter.com/sfosb 
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SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSI NESS 

February 5, 2014 

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

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR 

File No. 130998 [Police Code - Reporting Information About Employees of Private Parking Garages and 
Parking Lots] 

Small Business Commission Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

On January 27, 2014, the Small Business Commission heard the subject legislation and received a 
presentation from one of its legislative sponsors, Supervisor Scott Wiener. The Commission voted 5-0 to 
recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of the legislation as drafted. Commission comments on 
the item focused on minimizing the burden of compliance for parking operators; clarifying the purpose 
and approved uses of the data collected; and, ensuring applicability of the new requirements to all parking 
facilities, including those publicly-owned facilities where the Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA) contracts with private entities for operation and management. 

Although the Commission expressed its support for the goals stated by Sup. Wiener to gather this 
information in an effort to better understand the parking industry and to help with identification of 
unscrupulous or scofflaw operators, it communicated that more should be done to ensure the data 
collected are used to affirmatively advance the stated goals. Uniform applicability is essential in order to 
establish a baseline dataset for publicly- and privately-owned parking facilities that will aid in the 
identification of any operator discrepancies within and between each category. And a public plan for 
analyzing the data and translating it into investigative and/or enforcement activity would help operators 
and the public better understand the importance of the new reporting requirements. 

Thank you for considering the Small Business Commission's comments on this legislation. Please feel 
free to contact me should you care to discuss this matter further. 

Sincerely, 

Regina Dick-Endrizzi 
Director, Office of Small Business 

cc: Jason Elliot, Mayor's Office 

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

(415) 554-6134 



SUBJ: FILE NO. 130998 [PLANNING CODE - COTTAGE FOOD OPERATION CONTROLS] 
(12/11/2013) 

Andres Power, Office of Supervisor Scott Wiener 
Andrea Bruss, Office of Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Derek Evans, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Sergeant Reese Burrows, San Francisco Police Department 

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

(415) 554-6481 



From: Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors To: 

Subject: FW: 25 more people signed: Don Parsons, Kim Pingatore ... 

From: Kim Pingatore [mailto:mail@changemail.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 06, 2014 9:02 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: 25 more people signed: Don Parsons, Kim Pingatore ... 

25 people recently add their names to Wild Equity Institute's petition "Restore Sharp Park". That means more 
than 500 people have signed on. 

There are now 976 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Wild Equity 
Institute by clicking here: 
http://www.change.org/petitions/restore-sharp-park/responses/new?response=92 72c59f5 71 d 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

Sharp Park Golf Course is owned by San Francisco but located in Pacifica, California. With a glut of golf 
courses around the Bay Area, I would like to see you work to transform Sharp Park from a money-losing, 
endangered species-killing golf course into a new National Park that provides recreational amenities 
everyone can enjoy. By partnering with the National Park Service, San Francisco can redirect the money it 
saves back to neighborhood parks and community centers, and we all get a new National Park! Please 
support the restoration of Sharp Park so valuable wildlife can thrive and all people can enjoy the beautiful 
gifts nature has to offer. 

Sincerely, 

976. Don Parsons Las Vegas, New Mexico 
975. Kirn Pingatore Keswick, Virginia 
974. Oihane Azkona, Spain 
973. Ryan Keane Marlborough, Massachusetts 
972. Nanda Kattavarjula Costa Mesa, California 
971. Daniel Shea San Mateo, California 
970. Victoria Carpenter Oakland, California 
969. Anya Kelsick Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 
968. Jayne McPherson San Anselmo, California 
967. Caroline Ko Livermore, California 
966. Kristina Koswenda South Haven, Michigan 
965. Eric Pierce Carlsbad, New Mexico 
964. Brian Hibbs South Bend, Indiana 
963. Stephanie Willett-Shaw Longmont, Colorado 
962. James F Robertson San Jose, California 
961. Angela Terrell Denver, Colorado 
960. dw griffin Ashburn, Georgia 
959. Lori Ittner Culver City, California 
958. Christie Khalil Aliso viejo, California 
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956. jannatin nisha Alhambra, California 
955. Elizabeth Leaf San Francisco, California 
953. Cedric Duhalde Pacifica, California 
952. Jennifer O'Dwyer Mesa, Arizona 
951. alper Kozan Istanbul, Albania 
949. Carolina Liistro Peschiera Borromeo, Italy 
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8os- 1 t cl 1 re c fly 

From: Nevin, Peggy /J SS Cl ,f. r/L 1 

Sent: Thursday, February 06, 2014 9:54 AM 
To: Evans, Derek 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

File 130650: Letter RE: proposed ordinance expanding eligibility for electronic monitoring 
Letter from DA Gascon RE Sheriff's Electronic Monitoring Legislation.pdf 

From: Max.Szabo@sfgov.org [mailto:Max.Szabo@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2014 6:23 PM 
To: Elliott, Jason; Pointer BOS-Legislative Aides; Scaife, Jennifer 
Subject: Letter RE: proposed ordinance expanding eligibility for electronic monitoring 

Colleagues, 

Please see the attached letter from District Attorney Gascon regarding a proposed ordinance to offer electronic monitoring 
to pretrial detainees being held in lieu of bail. I will be by to circulate hard copies tomorrow morning. 

Maxwell Szabo 
Legislative Affairs & Policy Manager 
Office of District Attorney George Gascon 
850 Bryant Street, Third Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
415-553-9089 phone 
@SFDAOffice 
Facebook.com/SFDistrictAttorney 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

George Gascon 
District Attorney 

Honorable Ed Lee 
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200 

San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Dear Mayor Lee: 

February 5, 2014 

Electronic monitoring and other alternatives to incarceration are essential to San 
Francisco's ongoing effort to meet and exceed the goals of realignment. When 
implemented properly such programs can reduce our jail population and provide 
significant cost savings for taxpayers. It is crucial, however, that such programs 
consider critical information such as an offender's risk factors in order for in-home 
detention to be implemented safely. 

The Courts and District Attorney are currently entrusted with the decision to release 
pretrial detainees because we have the most information about the defendant, the 
victim, and the concerns of the community. We know an offender's full criminal history 
and we are in contact with their victims. We address the safety concerns of victims and 
witnesses, and provide relocation when necessary. 

This information and level of insight is absolutely critical to determining who should 
remain in custody and who can be entrustedto be released into the community. In fact, 
my office is working to develop a scientifically based risk assessment tool for this very 
purpose. We want to find safe ways to reduce the pre-trial population. However, in light 
of the fact that 80% of our pretrial population is being held on felony charges, it is 
important that we do this with extraordinary care and diligence. 

Granting the authority to release large swaths of this population without critical 
information pertaining to an offender's risk factors puts the public, victims and 
witnesses at risk. As the custodial agent the Sheriff does not have the information 
necessary to make these important determinations. They are not present in court 
during bail review and do not have access to the important arguments in support or 
opposition to pretrial release that are made at these hearings. As a result, they do not 

850 BRYANT STREET, THIRD FLOOR· SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103 

RECEPTION: (415) 553-1752 · FACSIMILE: (415) 553-9054 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

have the necessary information and are not the proper agency to make determinations 
about pretrial release. 

The Sheriff does have a role in post-conviction release. However, this proposal would 
grant broad release authority without requiring that information held within other 
criminal justice agencies be considered. The Adult Probation Department and District 
Attorney's Office have essential information that must be considered in making these 
very important determinations, but the Sheriff does not. This raises serious concerns 
that determinations of risk for sentenced offenders will be uninformed and made in a 
vacuum. 

Of additional concern is the concept of placing individuals on electronic monitoring on 
an involuntary basis. As written, the legislation enables sentenced offenders who have 
indicated no intention of honoring the terms of their release to be eligible for the 
program. Electronic monitoring should be reserved for those who agree to the terms of 
their release. San Francisco would be creating a threat to public safety by releasing 
anyone who has not indicated their intention to comply with those terms. 

I am a strong proponent of alternatives to incarceration - but not at the expense of 
public safety. Accurate and informed risk assessment is the hallmark of a successful 
electronic monitoring program, and I'm very concerned that this legislation would erode 
San Francisco's ability to adequately determine who is and who is not a good candidate 
for in-home custody programs. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
George Gascon 
District Attorney 
City and County of San Francisco 

CC: Honorable David Chiu 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable David Campos 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATIORNEY 

Honorable Eric Mar 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable Norman Yee 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable Mark Farrell 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable Jane Kim 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable Malia Cohen 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable London Breed 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable Katy Tang 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable Scott Wiener 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Honorable John Avalos 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 



, .. ,. 
From: Board of Supervisors 

BOS-Supervisors To: 
Subject: FW: 100 new signers: margaret mather, Maureen McGinley ... 

From: John McAndrew [mailto:mail@changemail.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2014 4:40 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors 
Subject: 100 new signers: margaret mather, Maureen McGinley ... 

Another 100 people added their names to Dana S's petition "Make fiber broadband a priority for San Francisco" 
-- momentum is growing. 

There are now 1300 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Dana S by 
clicking here: 
http://www.change.org/petitions/rnake-fiber-broadband-a-priority-for-san
francisco/responses/new?response=92 72c5 9f5 71 d 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

As other cities embrace high-speed fiber broadband, San Francisco is getting left behind. Our city has 
underutilized public fiber and several local Internet Service Providers eager to deploy gigabit speed 
broadband to businesses and households, yet this is stymied by rules and regulations that have not kept pace 
with technology. Deployment of fiber and ultra-high speed broadband provides a unique opportunity to 
create innovation and new jobs, extend public access and develop valuable infrastructure that would serve 
our city for decades to come. I encourage you to develop policy to encourage fiber deployment and make 
ultra fast broadband a priority for San Francisco. 

Sincerely, 

1299. rnargaret mather san francisco, California 
1298. Maureen McGinley San Francisco, California 
1297. Gabe Miller San francisco, California 
1295. Peter Mandell San Francisco, California 
1294. David Betancourt Port Reading, New Jersey 
1293. Philip King San Francisco, California 
1291. Chris Wikler Lafayette, California 
1290. Jonathan Mayer San Francisco, California 
1289. Bobby Williams San Francisco, California 
1288. Michael Abracham San Francisco, California 
1287. Oscar Martinsson San Francisco, California 
1286. Bobak Esfandiari Walnut Creek, California 
1285. Bailey Smith San Francisco, California 
1284. Paul Laxton San francisco, California 
1283. Brian Heung San Francisco, California 
1282. Barry Galvin San Francisco, California 
1281. Carl Carbonell San Francisco, California 
1280. McKenzie Bryan-Kjaer, United States 



1279. Alanna Greenham San Francisco, California 
1278. Jacob Barss-Bailey San Francisco, California 
1277. Thomas Devol San Francisco, California 
1275. Michael Arick Oakland, California 
1274. Simon James San Francisco, California 
1273. Kyle Sund San Francisco, California 
1272. Alberto Abella San Francisco, California 
1271. Reginald Forrest San Francisco, California 
1270. Richard Hashimoto Vallejo, California 
1269. Andrew McCluskey San Francisco, California 
1268. michael sicard san francisco, California 
1267. Edmund Ng San Francisco, California 
1266. Donald Murphy elizabeth, New Jersey 
1265. Aaron Morton San Francisco, California 
1263. Tyler Brown San Francisco, California 
1261. Brian Kuester San Francisco, California 
1260. Cory Reese San Francisco, California 
1259. Bill Kuang San Francisco, California 
1257. Janelle Kung San Francisco, California 
1256. Peter Dalton San Francisco, California 
1255. john seronello san francisco, California 
1254. Christopher Friday San Francisco, California 
1252. Andrew Burgos San Francisco, California 
1251. Alex Kochman redwood city, California 
1250. christa bates san francisco, California 
1249. Amy Maloon San Francisco, California 
1248. Jason Cross San Francisco, California 
1245. Vivian Lee San Francisco, California 
1241. C Chavez San Francisco, California 
1240. Gary Weiss San Francisco, California 
1239. James Bao San Francisco, California 
1238. John Cervantes San Francisco, California 
1237. Gary Brooks San Francisco, California 
1235. Gregory Blum San Francisco, California 
1234. Michael Madigan San Francisco, California 
1233. Brett Brockschmidt San Francisco, California 
1231. Alex Litvak San Francisco, California 
1228. Diedra D Booker SF, California 
1227. stefano hillman SAN FRANCISCO, California 
1226. Gloria Nomura San Francisco, California 
1225. DAVID BOONE SAN FRANCISCO, California 
1224. Chad Williams San Francisco, California 
1223. Douglas Curran San Francisco, California 
1221. Concerned Citizen New City, New York 
1221. Wanda Crane San Francisco, California 
1220. Joshua Callender San Francisco, California 
1219. U Kenny San Francisco, California 
1218. Jeffrey Wear San Francisco, California 
1217. john amaro san francisco, California 
1216. Rayming L San Francisco, California 
1215. Eric Nicholas San Francisco, California 
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1214. Mark Palomar San Francisco, California 
1213. Daniel Wagner San Francisco, California 
1212. david taylor san francisco, California 
1211. scott burke san francisco, California 
1210. Charles Clanton San Francisco, California 
1209. Brad Green San Francisco, California 
1208. John Hicks San Francisco, California 
1207. Thaddeus Ballantine San Francisco, California 
1206. asta venclovaite San Francisco, California 
1204. Mitchell Ferguson San Francisco, California 
1203. Maude Kirk San Francisco, California 
1201. Tom Packo San Francisco, California 
1200. Mark Mosheim San Francisco, California 
1199. Joshua Aldon San Francisco, California 
1198. zhi ning San Francisco, California 
1197. Caroline Nakajima San Francisco, California 
1195. john seronello san francisco, California 
1194. Susan Leas Latham San Francisco, California 
1193. evi altschuler san francisco, California 
1192. Grace McGovern San Francisco, California 
1189. Robert Markison San Francisco, California 
1188. Shaily Gupta San Francisco, California 
1187. Rebecca Rosen Lum San Francisco, California 
1185. Pavlas Politopoulos San Francisco, California 
1184. Julie Patrick ceres, California 
1183. Jeffrey Taylor San Francisco, California 
1181. Cynthia Williams San Francisco, California 
1180. Tommy Deschaine San Francisco, California 
1179. Sebra Leaves San Franicsco, California 
1178. Heilee Edwards San Francisco, California 
1177. Adore Rodriguez San Francisco, California 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Howard Chabner [hlchabner@jps.net] 
Tuesday, February 11, 20141:16 PM 
Farrell, Mark; Breed, London; Mar, Eric (BOS); Board of Supervisors; Avalos, John; Cohen, 
Malia; Chiu, David; Tang, Katy; Kim, Jane; Yee, Norman (BOS); Campos, David; 
scott. weiner@sfgov.org 
Johnston, Conor; Lee, Mayor 
MT A's End Run Around the Board of Supervisors Regarding Accessible Parking Policy 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors: 

San Francisco MTA is promoting changes to California law that would allow municipalities to impose 
payment requirements and time limits (in both cases, at regular metered spaces and at blue zones) 
on people with disabilities who have disabled parking placards. Such changes would be very harmful 
to Californians and visitors with disabilities. 

Below is an email I sent to the California Commission on Disability Access about this issue. Public 
comment at the CCDA meeting was overwhelmingly opposed to these changes. 

It's significant that SFMTA, purportedly on behalf of San Francisco, is trying to change an 
important state law in a major way without any action by the Board of Supervisors or, indeed, 
without even bringing the matter to the Board of Supervisors as an informational item. In early 
November 2013 I met with Ed Reiskin and Carla Johnson about the SFMTA proposals; they told me 
they intended to seek approval from the MTA Board, and, if the proposals were approved by the MTA 
Board, to bring them to the Board of Supervisors (the land use committee in late November and the 
full board in December). I do not believe that Mr. Reiskin and Ms. Johnson misled me; people change 
their minds. It would be interesting to know why they changed their minds. Anyway, a San Francisco 
agency should not try to change state law without approval of San Francisco's elected legislative 
body, the Board of Supervisors. 

A point of clarification - recommendation #5 would direct parking meter revenue from blue zones to 
accessibility improvements, not from placard holders who park at regular metered spaces. As 
mentioned in the email to the CCDA, I oppose that recommendation on philosophical and practical 
grounds. In any event, if these proposals were adopted and San Francisco were to impose payment 
on placard holders at regular metered spaces, San Francisco MTA would gain over $12 million 
annually (at 2013 meter rates, which can be expected to increase over time); I believe this is MTA's 
primary motivation for promoting these proposals. 

Please do not support MTA's proposals to change California law regarding accessible parking. 
Thank you for considering this email. 

Sincerely 

Howard Chabner 

From: Howard Chabner [mailto:hlchabner@jps.net] 
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2014 1:10 PM 
To: 'steven.funderburk@dgs.ca .gov'; 'stephancastellanos@mac.com'; 'CCDA@DGS.CA.GOV' 
Subject: California Commission on Disability Access - January 8, 2014 Meeting - Agenda Item #6 - San Francisco 
Accessible Parking Recommendations 
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Dear Chair Leemhuis and Members: 

These comments are submitted about the San Francisco Accessible Parking Policy Advisory Committee 
(the "Parking Committee") recommendations. I've lived in San Francisco since 1982 and have used an electric 
wheelchair since 1990. My wife and I own a wheelchair accessible lowered floor minivan. I no longer drive, 
but did for around 25 years. 

Introduction and Background. 

Before commenting on the Parking Committee's recommendations, I will discuss the larger context. 
The recommendations should not be considered in a vacuum; the following factors must be considered: 

1. People with major mobility disabilities have fewer transportation choices available than able-bodied 
people, and rely heavily on automob'iles. (Separately I will distribute an email I've written about 
this.) 

2. Most of the time, people with mobility disabilities park in regular (non-blue zone) metered and 
unmetered spaces, not blue zones. Almost all on-street parking spaces except perpendicular and 
angled spaces, those on the driver's side of a one-way street, and those on a steep hill are, in effect, 
accessible spaces even though not labeled as such. 

3. SFMTA ("MTA") is engaged in a relentless campaign against cars that includes reducing the 
number of on-street parking spaces, adding meters to previously unmetered spaces (including in 
residential neighborhoods), and increasing the cost and required payment hours at metered spaces. 
MT A has not shared with the public any overall plan with respect to parking meters, instead opting 
for a piecemeal, divide-and-conquer, stealth strategy. 

Here are some specifics about MTA's campaign against cars and how it is negatively impacting people 
with mobility disabilities. Because its charge and scope of inquiry from MTA are narrow, the Parking 
Committee did not consider these essential facts. 

• MTA is reducing the number of on-street parking spaces throughout the city by, among other things, 
eliminating parking spaces and replacing them with bike lanes. The bike lane project on Fell and Oak 
Streets is but one example. Others include Masonic A venue, 2nd Street and the plan to eliminate 
parking along a large commercial/residential area on Polk Street. 

• Eliminating parking spaces and replacing them with bike lanes eliminates more parking spaces than 
acknowledged by MTA, because residents can no longer park in the curb lane across their driveways as 
they have done for decades. 

• Parking spaces that are, in effect, disabled accessible although not designated as such are being 
removed. For example, all of the parking spaces on Oak Street that were eliminated as part of the bike 
lane project are on the South side of Oak and, before implementation of the project, were effectively 
accessible; those that remain are on the North side and are not accessible to wheelchair users because a 
side ramp or lift would have to be redeployed into travel lanes. The JFK Drive cycle track is another 
example - by moving the parking lane away from the curb, the number of effectively accessible spaces 
was drastically reduced, even though a handful of blue zones were added. 

• Changing parallel parking to angled or perpendicular also eliminates spaces that previously were 
effectively accessible for wheelchair users and other people with mobility limitations. For example, as 
part of the Fell and Oak Street bike lane project, MTA converted parking on several side streets from 
parallel to perpendicular or angled, which exacerbated, not mitigated, the parking loss hardship for 
people with mobility disabilities. 

2 



• MT A is installing parking meters in spaces that previously were unrestricted or in some cases were in 
neighborhood permit zones. This is going on not only in commercial neighborhoods, but residential. 
See Meter Madness http://metermadness.wordpress.com/ for details. For example, on February 21, 
2013, I attended a meeting at USF about MTA's plan to install meters in the neighborhood around USF 
and along the perimeter of the John Adams CCSF campus, near where I live. A roomful of irate, 
distrustful neighbors were nearly unanimous in their outrage at the plan and their disdain for MTA. As 
another example, MTA has been trying to install meters in residential/small business/artist areas in the 
Northeast Mission. Although MTA has in some areas backed off in the face of a neighborhood outcry, 
this is merely a tactical retreat, not an acknowledgment that its plans are wrong and create hardships for 
residents, merchants, employees, artists, etc. 

• Parking spaces are being removed in order to install Muni rail and bus bulbouts that, in some cases, are 
unnecessary. For example, around four spaces on Carl were eliminated near the Northeast comer of 
Cole/Carl to create a larger boarding area for the outbound N Judah, even though few passengers board 
the outbound train at that stop. (Many passengers exit at that stop; they walk away and don't wait 
there.) 

• Bike parking racks on the sidewalk block access to parking spaces for wheelchair users and others with 
mobility limitations, thereby reducing the number of effectively accessible spaces. 

• Since the beginning of2013, parkers have been required to pay at metered spaces on Sundays. 
• In some areas, parking meters now operate at night. 
• The cost of parking at metered spaces is quite expensive in some areas, and it keeps going up. 
• The high-tech parking meters make it technically easy for MTA and its contractor, Serco, to continue 

raising prices and increasing payment hours, and to do so insidiously and without fair notice. 
• Serco, the for-profit contractor that operates the parking meters and to which MTA has delegated 

substantial power over parking policy, has financial and other interests that are different from those of 
San Francisco residents, businesses, employees and visitors. 

• The fines for parking tickets in San Francisco are high and continue to increase. They are among the 
highest in the nation, if not the highest. 

• The cost of being towed is unconscionably high - now around $500 for towing plus a ticket of nearly 
$100. 

Comments on the Parking Committee's Recommendations. 

#1 - Increase Blue Zones 

San Francisco has fewer blue zones than legally required. This has been pointed out many times over 
the years. I agree with the general recommendation to increase the number of blue zones in areas where there 
are metered parking spaces. 

San Francisco also has too few blue zones in residential areas and other areas where there are unmetered 
parking spaces. (MTA argues that there is no legal requirement for blue zones in areas where there are 
unmetered parking spaces; this is wrong.) San Francisco also should install more blue zones in these areas. 
Therefore, I support the recommendation to consider changing San Francisco's blue zone placement guidelines, 
ifthat is what is required to enable blue zones in more places. 

Although the Parking Committee report emphasizes that all of the recommendations function as a 
package, increasing the number of blue zones should be done ASAP and regardless of whether, or when, the 
other recommendations are adopted and implemented. Installing more blue zones does not require any change 
to state law. 

3 



The report states that increasing the number of blue zones to 4% of metered spaces would mean an 
increase of approximately 4 70 blue zones. To put that number in context, it's important to recognize that during 
the past few years San Francisco has lost at least that number of de facto accessible unmetered and metered 
street parking spaces, through outright elimination and changes in configuration (e.g. converting parallel spaces 
to perpendicular or angled, and moving the parking lane away from the curb). 

#2 - Improve Enforcement of Placard Misuse 

I agree with these proposals. There should be a photo on the placard itself and on the receipt. Local 
enforcement should be improved. These recommendations should be done ASAP and regardless of whether, or 
when, the other recommendations are adopted and implemented. 

Moreover, and although not among the Parking Committee's recommendations, San Francisco should 
consider increasing the penalty for placard misuse. (Although a penalty of $825 and immediate confiscation of 
the placard seems high, the penalty amount is less than twice that of the towing fee plus parking ticket for 
someone who, even if mistakenly, in good faith, and for only a short amount of time, parks in a tow-away 
zone.) 

A caveat, however. Placard abuse harms everyone. It must be punished and reduced. But just what 
constitutes placard abuse isn't as simple as it may appear. Sometimes a disabled person is accompanied by an 
able-bodied person in one direction but not both. For example, a disabled person and her able-bodied spouse or 
friend may park at night in a blue zone or metered space near her home. In the morning the able-bodied person 
may return to the car alone while the disabled person remains at home, takes a stroll in the neighborhood, or 
takes public transportation somewhere else. If a parking control officer sees the able-bodied one returning to a 
car parked in blue zone or metered space with a placard, the officer may wrongfully assume placard abuse. The 
reverse situation also happens. An able-bodied friend or family member of a disabled person may drive 
somewhere alone, park at a blue zone or meter, and display the disabled person's placard. The able-bodied 
person may exit her car alone, meet the disabled person and the two of them leave together, sometimes much 
later. This, too, is a legitimate use of disabled parking placard even though it may not appear to be. There are 
other permutations of these situations. 

#3 - Increase Oversight of Placard Approvals 

The huge increase in placards issued during the past 10 years - an increase far greater than the increase 
in overall population and seniors - is strong evidence that placards are being issued too easily. It is shocking, 
and grossly negligent, that DMV does not have the technical capacity to maintain information about medical 
providers who certify placards in a searchable database. This deficiency makes it difficult or impossible to 
determine whether any particular healthcare providers are certifying a suspiciously large number of placards, 
thereby making it extremely difficult to prevent fraud in the certification of eligibility for placards. I support 
the Parking Committee's three recommendations. These recommendations should be implemented ASAP and 
regardless of whether, or when, the other recommendations are adopted and implemented. 

Placard renewals are sent out automatically. I've had one since I moved to San Francisco in 1982, and 
after I submitted a doctor's note to get my first placard, the renewals have come in the mail automatically every 
two years. I could have moved away or died (or my medical condition could have been cured!) many years ago 
and the renewal placards would probably still keep coming. Recently I was speaking with a friend whose 
mother died seven or eight years ago, and the placards keep coming to her old house automatically. (He cuts 
them up, he doesn't fraudulently use them.) Apparently DMV doesn't cross check the list of placard holders 
against death data, another example of gross negligence by DMV. 
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In addition to the Parking Committee's recommendations, the following should be adopted: 

• Require a new certification every two or three years, even for placard holders with permanent 
disabilities. 

• Have a photo ID on the disabled parking placard and placard ID card, as has been done on 
drivers licenses for decades. 

• Require DMV to cross check the database of placard holders with databases of deaths, to make 
sure the survivors of decedents turn in the placards after death. 

• Consider reducing the types of medical providers eligible to certify people for placards. Not 
everyone has access to a medical doctor, but the current list of providers seems too broad. For 
example, chiropractors should probably not be eligible, and perhaps not optometrists and nurse 
midwives. 

• Conduct an outreach campaign to medical professionals emphasizing the harm done by falsely, 
or even in good faith but too leniently, certifying patients for placards. 

#4 - Remove the Meter Payment Exemption Requirement 

I strongly oppose this recommendation. Many people own cars but don't have garages, so they 
rely on street parking. If local jurisdictions were allowed to require placard holders to pay at meters 
(including blue zones in metered areas), San Francisco would certainly change its current policy and 
require payment. If it did this, and if MTA continued to reduce the overall number of street parking 
spaces, change the configuration of parking spaces to reduce the number of de facto accessible spaces, 
install meters in residential areas (and, if MTA has its way, do so with minimal notice to the people who 
would be impacted), increase the price and hours of meters, and increase the penalties for parking 
violations, some people with mobility disabilities - especially working-class and middle-class people -
would end up leaving San Francisco. Others who live elsewhere but work in San Francisco would not be 
able to continue working here. Moreover, many of those with mobility disabilities who would be 
negatively impacted are seniors. 

These would be terrible demographic consequences and would conflict with the principle often stated by 
elected officials, civic leaders and San Franciscans of all stripes, of encouraging and supporting a population 
that is diverse in, among other characteristics, age, disability status, family status, income and occupation. 

When the free parking policy was implemented decades ago, among the reasons for not requiring 
payment were the physical inaccessibility of meters and the physical difficulty for disabled people in returning 
to meters frequently in order to pay before the time expired. Meter payment technology has changed 
dramatically since then, and the recommendation would allow jurisdictions to require payment only if their 
meters have accessible payment options. But in considering whether or not free parking should be continued; 
it's essential to consider the overall parking situation today. The parking situation in San Francisco today is 
much more difficult, complex and expensive than when the free parking policy was initially adopted. The 
transportation choices of people with mobility disabilities continue to be quite limited compared to those 
available to able-bodied people, and, as referred to at the beginning of this email, many of us with mobility 
disabilities rely heavily on automobiles. Among other things, major access limitations and problems still exist 
in public transportation and are likely to persist for the foreseeable future. 

The justification for continuing free parking is similar to that for reduced fares on public transportation 
for disabled people (and for seniors and children), and in other contexts. Although the poorest segment of the 
population, whether disabled or able-bodied, cannot afford automobiles, many working-class and middle-class 
disabled people do own and rely on cars. Many people with mobility disabilities, including those who are 
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relatively affluent, have high medical expenses year after year that are not covered by insurance - caregivers 
who assist with activities of daily living, home access modifications (including installation and ongoing 
maintenance), long-term care, accessible vehicles, medical transportation, medical equipment (for example, 
insurance typically does not cover the entire cost of purchasing and maintaining complex wheelchairs, nor does 
it cover essential items such as lifts), medical supplies and drugs. Continuing to provide free on-street parking 
would be a fair acknowledgment of those extra burdens. 

The parking situation in San Francisco is uncertain and constantly changing. For those who rely on an 
automobile and don't have a garage, street parking is essential. But MTA is installing parking meters in 
residential areas. If this continues, some people with mobility disabilities who rely on automobiles would have 
to move. It would be a huge mistake to eliminate free parking in such an uncertain, changing environment. 

MTA has estimated that, at an average rate of $1.50 per hour, it had a revenue loss of $12.3 
million in 2013 due to metered hours occupied by cars with disabled placards that park for free, plus $2.5 
million in lost revenue because of free parking at blue zones. (Source: July 31, 2013, MTA draft revenue 
estimate from accessible parking proposal; provided to me per a Sunshine Ordinance request.) (This estimate 
also includes, as a cost of implementing the recommendations, one full-time equivalent MTA employee salary 
for one year, at $200,000. If $200,000 is the typical annual cost for a full-time equivalent employee, no wonder 
MTA is so hungry for money!) It's also important that the revenue impact analysis was prepared after the 
Parking Committee had completed its meetings. It does not seem that information about revenue lost due to 
free parking and revenue that would be gained by requiring payment was presented to the committee; if this 
information was presented at all, it wasn't emphasized. The total of nearly $15 million annually is based on an 
average rate of $1.50 per hour; since MTA can be expected to raise hourly rates and install more meters in the 
future, the revenue gain would be even greater. Also, the $15 million does not include parking ticket citation 
revenue that would be generated from placard holders for parking violations at metered spaces. Although there 
are one-time costs of installing meters at blue zones, installing more blue zones, and implementing accessible 
payment options, the revenue gained by eliminating free parking would continue year after year. 

I believe that capturing this large amount of lost revenue is MT A's main motivation for promoting 
this proposal. If MTA were truly interested in increasing overall parking access for disabled people, it 
would not be doing the things mentioned elsewhere in this email. It's also interesting that this revenue 
estimate was made months after the Parking Committee completed its meetings and formulated its 
recommendations. Importantly, MTA Director Ed Reiskin is Co-chair of the Parking Committee, Nelson 
Nygaard consultants acted as facilitators, and parking contractor Serco was heavily involved in the process. 
These players have a powerful economic incentive to increase MTA revenue. 

Requiring placard holders to pay at the meter is part of MTA's overall "demand management" strategy 
for parking. Like most goods, increasing the price of parking can be expected to reduce demand, but that 
shouldn't be the ultimate goal. If MTA charged $20 per hour to park at meters, it would undoubtedly open up 
spaces, but at what cost? Should San Francisco be a city where only the affluent can afford cars? 

It's true that free parking for placard holders invites fraud and abuse. So does any benefit - Medicare, 
Medi-Cal, Social Security, workers' compensation, unemployment insurance, disability insurance. But society 
should target fraud and abuse, not eliminate a benefit that is justified. According to the evidence in the Parking 
Committee report, the DMV has not really seriously tried to tackle fraud and abuse, and San Francisco's 
attempts have been limited. The Parking Committee's justification for eliminating free parking is that evidence 
from other jurisdictions indicates that targeting fraud and abuse alone is not sufficient. But why not try it first, 
instead of throwing out the baby with the bathwater? 
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The practices of other jurisdictions are of limited relevance. Other jurisdictions are not undergoing a 
campaign against cars as intense and relentless as MTA's campaign in San Francisco, and mobility disabled 
people there are not facing the same looming threats to their ability to use and own cars. 

Many San Francisco and California officials and employees pride themselves on going beyond legal 
requirements in access and implementing progressive practices even if not legally required. Certainly San 
Francisco and California can learn from other places, but they shouldn't emulate places that don't have forward
thinking disability access policies. Moreover, as the Parking Committee notes, 15 states do require cities to 
exempt placard holders from paying at the meter. 

There are other problems with the recommendation: 

• Allowing each jurisdiction to formulate its own policy invites confusion and inconsistency. If someone 
parks near a boundary between municipalities with different policies, . how would they know what to 
do? Signs and meters would have to be perfectly explicit, which is unlikely considering that currently 
they are often unclear about rules that are simpler than accessible parking payment rules undoubtedly 
would be. 

• A jurisdiction could only require payment if it provided an accessible payment option. How would this 
be defined? Would each jurisdiction have its own definition? And even if there were a standard, 
agreed-upon definition, there would inevitably be disputes about whether a particular municipality met 
the requirement. Municipalities would have a strong economic incentive to plow ahead and charge 
disabled people for parking even though payment access was incomplete or flawed. Lawsuits would be 
likely. 

• MTA often wrongly issues parking tickets. For example, it issues many tickets for parking in a 
temporary construction zone to cars that parked there when there was no signage indicating that parking 
is prohibited. It is difficult and burdensome for the general public to fight wrongly issued parking 
tickets. For a mobility disabled person who loses his or her initial appeal by correspondence, it is even 
more burdensome to go in person to fight the ticket than it is for the general public. 

Although the Parking Committee's recommendations did not include a discount on parking meter 
fees for people with low incomes, the final MTA Board resolution of November 19, 2013 directs MTA staff 
to develop a discount program for low income drivers with a disabled placard. This is certainly a step in the 
right direction, because disabled placard holders with low incomes would be the most impacted by eliminating 
free parking. However, such a discount would not be required by the state law changes the Parking 
Committee and MTA are promoting - whether or not to provide a discount would be up to each individual 
jurisdiction; therefore, low income drivers would not be protected. Also, there is no definition or threshold of 
low income, nor any specifics about the amount of discount; this is quite a fudge factor, and quite possibly 
added by the MTA Board primarily for the sake of optics in its campaign for state law changes. Finally, for 
the reasons described above, requiring payment would be a hardship for disabled placard holders with 
middle and upper-middle incomes, although not as great a hardship as for those with low incomes. 

#5 - Direct Revenue to Accessibility Improvements 

If payment is required for blue zones - which I oppose - the money should go into the same MTA fund 
as general parking meter revenues, not be specifically earmarked for accessibility improvements. With limited 
exceptions, money received from taxes and fees should go into a general pot in the relevant jurisdiction (federal, 
state, or local), and society should decide how to allocate all of that money. Earmarking blue zone meter 
revenue for access improvements would violate that principle. Parking meter revenue should not be considered 
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a user fee (unlike, for example, admission fees to state and national parks), nor should it be considered like 
proceeds from a bond issued for a specific purpose. 

Access is legally required. It should be part of every project and be funded in the same way as the rest of 
the project - from San Francisco's general fund, general capital sources, bond proceeds (for example, proceeds 
from a parks improvement bond should be used to provide access as part of the parks projects funded by the 
bond), general operating revenues, etc. San Francisco's ADA Transition Plan should be fully funded. Providing 
complete access should not depend on the existence of "special" sources such as blue zone meter revenues. 

Moreover, would there be any mechanism in place under the Parking Committee's proposal to ensure 
that these funds would be spent on improvements that would not otherwise have been made in the absence of 
these funds? Isn't it possible or likely that MTA would simply spend less money from other sources on access 
improvements? 

There is also a practical problem. Who would choose how to direct those funds to access improvements, 
and by what process? This recommendation would invite political wrangling about how to spend the funds and 
who gets to decide. 

#6 - Allow Jurisdictions to Establish Reasonable Time Limits 

As with the issue of free parking for placard holders, the overall parking situation in San 
Francisco must be considered. If MT A continues to install meters in residential and mixed 
residential/commercial areas that previously didn't have them (and, to make things worse, with even less 
public notice), continues reducing the overall number of street parking spaces, and continues reducing 
the number of de facto accessible spaces by changing the configuration of spaces from parallel to 
perpendicular/diagonal, mobility disabled people would rely more and more on metered spaces, and time 
limits would create a hardship, especially for those without garages, ultimately forcing some people with 
mobility disabilities out of San Francisco. 

If payment is required for regular metered parking and blue zones, according to the Parking 
Committee's reasoning, the incentive for abuse would be reduced and the rationale for time limits would be 
greatly diminished. If payment is required, there should be no time limits. 

If metered parking and blue zones continue to be free for placard holders, I would support reasonable 
time limits but only if MTA stops doing the things described in this email and significantly increases the 
number of blue zones in the whole gamut of areas, so that plenty of unmetered spaces remained available in 
residential and mixed residential/commercial areas, 

But a four hour time limit isn't enough. For example, people often spend more than four hours at a 
park. Golden Gate Park is closed to automobiles on Sundays (which I have supported for years). Meters now 
operate on Sundays. People with mobility disabilities who find street parking in the neighborhoods near parks 
should not be limited to four hours. Similarly, people spend more than four hours at music festivals, street fairs 
and similar events. They often spend more than four hours visiting friends in hospitals or at home. Dinner and 
a movie or concert can take more than four hours. 

I support the recommendation to set time limits for placard holders in green zones. Businesses pay for 
green zones and rely on them for deliveries and short-term customer parking, so I never park at green zones for 
more than a few minutes when the business is open. However, time limits should only apply during business 
hours and days. If, for example, a business is closed on Saturdays and Sundays, time limits should not apply to 
placard holders parking in that business's green zone on those days. 
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Thank you for considering this email. 

Sincerely 

Howard Chabner 

****** 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors 
Ausberry, Andrea 
File 13120: Alcohol restriction use 

From: rlee288@aol.com [mailto:rlee288@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2014 12:08 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors; Secretary, Commissions; SBAC 
Subject: Re: Alcohol restriction use 

To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 
SF Commissions Secretary, 
SF Small Business Commission, 

February 14, 2014 

8l)S-l/ 

I was born and raised in North Beach at 510 Vallejo and own property in North Beach on Bay Street. 

I am a civic leader both in Chinatown and in North Beach. 

I am against this moratorium. The reasoning behind it is noble enough. The proponents of the 
moratorium think that by eliminating Type 48 liquor licenses, i.e. bars, that Broadway's problems will 
go away. Quite honestly, that's not true. 

Trying to force Type 47, i.e., restaurant to open on Broadway is a recipe for failure. Take a hard look 
at the history of Broadway since the topless clubs opened in the 1960s and you will find that the 
restaurants have been failing ever since. Vanessi's, Enrico's, Little Joe's, Original Joe's, The Black 
Cat, and on and on. 

What parent in their right mind is going to take their children to Broadway for a family dinner on a 
Saturday night? Broadway resonates with problems that no child should be exposed to. 

So if you want to preserve long term vacancies, go ahead and support this moratorium. 

Yours Truly, 

Ron Lee 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors; Ausberry, Andrea 

Subject: File 131120: No Go for Proposed Liquor Moratorium for Broadway 

-----Original Message-----
From: Wil James [mailto:duca2@me.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2014 12:09 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors; Secretary, Commissions; SBAC 
Subject: No Go for Proposed Liquor Moratorium for Broadway 

Dear Government Officials: 

It is alarming how shortsighted the proposed legislation drafted by Supervisor David Chiu is. 
While it sounds warm and fuzzy, it does not make any sense. 

Broadway will never get any better until the topless clubs go away. Restaurants have been 
failing on Broadway since the 1960s when the topless craze began. Think about it! What 
makes anyone in their right mind think they can force fine dining back onto Broadway now? 

Who wants to go to Broadway to dine with their sweethearts, with their families and children, 
when they are barraged by scantily clad women, pimps, drug dealers, hoodlums, gang bangers, 
etc.? That element will never go away until the main attraction goes away. The main 
attraction is the topless clubs. 

The city and the neighborhood do gooders should be dealing with one problem at a time not 
preventing people from opening businesses that will bring investment and vibrancy to dark and 
shuttered buildings. 

Wil James 
North Beach 
San Francisco 
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DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS 
City and County of San Francisco 

sfelections.org 

Memorandum 

To: Honorable Edwin M. Lee, Mayor_ 

Honorable Members, Board of Supey.yisors 
Cij_, \ 

From: John Arntz, Director of Elections .J.-1:--·--
~ '\, \ 

Date: February 14, 2014 ' \ \ 
"\l \ 

RE: Notice of Ballot Simplification Committe¢ Meetings for the 

UctA ULq ~ 
2-/1 'f /14 1- ~ 12-f fyt-

13 th - fZ v £, e,'i co Ne:. 
John Arntz 

Director 

June 3, 2014, Consolidated Statewide Direct Primary Election 

Beginning Monday, February 24, the Ballot Simplification Committee will conduct public 
meetings to prepare an impartial summaiy of each local ballot measure for publication in San 
Francisco's Voter Information Pamphlet for the upcoming June 3, 2014, Consolidated 
Statewide Direct Primaty Election. The Committee must complete its digests no later than 85 
days before the election, which is Monday, March 10. 

Meeting agendas and related materials will be posted at sfelections. org/bsc and in the 
Depru1ment of Elections office in City Hall, Roo~ 48. Agendas will be posted at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting, as mandated by the Sunshine Ordinance. Other agenda materials 
will be made available as early as possible. Please check often for any updates. 

About the Ballot Simplification Committee 

The Ballot Simplification Committee works in public meetings to prepare a fair and impartial 
summary of each local ballot measure in simple language. These summaries, or "digests/' ru·e 
printed in San Francisco's Voter lnfo1mation Pamphlet, which is mailed to eve1y registered 
voter before the election. 

Each digest must explain the primary purposes and points of the measure, but is not required 
to include au,xiliruy or subsidiru.y inf01mation. Each digest must include the following fom 
sections: 

• The Way It ls Now_ 

• The Proposal 

• A "Yes" Vote Means 

• A "No" Vote .Means 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, \Toicc (415) 554-4375 
Fa." (415) 554-7344 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 

TIY (415) 554-4386 
Jftltdio11s.01;g 



In general, each digest is limited to 300 words. Digests may exceed the 300~word limit if the 
Committee determmes that the complexity. or scope of the proposed measure requires a longer 
digest. In addition, digests must be written as close as possible to the eighthwgrade reading 
level. 

The Ballot Simplification Committee also assists the Department of Elections in preparing 
other infonnational material for the Voter Jnf01mation Pamphlet, such as a glossary of the 
te1ms that_appear in the pamphlet. 

For more information about the Ballot Simplification Committee, please visit 
sfelections.orglbsc or the Department of Elections office in City Hall, Room 48 .. 
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To: BOS-Supervisors 
Subject: Memorandum Issued: Airport Commission: The Airport Did Not Use the Appropriate Contract 

Type and Did Not Perform All Close-out Procedures 

From: Toy, Debbie 
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2014 1:23 PM 
To: Calvillo, Angela; Kawa, Steve; Howard, Kate; Falvey, Christine; Tsang, Francis; Elliott, Jason; Steeves, Asja; 
Campbell, Severin; Newman, Debra; Rose, Harvey; sfdocs@sfpl.info; CON-EVERYONE; CON-CCSF Dept Heads; CON-
Finance Officers , 
Subject: Memorandum Issued: Airport Commission: The Airport Did Not Use the Appropriate Contract Type and Did Not 
Perform All Close-out Procedures 

The Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) today issued a memorandum on its assessment of the 
Airport's Close-out Procedures with its Parking Access Revenue Control System (PARCS) contract. The assessment found 
that the Airport Commission (Airport) used a personal services contract for its PARCS project, although the project's 
scope called for a construction contract. As a result, the contract excluded close-out procedures typically included in 
Airport construction contracts, and these procedures were not performed. 

To view the full memorandum, please visit our Web site at: 
http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=1669 

This is a send-only e-mail address. 

For questions about the memorandum, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or 
415-554-5393 or the CSA Audits Unit at 415-554-7469. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Commission President Mazzola and Commissioners 
San Francisco Airport Commission 

John L. Martin, Airport Director 
San Francisco International Airport 

FROM: Tonia Lediju, Director of City Audits--.A A 
City Services Auditor Division . D V ~ 

DATE: February 13, 2014 

Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 

Monique Zmuda 
Deputy Controller 

SUBJECT: Airport Commission: The Airport Did Not Use the Appropriate Contract 
Type and Did Not Perform All Close-out Procedures 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Airport Commission (Airport) used a personal services contract for its Parking Access 
Revenue Control System (PARCS) project, although the project's scope called for a 
construction contract. As a result, the contract with Scheidt & Bachmann USA Inc. (S&B) 
excluded close-out procedures typically included in Airport construction contracts and these 
procedures were not performed. The Airport concurs with the finding and agrees to implement 
the two related recommendations. 

BACKGROUND, OBJECTIVES & METHODOLOGY 

Background 

Basis for Assessment. In accordance with its work plan for fiscal year 2013-14, the Office of the 
Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) assessed the Airport's compliance with 
construction contract close-out requirements as part of CSA's ongoing program of assessing 
compliance with contract close-out requirements in various departments of the City and County 
of San Francisco (City) each quarter. 

415·554·7500 City Hall• 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 316 •San Francisco CA 94102·4694 FAX 415·554-7466 
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San Francisco International Airport. San Francisco International Airport (SFO) is a world-class 
airport serving more than 41 million domestic and international passengers annually. As one of 
the world's 25 busiest airports, SFO offers frequent connections to cities across the United 
States. The Airport's Design, Construction, and Technology Division is the subject of this 
assessment. 

Project Description. The PARCS project, Contract 8329, was designed to provide the Airport's 
parking garages with a new, online, virtual real-time revenue control system centrally controlled 
over an Internet-based network. The system is meant to improve the parking patron experience 
by allowing for express, ticketless parking transactions. An online system is to provide 
comprehensive monitoring, control, reporting, and auditing functionality to provide the Airport's 
parking patrons the best possible customer service experience. 

The Airport selected S&B as the contractor for this project, the original budget of which was 
$5,990, 117. The project started on November 30, 2005, and the original planned contract 
duration of 365 days meant a scheduled completion date of November 30, 2006. However, 
because of several delays, along with several scope additions and contract modifications, the 
actual completion date was April 1, 2013, or more than seven years after the project began. The 
final project cost was $8,054,331, which was $2,064,214 over the original contract amount. The 
final duration of the project was 2,679 days. 

ContractTimeline. According to the deputy airport director, the PARCS contract was originally 
managed by the Airport's Business and Finance Division, but was later inherited by the Design, 
Construction, and Technology Division. The contract required S&B to provide and install the 
related software, equipment, devices, and subsystems specified in the contract. The contractor 
was also required to remove existing parking revenue equipment, adjust the existing curbed 
concrete islands, and install new system wiring. As the project progressed, multiple contract 
modifications extended the timeline and expanded the scope of work. According to the project 
manager, the contract's management was transferred to the Airport's Design, Construction, and 
Technology Division as the integration of multiple disciplines demanded by the revised project 
scope grew challenging. 

The exhibit below details the various modifications to the contract. 

ljlh:H. Value.of PARCS Contract Modi~ications 
CohtractN!odification Modification\talue · 

1 $267,749 
2 949,999 

3 269,337 

4 1,520,799 
5 (943,671) 

TOTAL $2,064,213 

Source: Airport Commission Contract Modifications - Actual Values 

$6,257,866 

7,207,866 
7,477,203 

8,998,002 
8,054,331 

$8,054,331 
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Contract modifications 1 through 4 expanded the scope of work of the project by requiring S&B 
to both perform additional work and provide additional items not originally in the contract. The 
additional work included interfacing PARCS with FasTrak 1 technology and systems, completing 
improvements to Airport Employee Parking Lot D to allow mixed-use (employee and public) 
parking, and automating the use of Parking Lot D. The expanded scope required the contractor 
to make several infrastructure changes, including modifications to existing entry/exit lane 
configurations through civil engineering work and electrical and communications improvements. 
The modifications also required S&B to provide additional equipment to automate the parking 
operation at the facility. 

Modification 5 reduced the contract amount because of a reduction in the contract's scope. The 
final scope reduction occurred after the Airport concluded that S&B did not have the appropriate 
contractor's license to subcontract for portions of the scope of work that were added by prior 
modifications. Due to S&B's inability to subcontract, the Airport's legal staff advised the Design, 
Construction, and Technology Division to inform S&B to stop all work until the issue was 
resolved. The scope reduction soon followed, and the contract was then closed out. 

Close-out Defined. Contract close-out formally ends the construction phase of a capital project 
and ensures that all contractual and legal obligations have been fulfilled before final payment is 
released to the contractor. Ensuring compliance with all close-out procedures assures the City 
that the contractor has used city resources appropriately and has completed the work in 
accordance with contract terms. 

Objectives 

The objectives of the assessment were to determine whether: 

• The Airport adequately oversaw compliance with construction close-out requirements for 
the Parking Access Revenue Control System Project. 

• , The contractor complied with the contract's close-out requirements. 

Methodology 

To achieve the objectives, CSA: 

• Reviewed the applicable close-out requirements in the PARCS contract. 
• Developed a checklist of requirements for all phases of close-out based on a standard 

Airport construction contract's close out procedures. 
• Interviewed Airport personnel. 
• Reviewed close-out documentation provided by the Airport. 

Government Auditing Standards do not cover nonaudit services, which are defined as 
professional services other than audits or attestation engagements. Therefore, the Airport is 

1 FasTrak is an electronic toll collection program for San Francisco Bay Area bridges developed by the Bay Area Toll 
Authority and administered by Affiliated Computer Services. 
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responsible for the substantive outcomes of the work performed during this assessment, and is 
responsible to be in a position, in fact and appearance, to make an informed judgment on the 
results of the nonaudit service. 

RESULTS 

Finding - Because it used a personal services contract for the PARCS project, the 
Airport did not follow all standard construction contract close-out procedures, 
increasing the risk of contractor nonperformance. 

The Airport used a personal services contract instead of a construction contract as the 
agreement between the Airport and the general contractor, S&B, for the PARCS project. As a 
result: 

• The contract lacked the close-out procedures of a current, standard construction 
contract. 

• The Airport did not complete all close-out procedures required for construction projects. 
• The Airport transferred the contract's management during delivery of the project to the 

Airport's Design, Construction, and Technology Division to be carried out as a 
construction project. 

According to the PARCS project manual, the contract originated as a personal services 
contract, although the contract contained public works aspects. According to the project 
manager, because the project's scope changed such that it required multiple disciplines to be 
integrated into the project, the Airport transferred the management of the contract to the Design, 
Construction, and Technology Division. 

Because a construction contract was not used from the project's initiation, the close-out 
procedures found in a standard city construction contract were not included and some were not 
followed. For example, a standard city construction contract lists the provision of a guaranty 
bond in the amount of 1 O percent of the final contract amount, or a letter that would be enforced 
for a period of two years from the date of final acceptance. Because the PAR CS contract did not 
contain this requirement, the Airport could not provide verification that the guaranty bond was 
produced before final acceptance. Another example is the lack of a requirement for written 
notice from the contractor claiming completion of substantial completion requirements. The lack 
of these requirements in the contr(;l(j increased the risk that the contractor and the Airport would 
not fulfill all normal contractual and legal obligations before final payment was approved to the 
contractor. 

Although the contract excluded the standard construction contract close-out procedures, the 
Airport maintained a checklist that included most of the documents required for certain close-out 
procedures. 
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Recommendations 

The Airport Commission should: 

1. Ensure that the appropriate contract type is used for work performed, be it personal 
services or construction. 

2. Ensure that all standard city construction close-out procedures are included in contracts 
and completed for all projects that include construction work. 

The Airport's response is attached. CSA will work with the Airport to follow up on the status of 
·the recommendations made in this memorandum. CSA extends its appreciation to you and your 
staff who assisted with this project. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 
(415) 554-5393 or Tonia.Lediju@sfgov.org. 

cc: Airport 
Tryg McCoy 
Leo Fermin 
Ivar Satero 
Wallace Tang 
Geoff Neumayr 
Damian Davis 
Reuben Halili 
Kristine Casipit 

Controller 
Ben Rosenfield 
Monique Zmuda 
Mark de la Rosa 
Nicholas Delgado 
Freddy Padilla 
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ATTACHMENT: DEPARTMENT RESPONSE 

February 5, Wl4 

ToniaLcdiju 
Director of City Audits 
City Hall, Room 476 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlcl1 Place 
San Francisco. CA 94102 

San Francisco lntern;itlonal Airport 

Subj eel: Airport Contract No. 8329 Parking Acces~ Revenue Contrpl Systems (PARCS) Response 
to CSA Draft Audit Repurt («lated 211J/14) 

Dear Ms. Lediju: 

Enclosed fix your use is the Airport's response hJ tl1e recommendutions lJfthe referenced audit of Aitvo1t 
Contract No. 8329 Parking: Access Revenue Control Systems (PARC$). Also included are 1Jw 
Construction contract Substantial Completion and Final Closeout checklists documents that were 
requested. 

The CSA draft report appears to be co111plete and concise. and the Airport has no further comment. 
Please note we have included our responses in the CSA Division forms. as instruct.ed. Please fc~ffrec to 
C<mtaet me with any comments or questions. We've enjoyed working: with your ream on this audit. and 
they have demonstrated the utmost professionalism and dedicatitm in perfonning their work . 

.. atero 
Dtpuly Airport: Director 
Design, Co11struction & T.:chnulogy 

cc: Nicholas Delgudo. Audit Manager 

tOWINM~U. 

hl!l\01? 

t ARft'l' MAZZO\.A 

f-'lff.~tD:tN1 

llNUll S", t.'."RA'fTON 
Vlt:.l:f'ijt-!iWfN! 

JtJMN L ~Afl:TtN 
41RFOff1 p1Rt'Cf( . .J8 
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Airport Commission: The Airport Did Not Use the Appropriate Contract Type and Did Not Perform All Close-out Procedures 
February 13, 2014 

For each recommendation, the responsible agency should indicate whether it concurs, does not concur, or partially concurs. If it concurs with 
the recommendation, it should indicate the expected implementation date and implementation plan. If the responsible agency does not concur or 
partially concurs, it should provide an explanation and an alternate plan of action to address the identified issue. 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESPONSES 

Recommendation Response 

The Airport Commission should: 

1. Ensure that the appropriate contract type is used for Concurs. 
work performed, be it personal services or 
construction. 

2. Ensure that all standard city construction close-out 
procedures are included in contracts and completed 
for all projects that include construction work. 

Recent agency (Airport) reorganizations, along with the creation of the 
Airport's Contracts Administration Unit, under the Administration Division, 
ensures that the contract vehicles for all construction, professional and 
personal services contracts are assigned properly. 

Concurs. 

Along with the creation of the Airport's CAU, the Design, Construction & 
Technology Division has created a Business Process Manager (BPM) 
position (reporting to the Deputy Director) and Contracts Management Unit 
(CMU) to develop consistent business processes and contract 
development across the recently formed organization, which was a 
consolidation of the former Bureau of Design & Construction and the 
Facilities Engineering and Architecture divisions. All contracts are 
prepared through a collaborative effort of the application of business 
processes is performed by the BPM. Both of these recent organizational 
developments should ensure that this occurrence is not repeated. 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: Sierra Club Supports Full Funding for Solar and Renewable Energy and Opposes Rate 
Increases 

From: John Rizzo [mailto:jrizzo@sorintmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2014 12:50 PM 
To: commissioners@sfwater.org; Kelly, Jr, Harlan 
Cc: Sue Vaughan; Board of Supervisors; Fish, Monica; Kim, Roger; Becky Evans; Assmann, David; Hood, Donna; Lee, 
Mayor 
Subject: Sierra Club Supports Full Funding for Solar and Renewable Energy and Opposes Rate Increases 

Vince Courtney, Jr., President 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Harlan Kelly, Director 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Sierra Club Supports Full Funding for Solar and Renewable Energy and Opposes Rate 
Increases 

Dear President Courtney and Commissioners and Director Kelly: 

The Sierra Club thanks the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission for its efforts to date to advance 
the causes of renewable energy and efforts that address the challenges posed by climate change. 
This year, however, we understand that funding for three keys areas has been cut or eliminated from 
your proposed Fiscal Year 2014-15 and 2015-16 budgets: GoSolarSF, CleanPowerSF, and 
Department of Environment partnerships. 

As you continue to deliberate regarding the SFPUC budget, we wish to reiterate the following position 
to the Commission: 

- Sierra Club supports full funding of $5 million for the GoSolarSF program 
- Sierra Club supports continued work and full funding for the CleanPowerSF program 
- Sierra Club supports funding of $600,000 for climate change, renewable energy, and green building 
programming in partnership with the San Francisco Department of the Environment 

The Sierra Club opposes proposed rate increases for general fund departments, enterprise 
departments, the school district, or City College until these funding levels are achieved in the current 
budget. 

Thank you, and we look forward to working with you on these important renewable energy and 
climate change goals. 

John Rizzo 
Sierra Club San Francisco Bay Chapter 
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CC: SFPUC General Manager Harlan Kelly, Jr. 

Mayor Edwin Lee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco Commission on the Environment 

D. Hood, SF PUC 
Monica Fish 
Roger Kim 
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February 7, 2014 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94102-4689 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

80~-\ \ 
ora..~ 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager 

Please find attached the Recreation and Park Department's report for the 2nd quarter ofFY13-14 
in response to the requirements of Resolution 157-99 Lead Poisoning Prevention. To date, the 
Department has completed assessment and clean-up at 181 sites since program inception in 1999. 

We have recently completed a project at the Palace of Fine Arts and former Exploratorium, and at 
Mission Playground (where we worked with the Department of Public Health to abate a Notice of 
Violation related to paint chips from an adjoitiing property). Current work involves completing a 
report for Candlestick Park for a survey already completed that will aid in demolition of that site. 
Additionally, we continue to work with the Public Utilities Commission and Department of 
Public Health to revise our technical guidelines. 

I hope that you and interested members of the public fmd that the Department's performance 
demonstrates our commitment to the health and well being of the children we serve. 

Thank you for your support of this important program. Please do not hesitate to contact me with 
any questions, comments or suggestions you have. 

Philip A. Ginsburg 
General Manager 

Attachments: 1. FYI 3-14 Implementation Plan, 2nd Quarter Status Report 
2. Status Report for All Sites 

Copy: J. Walseth, DPH, Children's Environmental Health Promotion 

Mclaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park I 501 Stanyan Street I San Francisco, CA 94117 I PH: 415.831.2700 I FAX: 415.831.2096 I www.parks.sfgov.org 

1810-078 cover letter to hos 



City ruid County of Srui Francisco 
Recreation and Park Department 

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 
FY2013-2014 Implementation Plan 

2nd Quarter Status Report 

Plan Item 

I. Hazard Identification and Control 

a) Program Revision 

b) Site Prioritization 

c) Survey 

d) Cleanup 

e) Site Posting and Notification 

f) Next site 

II. Facilities Operations and Maintenance 

a) Periodic Inspection 

1810-079 status report 

Status 

A revision of the project management procedures has been 
completed. The purpose of this revision, which is part of our 
periodic check, was to ensure that the program is in line with 
current regulations, and to offer stakeholders greater 
opportunity for involvement. 

Prioritization is based on verified hazard reports (periodic 
inspections), documented program use (departmental and 
day care), estimated participant age, and presence of 
playgrounds or schoolyards. 

Sites are selected on a rolling basis; as one site is completed, 
the next site on the list becomes active. 

We are currently working to complete the Candlestick Park 
report for the survey conducted in July io 11 to assist with 
demolition preparation. 

The project at the Palace of Fine Arts and former 
Exploratorium site is completed. That project included 
shutting off a water source that was found to have elevated 
lead levels. We also worked with the Department of Public 
Health to follow up on a Notice of Violation received at 
Mission Playground related to paint chips from an adjoining 
property. The Notice of Violation was abated. 

Each site has been or will be posted advance of clean-up 
work so that staff and the public may be notified of the work 
to be performed. 

Priority 14 7, Kezar Pavilion. 

Annual periodic facility inspections are completed by staff. 
As periodic inspections are focused on at the end of the 
fiscal year, a completion rate is not yet available. Classes on 
how to complete these inspections continue to be offered 
throughout the year. 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Recreation and Park Department 

b) Housekeeping 

c) Staff Training 

1810-079 status report 

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 
FY2013-2014 Implementation Plan 

Staff is reminded of this hazard and the steps to control it 
through our Lead Safe Work Practice. 

Under the Department's Injury and Illness Prevention 
Program, basic lead awareness training is recommended 
every two years for appropriate staff (e.g. custodians, 
gardeners, recreation staff, structural maintenance staff, 
etc.). 

Page 2 of2 



San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

Status Report for RPO Sites 

Sites are listed in order in which they were prioritized for survey. Prioritization is done using an algorithm which takes into account attributes of a site that would likely mean 
the presence of children from 0-12 years old (e.g. programming serving children, or the presence of a playground). 

Sites are surveyed on a rolling basis. "Rolling" means that when one site finishes, the next site on the list will begin. Current sites are listed at the top. Sites not be completed 
in exact order of priority due to re-tests and other extenuating circumstances. 

Re-tests of previous sites are completed every 1 O surveys to ensure that past work has sustained an acceptable level of protection. 

ALL SITES 

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest Entered 
in FLOW 
Program 

171 Candlestick Park Jamestown Avenue 10-11 Demolition of site in planning stages; 
report to be completed for survey 
conducted July 2011. 

147 Kezar Pavilion Golden Gate Park 08-09 
138 Pine Lake Park CrestlakeNale/Wawona 07-08 Programmed retest; survey to be x 

completed. 
172 Broadway Tunnel West-Mini Leavenworth/Broadway 

Park 
173 Broadway Tunnel East-Mini Park Broadway/Himmelman 

174 Lake Merced Park Skyline/Lake Merced Includes Harding Park, Flemming 
Golf, Boat House and other sites. 
Note that the Sandy Tatum clubhouse 
and maintenance facilities were built in 
2004 and should be excluded from the 
survey. 

175 Ina Coolbrith Mini Park Vallejo/Taylor 
176 Justin Herman/Embarcadero Clay/Embarcadero 

Plaza 
177 Billy Goat Hill Laidley/30th 
178 Coso/Precita-Mini Park Coso/Precita 
179 Dorothy Erskine Park Martha/Baden 
180 Duncan Castro Open Space Diamond Heights 
181 Edgehill Mountain Edgehill/Kensington 

Way 
182 Everson/Digby Lots 61 Everson 
183 Fairmount Plaza Fairmont/Miguel 
184 15th Avenue Steps Kirkham/15th Avenue 

185 Geneva Avenue Strip Geneva/Delano 
186 Grand View Park Moraga/14th Avenue 
187 Hawk Hill 14th Avenue/Rivera 
188 Interior Green Belt Sutro Forest 
189 Japantown Peace Plaza Post/Buchanan/Geary 
190 Jefferson Square Eddy/Gough · 
191 Joseph Conrad Mini Park Columbus/Beach 
192 Kite Hill Yukon/19th 

193 Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park Lakeview/Ashton 
194 Maritime Plaza Battery/Clay 
195 Mclaren Park-Golf Course 2100 Sunnydale 

Avenue 
196 Mt. Davidson Park Myra Way 
197 Mt.Olympus Upper Terrace 
198 Mullen/Peralta-Mini Park Mullen/Peralta Mini 

Park 
199 O'Shaughnessey Hollow O'Shaughnessy Blvd. 
200 Park Presidio Blvd. Park Presidio Blvd. 
201 Rock Outcroooina Orteaa/14th Avenue Lots 11, 12, 21, 22, 6 
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

Status Report for RPO Sites 

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest Entered 
in FLOW 
Program 

202 South End Rowing/Dolphin Club Aquatic Park Landis leased 

203 Russian Hill Open Space Hyde/Larkin/Chestnut Hyde Street Reservoir 
204 Saturn Street Steps Saturn/Ord 
205 Seward Mini Park Seward/Acme Alley 
206 Twin Peaks Twin Peaks Blvd. 
207 Fillmore/Turk Mini Park Fillmore/Turk 
208 Esprit Park Minnesota Street 
209 Brotherhood/Chester Mini Park Chester St. near 

Brotherhood Way 
210 Sue Bierman Park Market/Steuart 
211 29th/Diamond Open Space 1701 Diamond/29th Is not on current list of RPO sites 

(6/2/10). 
212 Berkeley Way Open Space 200 Berkeley Way Is not on current list of RPO sites 

(6/2/10). 
213 Diamond/Farnum Open Space Diamond/Farnum Is not on current list of RPO sites 

(6/2/10). 
214 Joost/Baden Mini Park Joost/N of Baden 
215 Grand View Open Space Moraga/15th Avenue Included in Grand View Park 
216 Balboa Natural Area Great Highway/Balboa Is not on current list of RPO sites 

(6/2/10). 
217 Fay Park Chestnut and 

Leavenworth 
218 Guy Place Mini Park Guy Place 
219 Portola Open Space 
220 Roosevelt/Henry Steps 
221 Sunnyside Conservatory Monterey & Baden 
222 Topaz Open Space Monterey & Baden 

1 Upper Noe Recreation Center Day/Sanchez 99-00 
2 Jackson Playground 17th/Carolina 99-00 Abatement completed in FY05-06. 04-05 

3 Mission Rec Center 
r 

745 Treat Street 99-00, 02-03 Includes both the Harrison and Treat 06-07 x 
St. sides. 

4 Palega Recreation Center Felton/Holyoke 99-00 x 
5 Eureka Valley Rec Center Collingwood/18th 99-00 
6 Glen Park Chenery/Elk 99-00, 00-01 Includes Silver Tree Day Camp 
7 Joe DiMaggio Playground Lombard/Mason 99-00 
8 Crocker Amazon Playground Geneva/Moscow 99-00 
9 George Christopher Playground Diamond Hts/Duncan 99-00 
10 . Alice Chalmers Playground Brunswick/Whittier 99-00 
11 Cayuga Playground Cayuga/Nag lee 99-00 
12 Cabrillo Playground 38th/Cabrillo 99-00 
13 Herz Playground (and Pool) 99-00, 00-01 Includes Coffmann Pool x 
14 Mission Playground 19th & Linda 99-00 Notice of Violation abated. Mulch 

removed and replaced (FY13-14). 
Entire survey not completed. 

15 Minnie & Lovie Ward Rec Center Capital 99-00 
Avenue/Montana 

16 Sunset Playground 28th Avenue/Lawton 99-00 x 
17 West Sunset Playground 39th Avenue/Ortega 99-00 
18 Excelsior Playground Russia/Madrid 99-00 
19 Helen Wills Playground Broadway/Larkin 99-00 
20 J. P. Murphy Playground 1960 9th Avenue 99-00 x 
21 Argonne Playground 18th/Geary 99-00 
22 Duboce Park Duboce/Scott 99-00, 01-02 Includes Harvey Milk Center 
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

Status Report for RPO Sites 

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest Entered 
in FLOW 
Program 

23 Golden Gate Park Panhandle 99-00 
24 Junipero Serra Playground 300 Stonecrest Drive 99-00 
25 Merced Heights Playground Byxbee/Shields 99-00 
26 Miraloma Playground Omar/Seauoia Ways 99-00 
27 Silver Terrace Playground Silver Avenue/Bayshore 99-00 

28 Gene Friend Rec. Center Folsom/Harriet/6th 99-00 
29 South Sunset Playground 40th AvenueNicente 99-00 
30 Potrero Hill Recreation Center 22nd/Arkansas 99-00 
31 Rochambeau Playground 24th Avenue/Lake 00-01, 09-10 No abatement needed. 

Street 
33 Cow Hollow Playground Baker/Greenwich 00-01; 09-10 
34 West Portal Playground Ulloa/Lenox Way 00-01 No abatement needed 
35 Moscone Recreation Center Chestnut/Buchanan 00-01 
36 Midtown Terrace Playground Clarendon/Olympia 00-01 No abatement needed 
37 Presidio Heights Playground Clay/Laurel 00c01 
38 Tenderloin Children's Rec. Ctr. 560/570 Ellis Street 00-01 
39 Hamilton Rec Center Geary/Steiner 00-01 Note that the Rec. Center part of the 

facility is new (2010) 
41 Margaret S. Hayward Playground Laguna, Turk 00-01 

43 Saint Mary's Recreation Center Murray St./JustinDr. 00-01 
44 Fulton Playground 27th Avenue/Fulton 00-01 
45 Bernal Heights Recreation Moultrie/ Jarboe 00-01 No abatement needed 

Center 
46 Douglass Playground Upper/26th Douglass 00-01 
47 Garfield Square 25th/Harrison 00-01 
48 Wah Hei Yuen 1213 Powell 00-01 
49 Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park Ellis/Taylor/Eddy/Jones 00-01 

50 Gilman Playground Gilman/Griffiths 00-01 x 
51 Grattan Playground Stanyan/Alma 00-01 No abatement needed 
52 Hayes Valley Playground Hayes/Buchanan 00-01 
53 Youngblood Coleman Galvez/Mendell 00-01 x 

Playground 
55 Angelo J. Rossi Playground (and Arguello Blvd./Anza 00-01 

Pool) 
56 Carl Larsen Park (and Pool) 19th/Wawona 00-01 
57 · Sunnyside Playground Melrose/Edna 00-01 No abatement needed 
58 Balboa Park (and Pool) Ocean/San Jose 00-01 Includes Matthew Boxer stadium x 
59 James Rolph Jr. Playground Potrero Ave./Army 00-01, 02-03 This was originally supposed to be 

Street Rolph-Nicol (Eucalyptus) Park in 02- x 
03, but the consultant surveyed the 
wrong site. 

60 Louis Sutter Playground University/Wayland 00-01 
61 Richmond Playground 18th Avenue/Lake 00-01 

Street 
62 Joseph Lee Recreation Center Oakdale/Mendell 00-01 
63 Chinese Recreation Center Washington/Mason 00-01 
64 McLaren Park Visitacion Valley 06-07 05-06 

65 Mission Dolores Park 18th/Dolores 06-07 No abatement needed 05-06 

66 Bernal Heiahts Park Bernal Heights Blvd. 01-02 No abatement needed 
67 Cayuga/Lamartine-Mini Park Cayuga/Lamartine 01-02, 09-10 No abatement needed 
68 Willie Woo Woo Wong PG Sacramento/Waverly 01-02, 09-10 No abatement needed. 
70 Jospeh L. Alioto Performing Arts Grove/Larkin 01-02 No abatement needed 

Piazza 
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

Status Report for RPO Sites 

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest Entered 
in FLOW 
Program 

71 Collis P. Huntington Park CaliforniafTaylor 01-02 
72 South Park 64 South Park Avenue 01-02 
73 Alta Plaza Park Jackson/Steiner 01-02 
74 Bay View Playground (and Pool) 3rd/ Armstrong 01-02 No abatement needed 

75 Chestnut/Kearny Open Space NW Chestnut/Kearny 01-02 No survey done; structures no longer 
exist. 

76 Raymond Kimbell Playground Pierce/Ellis 01-02 
77 Michelangelo Playground Greenwich/Jones 01-02 
78 Peixotto Playground Beaver/15th Street 01-02 No abatement needed 

80 States St. Playground States St./Museum 01-02 
Way 

81 Adam Rogers Park Jennings/Oakdale 01-02 No abatement needed 
82 Alamo Square Hayes/Steiner 01-02 
83 Alioto Mini Park 20th/Capp 01-02 No abatement needed 
84 Beideman/O'Farrell Mini Park O' Farrel l/Beidema n 01-02 No abatement needed 
85 Brooks Park 373 Ramsell 01-02 No abatement needed 
86 Buchanan St. Mall Buchanan betw. Grove 01-02 No abatement needed 

&Turk 
87 Buena Vista Park Buena Vista/Haight 01-02 
88 Bush/Broderick Mini Park Bush/Broderick 01-02 
89 Cottage Row Mini Park Sutter/E. Fillmore 01-02 
90 Franklin Square 16th/Bryant 01-02 
91 Golden Gate Heights Park 12th Ave./Rockridge Dr. 01-02 

92 Hilltop Park La Salle/Whitney Yg. 01-02 No abatement needed 
Circle 

93 Lafayette Park Washington/Laguna 01-02 
94 Julius Kahn Playground Jackson/Spruce 01-02 
95 Jose Coronado Playground 21st/Folsom 02-03 As of 10/10/02 as per Capital Program 

Director, G. Hoy, there are no current 
plans for renovation 

96 Golden Gate Park (playgrounds) Fell/Stanyan 05-06 

97 W<1shington Square Filbert/Stockton 02-03 No abatement needed. Children's 
play area and bathrooms to be 
renovated in 3/04. 

98 Mccoppin Square 24th AvenuefTaraval 02-03 As of 10/10/02 as per Gary Hoy, no 
current plans for renovation 

99 Mountain Lake Park 12th Avenue/Lake Sreet 02-03 As of 10/10/02 as per Gary Hoy, no 
current plans for renovation 

100 Randolph/Bright Mini Park Randolph/Bright 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

101 Visitacion Valley Greenway Campbell 02-03 No abatement needed. Renovation 
Ave.IE.Rutland scheduled 3/04. 

102 Utah/18th Mini Park Utah/18th Street 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

103 Palau/Phelps Park Palou at Phelps 02-03 No abatement needed. Renovation 
occurred Summer 2003. Marvin Yee 
was project mgr. No lead 
survev/abatement rot in RPD files. 
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

Status Report for RPO Sites 

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest Entered 
in FLOW 
Program 

104 Coleridge Mini Park Coleridge/Esmeralda 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

105 Lincoln Park (includes Golf 34th Avenue/Clement 02-03 Renovation scheduled 9/04 
Course) 

106 Little Hollywood Park Lathrop-Tocoloma 02-03 No abatement needed. Renovation 
scheduled 9/04 

107 McKinley Square 20thNermont 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 1 0/1 0/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

109 Noe Valley Courts 24th/Douglass 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

110 Parkside Square 26th AvenueNicente 02-03 Children's play area and bathrooms to 
be renovated in 9/03. 

111 Portsmouth Square Kearny/Washington 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

112 Potrero del Sol Potrero/Army 02-03 No abatement needed, renovation 
scheduled 9/04 

113 Potrero Hill Mini Park Connecticut/22nd Street 02-03 Renovation scheduled 9/04 

114 Precita Park Precita/F olsom 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

115 Sgt. John Macaulay Park Larkin/O'Farrell 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

116 Sigmund Stern Recreation Grove 19th Avenue/Sloat Blvd. 04-05 As of 10/10/02 Capital Program 
Director indicates no current plans for 
renovation. Funding expired; will 
complete in FY04-05 

117 24th/York Mini Park 24th/York/Bryant 02-03 Completed as part of current 
renovation in December 2002, 
Renovation scheduled 3/04. 

118 Camp Mather Mather, Tuolomne 04-05 x 
County 

119 HydeNallejo Mini Park HydeNallejo 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

120 Juri Commons San Jose/Guerrero/25th 05-06 

121 Kelloch Velasco Mini Park KellochNelasco 02-03 No abatement needed. Children's 
play area scheduled for renovation on 
9104 

122 Koshland Park Page/Buchanan 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

Status Report for RPO Sites 

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest Entered 
in FLOW 
Program 

123 Head/Brotherhood Mini Park Head/Brotherwood Way 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02 
Capital Program Director indicates no 
current plans for renovation 

124 Walter Haas Playground Addison/Fam um/Beaco 02-03 Capital Projects to renovate in Spring 
n 2003. Mauer is PM 

125 Holly Park Holly Circle 02-03 Renovation planned to begin 4/03; 
Judi Mosqueda from DPW is PM 

126 Page-Laguna-Mini Park Page/Laguna 04-05 No abatement needed 
127 Golden Gate/Steiner Mini Park Golden Gate/Steiner No Facility, benches only 
128 Tank Hill Clarendon/Twin Peaks 04-05 No abatement needed 

129 Rolph Nicol Playground Eucalyptus Dr./25th 04-05 No abatement needed 
Avenue 

130 Golden Gate Park Carrousel 05-06 

131 Golden Gate Park Tennis Court 05-06 
132 Washington/Hyde Mini Park Washington/Hyde 04-05 No abatement needed 

133 Ridgetop Plaza Whitney Young Circle 05-06 No abatement needed 

134 Golden Gate Park Beach Chalet 06-07 No abatement needed 

135 Golden Gate Park Polo Field 06-07 

136 Sharp Park (includes Golf Pacifica, San Mateo Co. 06-07 
Course) 

137 Golden Gate Park Senior Center 06-07 
x 

139 Stow Lake Boathouse Golden Gate Park 06-07, 11-12 CLPP survey and clean-up completed 
in FY06-07. Site revisited in FY11-12 
in conjunction with site maintenance 
work. Clearance for occupancy 
received and working closing out 
project financials with DPW. 

140 Golden Gate Park County Fair Building 06-07 No abatement needed 

141 Golden Gate Park Sharon Bldg. 07-08 

143 Allyne Park Gough/Green 06-07 No abatement needed 

144 DuPont Courts 30th Ave./Clement 07-08 

145 Golden Gate Park Big Rec 07-08 

146 Lower Great Highway Sloat to Pt. Lobos 07-08 

148 Yacht Harbor and Marina Green Marina 06-07, 07-08 Includes Yacht Harbor, Gas House 
Cover, 2 Yacht Clubs and Marina 
Green 

149 Palace of Fine Arts 3601 Lyon Street 09-10 No abatement needed. 
150 Telegraph Hill/Pioneer Park Telegraph Hill 09-10 Clean-up responsibility transferred to 

Capital and Planning for incorporation 
into larger project at site. 

151 Saint Marv's Sauare California Street/Grant 09-10 No abatement needed. 
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

Status Report for RPO Sites 

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest Entered 
in FLOW 
Program 

152 Union Square PosUStockton 09-10 No abatement needed. 
153 Golden Gate Park Angler's Lodge 07-08 
154 Golden Gate Park Bandstand 07-08 No abatement needed 
155 Golden Gate Park Bowling Green 07-08 Retested 4/09; 16 ppb first draw, still x 

in program 
156 Golden Gate Park Conservatory 08-09 No abatement needed. 
157 Golden Gate Park Golf Course 09-10 
158 Golden Gate Park Kezar Stadium 07-08 x 
159 Golden Gate Park Nursery 09-10 No abatement needed x 
160 Golden Gate Park Stables na Being demolished. Hazard 

assessment already completed by 
Capital. 

161 Golden Gate Park Mclaren Lodge 01-02, 02-03 Done out of order. Was in response to 
release/spill. See File 565. 

162 Corona Heights (and Randall 16th/Roosevelt 00-01 Randall Museum used to be separate, 
Museum) but in TMA, Randall is part of Corona 

Heights, so the two were combined 
6/10. 

163 Laurel Hill Playground Euclid & Collins 10-11 
164 Selby/Palou Mini Park Selby & Palou 10-11 No abatement needed 
165 Prentiss Mini Park Prentiss/Eugenia 10-11 No abatement needed 
166 Lessing/Sears Mini Park Lessing/Sears 10-11 No abatement needed 
167 Muriel Leff Mini Park 7th Avenue/Anza 10-11 No abatement needed 
168 10th Avenue/Clement Mini Park Richmond Library 10-11 No abatement needed 
169 Turk/Hyde Mini Park Turk & Hyde 10-11 No abatement needed 
170 Exploratorium (and Theater) 3602 Lyon Street 13-14 Eight metal doors with loose and 

peeling paint were cleaned up; one 
water source shut off indefinitely. 

New Facilities: These facilties not to be included in CLPP survey as they were built after 1978. 
Alice Marble Tennis Courts Greenwich/Hyde Not owned by RPO. PUC demolished 

in 2003 and all will be rebuilt. 

Richmond Rec Center 18th Ave.flake St./Calif. New facility 

Visitacion Valley Playground Cora/Leland/Raymond Original building clubhouse and PG 
demolished in 2001. Facility is new. 

King Pool 3rd/ Armstrong New facility 
Patricia's Green in Hayes Valley Hayes & Octavia Built in 2005 

India Basin Shoreline Park E. Hunters Pt. Blvd. Built in 2003 
Parque Ninos Unidos 23rd and Folsom Built in 2004 
Victoria Manolo Draves Park Folsom & Sherman Built in 2006 
Aotos Plavaround Aotos/Ocean Avenue Site demolished and rebuilt in 2006 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

McGuire, Kristen on behalf ()(Reports: Controller 
J 

Monday,\february 10, 2014 1 :45 PM 
Calvillo, Angela; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Nevin, Peggy; Kawa, Steve; 
Howard, Kate; Falvey, Christine; Elliott, Jason; Campbell, Severin; Newman, Debra; 
sfdocs@sfpl.info; gmetcalf@spur.org; Steeves, Asja; Con, Performance; CON-PERF DEPT 
CONTACTS; Robertson, Bruce; millsapsmel@yahoo.com; CON-EVERYONE; CON-CCSF 
Dept Heads; CON-Finance Officers 

Subject: Issued: Controller's Office Government Barometer - Quarter 2, Fiscal Year 2014 

The Office of the Controller has issued the Government Barometer: Quarter 2, Fiscal Year 2014. The 
Government Barometer is published as an Interactive website at sfgovbar.weebly.com. Users can view trends, 
adjust timelines, and build their own charts using any of the Government and Economic Barometer measures. 

The purpose of the Barometer is to share key performance and activity information with the public in order to 
increase transparency, create dialog, and build the public's confidence regarding the City's management of 
public business. The report lists measures in major service areas, such as public safety, health and human 
services, and streets and public works. 

To view the full report, please visit the Government Barometer online tool at: sfgovbar.weebly.com. The PDF 
version of the report can be accessed at http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=1663, or on 
the Controller's website (http://www.sfcontroller.org/) under the News & Events section and on the Citywide 
Performance Measurement Program website (www.sfgov.org/controller/performance) under the Performance 
Reports section. 

For more information please contact: 

Office of the Controller 
City Services Auditor Division 
Phone: 415-554-7463 
Email: Performance.con@sfgov.org 

Follow us on Twitter @sfcontroller 
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GOVERNMENT BAROMETER: Quarter 2, Fiscal. Year 2014 
City and County of San Francisco 
Office of the Controller February 10, 2014 

Summary 
The Office of the Controller's Citywide Performance Measurement Team collects performance data from City 
departments on a quarterly basis in order to increase transparency, create dialogue, and build the public's confidence 
regarding the City's management of public business. Measures are listed according to major service areas, such as public 
safety, health and human services, streets and public works, public transit, recreation, environment, and customer 
service. Select measures of interest are highlighted below. 

Measure Highlights: Pedestrian Safety and the WalkFirst Initiative 
Pedestrians are the most vulnerable road users in San Francisco, on average, 100 people are severely injured or killed in 
traffic collisions every year. The map below depicts High Injury Corridors, streets where high numbers of pedestrian 
injuries occur. Though these 70 miles represent only six percent of San Francisco's street miles, High Injury Corridors are 
the location of 60 percent of severe and fatal injuries. The map also denotes High Injury Intersections, areas that are not 
corridors but have specific challenges that warrant special attention. Seventy percent of pedestrian injuries occur at 
intersections; the top cited factor is driver failure to yield to pedestrian right of way. In particular, 25 percent of 
pedestrians injured in San Francisco are hit by a left-turning vehicle, more than twice the proportion of people hit by 
vehicles turning right (10%). 

• 
• 

Pedestrian High Injury Corridors and Intersections 

--·OIC.75==:::i1.5Mlles. ·. 

High Injury Corridors 

High Injury/Pedestrian Volum 

• 

• 
•• \ • 

• 

San Francisco's pedestrian 
strategy aims to reduce serious 
pedestrian related injuries and 
fatalities by 50% in seven years 
through comprehensive actions 
and performance measures that 
make city streets safer and 
more walkable. WalkFirst, a 
partnership among City 
agencies including the SFMTA, 
Planning Department, 
Department of Public Health, 
and Controller's Office, is a 
data-driven · initiative that will 
prioritize five years of capital 
improvements to support 
pedestrian strategy goals. 

Following public outreach, 
engagement and technical 
analysis performed in late 2013, 
the WalkFirst team will present 
proposals for pedestrian safety 
improvements in spring 2014. 
This effort will address 
neighborhood injury inequities, 

improve walking conditions for seniors and people with disabilities, and develop 
effective strategies to reduce pedestrian injury . 

To learn more about the WalkFirst initiative, visit walkfirst.sfplanning.org. 

City Hall• 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 316 •San Francisco CA 94102-4694 



City and County of San Francisco 
Controller's Office 

Government Barometer 
Quarter 2 

Total number of serious violent crimes reported 
(homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault, 
per 100,000 population) 

Rolling 
Yearly 

80.6 

Prior 
Period 

100.1 

Current 
Period 

72.1 

Period-to-Period 

-28.0% 

Year-to-Year 

-6.2% 

~The total number of serious violent crimes reported has decreased by 28.0% since the previous quarter and 6. 2% since the same quarter of the previous 

Total number of serious property crimes reported 
(burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson, per 466.5 590.3 466.5 -21.0% --...__ 2.9% 
100, 000 population) 

Average daily county jail population 1,428 1,382 1,281 -7.3% '---... -15.1% ---
~The average daily county jail population has continued to decline, decreasing by 7.3% since the previous quarter and 15.1% since the same quarter of the 
previous year. 

Total active probationers 

Percentage of 9-1-1 calls answered within 10 seconds 

Average 9-1-1 daily call volume 

Percentage of fire/medical emergency calls responded to 
within 5 minutes 

Average daily population of San Francisco General 
Hospital 

5,377 5,314 

83% 80% 

1,553 1,640 

88.4% 88.1% 

338 327 

5,136 -3.4% -- -10.8% ---
80% 0.4% '-....--- -7.7% 

1,563 -4.7% 
............_ 

0.1% 

87.0% -1.3% ~ -3.6% 

312 -4.6% -- -13.9% 

~The average daily population of San Francisco General Hospital has decreased by 4. 6% since the previous quarter and 13.9% since the same quarter of 
the previous year. 

Average daily population of Laguna Honda Hospital 

Total number of Healthy San Francisco participants 

Current active CalWORKs caseload 

Controller's Office, 415-554-7463 
http://sfgovbar.weebly.com/ 

761 

49,094 

4,379 

766 764 

49,441 46, 192 

4,333 4,339 

-0.2% ~ 1.2% --J-

-6.6% ""-- 2.2% ~ 

0.1% ~ -3.3% 
~ 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Controller's Offi.ce 

Government Barometer 
Quarter 2 

Activity or Performance Measure 

Current active County Adult Assistance Program (CAAP) 
caseload 

Rolling 
Yearly 

Average 

6,370 

Prior 
Period 

Average 

6,380 

Current 
Period-to-Period Year-to-Year 

Period 

Average %Change Trend %Change Trend 

5,964 -6.5% ~ -11.4% ---
~The current active County Adult Assistance Program (CAAP) caseload has decreased by 6.5% since the previous quarter and by 11.4% since the same 
quarter of the previous year. 

Current active Non-Assistance Food Stamps (NAFS) 
27,285 27, 162 27,577 1.5% ~ 0.0% ~ 

caseload 

Percentage of all available homeless shelter beds used 96% 96% 96% -0.3% 
~ 

0.0% 

Average nightly homeless shelter bed use 1, 100 1, 139 1,087 -4.6% ---....__ -0.2% 

Total number of children in foster care 1,064 1,051 1,044 -0.7% '\...-..... -4.9% 

Volume of graffiti (public) 838 684 891 30.2% ,,,,..../'- 72.9% ~ 

Volume of graffiti (private) 1,342 1,375 1,159 -15.7% -- 7.0% 
y...,.-..._ 

Volume of street cleaning requests 4,584 3,558 2,884 -19.0% 
_.....__ 

-48.1% ~ 
~The volume of street cleaning requests handled by DPW has decreased by 19.0% since the previous quarter and by 48.1% since the same quarter of the 
previous year. The decrease does not reflect a reduction of requests but is a result of DPW entering into a new Recology contract that shifts responsibility 

_ for ille~l_<:J!!fTIPing__ from DPW to Recology. ---·---··-· 

Percentage of street cleaning requests responded to within 
48 hours 

Percentage of graffiti requests on public property 
responded to within 48 hours 

Percentage of Muni buses and trains that adhere to posted 
schedules 

Average daily number of Muni customer complaints 
regarding safety, negligence, discourtesy, and service 
delivery 

Controller's Office, 415-554-7463 
http://sfgovbar.weebly.com/ 

93.0% 96.1% 

97.6% 99.5% 

59.7% 59.9% 

40.3 43.1 

94.7% -1.5% .-....._ 4.3% 

94.9% -4.7% ---.......... 2.4% 

58.1% -2.9% --..._ -0.1% 

43.7 1.4% ~ 10.8% 

~ 

~ 

-...../"" 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Controller's Office 

Government Barometer 
Quarter 2 

Rolling Prior Current 
Yearly Period Period 

Period-to-Period Year-to-Year 

Activity or Perform.,,_a_n,,,c_e_M~ea"'"s_u_r_e-,,-__ __,~~~~-A~ve_r_a_g_e~~A~ve=r-a_g_e ___ A_v_e_ra_g_e __ ~"lc-· _C_h_a_n-"'g=e~_T_re_n_d ___ ._Y._C_h_a_n_g;;--e ____ r_r_e_n_d~ 
[R~~r;~1!:>h.A~;,~l1ddu1fo~J·:1,: j:· p.f:' ·{~:·· >:,::~j {j;::ij~··· ·<:': •:s.tiX ',:?<'?! •. :::\i· .,,·:· !"' .. , 

Average score of parks inspected using park maintenance 
standards 

Total number of individuals currently registered in 
recreation courses 

Total number of park facility (picnic tables, sites, recreation 
facilities, fields, etc.) bookings 

91.7% 

11,289 

6,604 

91.6% 

12,895 

6,683 

91.6% 0.0% 0.4% 

9,731 -24.5% 14.0% 

6,502 -2.7% 17.3% 

~Total number of park facility bookings has decreased by 2. 7% since the previous quarter yet increased by 17. 3% since the same quarter of the previous 
year, which may be attributable to the unseasonably warm weather during the winter months. 

·~.. ._.,,_,_., ________ ,. __ .__ ·-------· 

Total number of visitors at public fine art museums 
(Asian Art Museum, Legion of Honor, and de Young) 

Total circulation of materials at main and branch libraries 

Average monthly energy usage per SFPUC street light 
(kilowatt hours) 

170,408 

923,686 

53.3 

169, 129 

949,099 

43.9 

139,324 -17.6% 23.1% 

877,503 -7.5% -1.5% 

43.8 -0.2% -22.6% 

~Average monthly energy usage per SFPUC street light (kilowatt hours) has decreased by 0.2% since the previous quarter and by 22.6% since the same 
quarter of the previous year. 

Per capita water sold to San Francisco residential 
customers (gallons per capita per day) 

Average monthly water use by City departments 
(in millions of gallons) 

49.3 

142.9 

50.4 

148.4 

48.7 -3.4% -2.3% 

149.1 0.5% 12.5% 

~Average monthly water use by City departments has increased by 0.5% since the previous quarter and by 12.5% since the same quarter of the previous 
year. 

Average monthly energy usage by City departments 
(in million kilowatt hours) 

Average workday tons of trash going to primary landfill 

Percentage of curbside refuse diverted from landfill 

Controlle~s Office, 415-554-7463 
http:!/sfgovbar.weebly.com/ 

72.6 72.9 

1400.7 . 1434.3 

58.8% 58.7% 

73.2 0.5% 1.8% 

1383.8 -3.5% 2.5% 

58.8% 0.1% -0.5% 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Controller's Office 

Government Barometer 
Quarter 2 

Value (estimated cost, in millions) of construction projects 
for which new building permits were issued 

Percentage of all building permits involving new 
construction and major alterations review that are 
approved or disapproved within 90 days 

$223.9 $371.0 

61% 66% 

Period-to-Period Year-to-Year 

Trend 

$205.2 -44.7% 370.6% 

58% -12~6% 4.8% 

~Percentage of building permits involving new construction and major alterations review that are approved or disapproved within 90 days has decreased 
by 12.6% since the previous quarter and increased by 4.8% since the same quarter of the previous year. Staff increases coupled with unprecedented 
application volumes have resulted in relatively stable though not-yet improved processing times. 

Percentage of categorical exemptions (California 
Environmental Quality Act) reviewed within 45 days 

Percentage of life hazard or lack of heat complaints 
responded to within one business day 

Percentage of customer-requested construction permit 
inspections completed within two business days of 
requested date 

Average daily number of 311 contacts, across all contact 
channels 

Percentage of 311 calls answered by call takers within 60 
seconds 

77% 70% 

90% 93% 

97% 96% 

5,382 5,348 

73% 71% 

74% 5.2% -15.0% 

92% -1.1% -6.8% 

96% -0.9% -1.2% 

5,180 -3.2% -4.0% 

76% 8.2% 9.3% 

~The percentage of 311 calls answered by call takers within 60 seconds has increased by 8.2% since the previous quarter and 9.3% since the same 
quarter of the previous year. The increase in service level is due to additional as needed staff. 

----------~ ---------

Notes: 
The Government Barometer is issued four times a year. Each report will include new data from the prior three months. 
The Rolling Yearly Average is the average of monthly values for the most recent month and 11 months prior (e.g., the average of November 2012 to December 
2013). 

The Prior Period Average value reflects the average of the three months prior to the Current Period (e.g. for the December 2013 report: July, August, 
The year-to-year change reflects the change since the same period last year (e.g., October-December 2013 compared to October-December 2012). 

Trend lines are made up of monthly data provided by departments. The scale of the trend lines can give the appearance of major changes to small 
fluctuations. 
For additional detail on measure definitions and department information, please review the Government Barometer Measure Details at 
Values for prior periods (e.g. July-September 2013) may be revised in this report relative to their original publication. 

To prepare this report, the Citywide Performance Measurement Program has used performance data supplied by City Departments. The Departments are 
responsible for ensuring that such performance data is accurate and complete. Although the Citywide Performance Measurement Program has reviewed the 
data for overall reasonableness and consistency, the Program has not audited the data provided by the Departments. 

Controllers Office, 415-554-7463 
http://sfgovbar.weebly.com/ Page 4 of 4 



CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the 
City Charter that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter, 
the City Services Auditor has broad authority for: 

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and 
benchmarking the city to other public agencies and jurisdictions. 

• Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions 
to assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services. 

• Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and 
abuse of city resources. 

• Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city 
government. 

About the Government Barometer: 

The purpose of the Government Barometer is to share key performance and activity information with 
the public in order to increase transparency, create dialog, and build the public's confidence regarding 
the City's management of public business. The report lists measures in major service areas, such as 
public safety, health and human services, streets and public works, public transit, recreation, 
environment, and customer service. This is a recurring report. The Quarter 3, FY2014 report is 
scheduled to be issued in late April 2014. 

For more information, please contact the Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor Division. 
Phone: 415-554-7463 
Email: Performance.con@sfqov.org 

Internet: sfqovbar.weebly.com 

Program Team Peg Stevenson, Director 
Kyle Burns, Program Lead 
Sherman Luk, System Lead 
Jennifer Tsuda, Senior Performance Analyst 
Wylie Timmerman, Senior Performance Analyst 
Celeste Berg, City Hall Fellow 
Faran Sikandar, City Hall Fellow 
Department Performance Measurement Staff 



To: BOS-Supervisors 
Subject: Treatment on Demand Report 
Attachments: TOD letter to City Clerk 2014.doc; ATT00001.htm; Prop T Report 2014 ag.doc; 

ATT00002.htm 

From: Alice A Gleghorn <alice.gleghorn@sfdph.org> 
Date: February 3, 2014 at 12:45:36 PM PST 
To: Angela.Calvillo <Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Treatment on Demand Report 

· Attached please find the annual required report. 

(See attached file: TOD letter to City Clerk 2014.doc)(See attached file: 
Prop T Report 2014 ag.doc) 

If you have any questions, please contact me at the number below. 

Alice Gleghorn, Ph.D. 
Community Programs Privacy Officer and 
County Alcohol and Drug Administrator 
San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Community Behavioral Health Services 
1380 Howard Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 255-3722 Phone 
(415) 255-3529 Fax 

This e-mail is intended for the recipient only. If you receive this e-mail 
in error, notify the sender and destroy the e-mail immediately. Disclosure 
of the PHI contained herein may subject the discloser to civil or criminal 
penalties under state and federal privacy laws. 
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EdwinM. Lee 
Mayor 

Feb 1, 2014 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Community Behavioral Health 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE: Treatment on Demand Assessment 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

As required by Section 19A.30 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the Department of Public Health reports 
annually to the Board of Supervisors an assessment of the demand for substance abuse treatment. 

Please accept and file this report, as enclosed. If you have any questions, please call me at 255-3722. 

Sincerely, 

Alice Gleghorn, Ph.D. 
County Alcohol and Drug Administrator 
Community Behavioral Health Services 
1380 Howard Street #423 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

(415) 255-3722 
Alice.gleghom@sfdph.org 

Department of Public Health - Community Programs 
Jim Stillwell, Deputy Director - james.stillwell@sfdph.org - (415) 255-3717 

• Community Behavioral Health Services: Mental Health & Substance Abuse • 
1380 Howard St., 4th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 Phone: (415) 255-3500 Fax: (415) 255-3529 



City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Public Health 

COMMUNITY PROGRAMS 
COMMUNITY BEHAVIORAL HEALTH SERVICES 

February 1, 2014 

AVAILABILITY OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT IN SAN FRANCISCO 

The Department of Public Health, Community Behavioral Health Services, funds, supports and 
oversees a broad network of approximately 45 community-based substance abuse treatment 
programs. The funded capacity for FY 2013-2014 is listed below and reflects stable capacity for 
Residential detox beds, and slightly increased capacity for all other listed services. 
Treatment Modality Funded Capacity 2012-13 2013-14 
Residential Treatment, BEDS 326 328 
Residential Detox BEDS 59 59 
Outpatient & Day Treatment, and Case Mgt 

Unduplicated Clients Per Year 
Opioid Replacement; methadone, Buprenorphine 

Unduplicated Clients Per Year 

9,263 

3,600 

9,330 

3,613 

Three of the modalities listed above (Residential, outpatient and methadone) have been included 
as expanded Drug MediCal reimbursable services under the Affordable Care Act (ACA) by the 
California Department of Health Care Services. ACA will allow a significant number of newly 
eligible individuals (primarily low income single childless adults) to be enrolled in the state 
MediCal plan. The majority of these clients will receive treatment with 100% federal funding. 
Therefore, we anticipate expanded numbers of clients to be served in 2014, and increased 
numbers of providers to become Drug Medi Cal certified to serve this population. 

CALIFORNIA DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT ACCESS REPORTING SYSTEM (DATAR) 

Each certified drug/alcohol treatment provider is required to make monthly reports to the state 
through the Drug Abuse Treatment Access Reporting (DAT AR) System at the end of every 
month. The summary reports give some indication of the status of treatment demand. For the 
month of December 2013, the DATAR summary report for San Francisco showed: 

Treatment Modality 
Residential Treatment 
Residential Detoxification 
Outpatient Treatment 

Slots Open at End of the Month 
61 
15 
9 

Opioid Replacement Treatment 476 

Clients Waiting 
5 
0 
10 
0 

Note: Methadone slots are readily available for clients with Medi-Cal or who can afford to pay 
fees. The County-funded low cost/no cost slots are routinely 98%+ full, but there is rarely a 
waiting list. Buprenorphine treatment is also available at no cost to indigent San Francisco 
residents through the Integrated Buprenorphine Intervention Service (IBIS) that provides care at 
the DPH system of Primary Care clinics (including HIV and Housing and Urban Health), mental 
health clinics, substance abuse treatment programs, and the OBIC medication initiation clinic. 



The IBIS program active census is approximately 200, with no wait for treatment, serving @457 
unduplicated clients per year. 

For residential and outpatient treatment, the simultaneous existence of open slots and a waiting 
list is due to the neighborhood locations, cultural specificity of programs, and client preferences, 
as well as the time delay between client notification and client registration. The large number of 
opiate open slots reflects providers expanding their service availability in anticipation of the 
implementation of the Affordable Care Act on January 1, 2014. Several methadone providers 
have already applied for and received increased state-licensed treatment slots to prepare to enroll 
newly eligible MediCal recipients needing care. 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
P.O. BOX 942896 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001 
(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053 
cal sh po@parks.ca.g ov 

January 31, 2014 

City and County Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94105 

RE: Mutual Savings Bank Building Listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

I am pleased to notify you that on January 22, 2014, the above-named property was 
placed on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). As a result of being 
placed on the National Register, this property has also been listed in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, pursuant to Section 4851 (a)(2) of the Public Resources 
Code. 

Placement on the National Register affords a property the honor of inclusion in the 
nation's official list of cultural resources worthy of preservation and provides a degree of 
protection from adverse effects resulting from federally funded or licensed projects. 
Registration provides a number of incentives for preservation of historic properties, 
including special building codes to facilitate the restoration of historic structures, and 
certain tax advantages. 

There are no restrictions placed upon a private property owner with regard to normal use, 
maintenance, or sale of a property listed in the National Register. However. a project that 
may cause substantial adverse changes in the significance of a registered property may 
require compliance with local ordinances or the California Environmental Quality Act. In 
addition, registered properties damaged due to a natural disaster may be subject to the 
provisions of Section 5028 of the Public Resources Code regarding demolition or 
significant alterations, if imminent threat to life safety does not exist. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact the Registration 
Unit at (916) 445-7008. 

Sincerely, 

41-:~~)Jlj). 
Carol Roland-Nawi 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

Enclosure: National Register Notification of Listing 



January 31, 2013 

The Director of the National Park Service is pleased to send you the following 
announcements and actions on properties for the National Register of Historic Places. 
For further information contact Edson Beall via voice (202) 354-2255, or E-mail: 
<Edson Beall@nps.gov> 

This and past Weekly Lists are also available 
here: http://www.nps.gov/historv/nr/nrlist.htm 

Our physical location address is: 

National Park Service 2280, 8th floor 
National Register of Historic Places 
1201 "I" (Eye) Street, NW, 
Washington D.C. 20005 

WEEKLY LIST OF ACTIONS TAKEN ON 
PROPERTIES: 1/21/14 THROUGH 1/24/14 

KEY: State, County, Property Name, Address/Boundary, City, Vicinity, 
Reference Number, NHL, Action, Date, Multiple Name 

CALIFORNIA, MENDOCINO COUNTY, 
Seabiscuit's Stud Barn, 
16200 N. US 101, 
Willits, 13001108, 
LISTED, 1/22/14 

CALIFORNIA, SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY, 
Mutual Savings Bank Building, 
700 Market St., 
San Francisco, 13001107, 
LISTED, 1/22/14 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Importance: 

Dear Department Heads: 

Ryerson, Olga [olga.ryerson@sfgov.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 2:35 PM 
Ryerson, Olga 
Mayor's Executive Directive 14-01; Water Conservation - City Departments 
Executive Directive 14-01.pdf 

High 

6os-1 t 

Attached please find Mayor Ed Lee's Executive Directive 14-01; Water Conservation - City Departments. 

Thank you, 

Olga 

Olga A. Ryerson 
Confidential Secretary to the Mayor 
City & County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 200 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place · 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Phone: (415) 554-6910 
Fax: (415) 554-6113 
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Office of the Mayor 
City .X County of San Franci.sco 

Executive Directive 14-01 
Water Conservation - City Departments 

February 1 o, 2014 

Edwin M. Lee 

San Francisco is a leader in using water wisely. Our citizens have some of the lowest water use 
in California, and the City has taken steps to help residents and businesses become even more 
efficient in their water use. In 2009, the City and County of San Francisco passed two water 
conservation ordinances for residential and commercial properties to install high-efficiency 
plumbing fixtures. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) offers financial 
incentives and technical assistance to replace inefficient plumbing fixtures for retail water 
customers. Additionally, San Francisco is diversifying our water supply by developing 
groundwater and recycled water. 

Snowmelt from the Sierra Nevada is the primary drinking water source for 2.6 million people in 
the Bay Area. In 2013, California experienced one of the driest years on record, setting the 
stage for reduced water storage levels and possible first year drought conditions. These 
conditions have persisted in 2014, which could be the driest water year in the state's history. 
Precipitation has been Jess than 1 O percent of normal so far for the year. After two years of 
be!ow~average rainfall in California, Governor Jerry Brown declared a statewide drought in 
January 2014. 

Given the current conditions in California, the City and County of San Francisco is requesting its 
water customers to reduce overall water consumption by 10 percent Reducing water usage is 
essential to stretching our water supplies during this time of drought. 

City agencies have made great strides to use less water. Since the last period of voluntary 
rationing in 2007, water use by City departments has declined by 22%. While many 
departments have implemented water conservation measures, there is still room to improve and 
save more water. Therefore, with this Executive Directive, I am outlining actions City 
departments should pursue to further reduce their consumption of water. 

Further reduce consumption by 10 percent. All departments are directed to take steps 
immediately to reduce their water consumption with a goal of achieving a 10 percent reduction. 
Department heads are requested to report innovative conservation strategies to the SFPUC 
(contacts below) for the purpose of sharing best practices with other Departments. This 
reporting will be voluntary. 

Develop a Water Conservation Plan. By August 1, 2014 al! departments shall develop a 
Water Conservation Plan that includes: 

• A departmental contact for water conservation efforts. 
• An inventory of all departmental plumbing fixtures and their flow rates, including toilets, 

urinals, faucets, and showerheads. 
• Timeline for retrofitting inefficient plumbing fixtures with high-efficiency models, 
• A list of best management practices that departments will implement to achieve water

efficient operations and maintenance of parks, medians and other irrigated landscapes. 

l Dr. Carlton 13. (ioodlctt l'\LlCl:, Room 2UO, San Fran~:i.'iro, Californi:! 91102-•j(,.j] 
(·ii'>) 'i5.f-6l'i 1 



Executive Directive 14-01 
Water Conservation - City Departments 
February 10, 2014 

Educate staff and visitors on water conservation practices. Effective immediately, 
all departments shall educate employees and facility visitors about the efficient use of water at 
City facilities and the need to conserve. 

Explore the use of non~potable water for street cleaning. Crty departments should explore 
the feasibility of replacing potable water with non-potable water sources for street cleaning. 

Develop alternative sources of water supply. The SFPUC is directed to develop alternative 
sources of water supplies for both potable and non-potable uses. All departments shall 
cooperate with the SFPUC in developing these alternative water supplies. These alternatives 
shall include, but not be limited to: Cherry Lake; groundwater; recycled water; and foundation 
drainage. 

The SFPUC can provide departments with assistance to comply with this Executive Directive. 
Please contact Steven Ritchie, Assistant General Manager, SFPUC (415-934-5736, 
sritchie@sfwater.org} or Paula Kehoe, Director of Water Resources, SFPUC (415-554-0792, 
pkehoe@sfwater.org). 

This Executive Directive shall be effective immediately, and remain in place until rescinded or 
amended by future Directive. 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Colleagues, 

Kelly Jr, Harlan [HKelly@sfwater.org] 
Monday, February 10, 2014 11 :28 AM 
Department Heads 
Department Head Assistant; Ritchie, Steve; Kehoe, Paula; Jue, Tyrone; Sheehan, Charles 
Mayor's Executive Order on Water Use to be issued today 
draft department letter.docx; Easy Tips to Save Water.pdf 

I greatly appreciate your participation in the emergency meeting that we convened last week about drought 
conditions. Later today, the Mayor will be issuing his Executive Order directing City Departments to: 

• Further reduce consumption by 10 percent. 
• Develop a Water Conservation Plan. 
• Educate staff and visitors on water conservation practices. 
• Explore the use of non-potable water for street cleaning. 
• Develop alternative sources of water supply, working with the SFPUC. 

The SFPUC is prepared to provide all Departments with assistance to comply with this Executive Order. Please 
do not hesitate to contact Steven Ritchie, Assistant General Manager, Water, SFPUC (415-934-
5736, sritchie@sfwater.org) or Paula Kehoe, Director of Water Resources, SFPUC (415-554-
0792, pkehoe@sfwater.org). 

When distributing the Mayor's Executive Order to your staff, you may wish to edit the ATTACHED draft cover 
letter, as well as consider including the ATTACHED "Saving San Francisco Water for the Future" PDF. Please 
cc or bbc: Paula Kehoe, SFPUC, on your letter/memo/email to your staff so that we can make note of the 
conservation coordinator that you identify. 

In the coming days and weeks, we plan to work closely with all conservation coordinators to provide more 
information about outreach strategies, technical support, and signage to help departments comply with the 
Executive Order. 

If you have questions or suggestions related to our conservation programs, please contact: the SFPUC Water 
Conservation Team at waterconservation@sfwater.org or 415-551-4730; OR AGM Ritchie or Ms. Kehoe, their 
contact information above. 

If you receive water conservation-related media inquiries, or have creative partnership ideas about conservation, 
please contact Tyrone Jue, SFPUC Communications Director (415-554-3247; tjue@sfwater.org). Please note 
that we are also regularly posting water conservation tips and information on our social media channels and ask 
that you help spread the word by following us and sharing content with your followers. (Twitter: @sfwater; 
Facebook: SF Water Power Sewer) 

Thank you, 

Harlan 

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 
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General Manager 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Dear Colleagues, 

Fox, Radhika [RFox@sfwater.org] 
Tuesday, February 11, 2014 7:48 AM. 
Department Heads 
Ellis, Juliet; Jue, Tyrone; Department Head Assistant; Ritchie, Steve; Carlin, Michael; 
Sheehan, Charles; Kehoe, Paula 
RE: For Review: Draft Executive Order on Water Conservation 
Department Heads Drought Presentation 02-05-14.pdf 

Attached please find a copy of the powerpoint presentation that was shared during last week's meeting on the drought. 
Several people asked that we share this electronically. 

Thank you, 
Radhika 

Radhika Fox 
Director of Policy and Government Affairs 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

525 Golden Gate Ave, 13th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Office: (415) 554-1830 
Cell: (415) 518-7294 
rfox@sfwater.org 

San Francisco Water. Power and Sewer I Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

San Francisco 
Water Sewer 
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Hetch Hetchy 

Regional 
water Precipitation 
System 

Ser.iasdfleS.OFr-aa.Nlit~Ccmnsom Precipitation at Hetch Hetchy - Water Year 2014 
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Assuming no more precipitation, 
local reservoirs will fill and Hetch 
Hetchy Reservoir will be near 
60,000acre·feet by July 1 

Local reservoirs will fill and 
Hetch Hetchy Reservoir will 
be near 90,000 acre·feet by July 1 

Local reservoirs will fill and 
Hetch Hetchy Reservoir will 
be near 125,000acre·feet by July 1 

Local reservoirs will fill and 
Hetch Hetchy Reservoir will 
be near 200,000 acre·feet by July 1 
(similiar to 1977) 

Local reservoirs will fill and 
Hetch Hetchy Reservoir will 
be near 300,000 acre·feet by July 1 

Local reservoirs and 
Hetch Hetchy Reservoir 
will fill by July 1 

4:11 (/)~ ;;o ~ 
0 '< CJ n> g. 

(/) (C I 

S" ti)-·~ 
3 ... g~ 

QJ -
:::c: 
CD 
r+ n 
:::r 
:::c: 
CD 
r+ n 
:::r 
'< 
-c .., 
CD n -· 
" -· r+ 
Q.) 
r+ -· 0 
:::s 

"' n 
CD 
:::s 
Q.) .., -· 0 
tn 



Hetch Hetchy 

Regional 
w
5 

atter Draft Executive Order Components _ ysem 

• Further reduce consumption by 1 Oo/o 

• Develop a departmental Water Conservation Plan 

• Pursue non-potable water sources for street cleaning 

• Educate staff and visitors on water conservation 
practices 

• Develop alternative sources of water supply 



San Francisco 

Water Municipal Water Use Has Declined 
Sewer 

• Since FY 07/08, in-City municipal water use has declined by 22o/o 

Fiscal Year 07-08 through 12-13 
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• Does not include airport; but SFO has reduced consumption by 15% 
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City Hall Water Savings 

• Installed 75 1 _.28 gpf toilets and 17 pint flush urinals. 

• Also retrofitting 200 7 gpm faucets to reduce even more. 

• Estimate at least 39o/o water reduction 

San Francisco City Hall 
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San Francisco. 

Water 
;· Conservation Services Available 

Sewer 

• Free indoor/outdoor conservation evaluations 
and water usage analysis 

• Free water-efficient devices and materials 
• Showerheads, aerators, pre-rinse spray valves, toilet leak detection 

tablets and flappers, educational stickers for restrooms 

• Toilet rebates: up to $125 for tank style, up to 
$300 for flushometer style 

• Urinal rebates: up to $300 

• Clothes washer rebates: up to $200 

• Indoor equipment rebates 
• Ice machines, food steamers, laundry retrofits, cooling tower pH 

controllers, custom projects 

• Large landscape and community garden grants 


