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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 150943 12/7/15 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Administrative Code - Bicycle. Yield Enforcement Policy] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to add Chapter·110 to establish the "San 

4 Francisco Right-of~Way Policy" to promote safety, tolerance, and harmony among all 

5 users of City Streets; make arrests and citations of bicyclists for failure to stop at a 

6 stop sign the lowest traffic enforcement priority provided that the bicyclist first slows 

7 to a safe speed and yields the right-of-way to any other vehicle or pedestrian in the 

8 intersection; require quarterly reports from the Police Department on sfatistics related 

9 to traffic enforcement, injuries, and fatalities; urge the Municipal Transportation 

1 O Agency to develop a program to educate the public about the Bicycle Yield 

11 Enforcement Policy; and require notification. of state officials of this ordinance. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Tim,es }few Romanfont. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate. the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained. by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

19 Section 1. The Administrative Code is hereby amended by adding Chapter 110, to 

20 read as follows: 

21 CHAPTER 110: 

22 SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE YIELD ORDINANCE 

23 SEC. 110.J. TITLE. 

24 This Chapter 110 shall be known as the San Francisco Bicycle Yield Ordinance. 

25 SEC.110.2. FINDINGS. 

Supervisors Avalos; Breed, Campos, Kirn, Mar, Wiener 
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2 (a) The City's Transit-First Policy, as defined in Charter section BA.115. states that "the 

3 primary obf ective o[the transportation system must be the safe and efficient movement ofpeople and 

4 goods, " and that "Bicvcling shall be promoted by encouraging safe streets for riding. conven'ient 

5 access to transit, bicycle lanes. and secure bicycle parking." Resolution No. 511-·l 0, adopted by the 

6 Board o[Supervisors and sign,e.d by the Mayor in 2010, encourages departments and.agencies .of the 

7 City to adopt a goal of 20% of trips by bicycle by 2020. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation 

8 Agency ("SFMI'A ") 2013-2018 Strategic Plan sets policy targets to make "bicycling a part of everyday 

9 life in San Francisco" and to increase the citywide bicycle mode share to at least 8% bv 2018. 

10 (b) The SFMI'A 's "Annupl Bicycle Count Survey 2014" shows a 206% increase in bicycle 

11 traffic since 2006. 

·? (c) .This dramatic increase in bicycle traffic has led to increased awareness of how some 

13 provisions ofthe California Vehicle Code are not well suited to a multi-modal transportation system. 

14 (d) California Vehicle Code section 21200 states that a person riding a bicycle "is subject to 

15 all the provisions applicable to the driver ofa vehicle" by the Vehicle Code's Rules of the Road 

16 Division. 

17 (e) An average person riding a bicyCZe generates about 100 watts ofpower, while the average 

18 car generates about 100. 000 yvatts of power. · · 

19 (j) A bicyclist who slows to five miles per hour at an intersection uses 25% less energy than a 

20 bicyclist who tullv stops. 

21 (g) The SFMI'A has recognized the need for treating bicycles differently than motor vehicles by 

22 creating a number of bicycle-specific facilities such as bike lanes, sharrows, and bike boxes. 

23 (h) In March of2014, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed, and the Mqyor signed, 

24 Resolution No. 91-14 to adopt a "Vision Zero" plan. to reduce traffic fatalities to zero in the next ten 

5 years. As part of "Vision Zero," the Police Department ("SFPD") i"':plemented a "Focus on the Five" 

Supervisors Avalos; Breed, Campos, Kim, Mar, Wiener 
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strategy to have each police district target traffic enforcement at its five most dangerous intersections 

and focus on the five most dangerous traffic violations: running red lights, running stop signs, 

violating pedestrian right-of-way. committing turning violations, and speeding. The SFP D is committed 

to focusing traffic enforcement on the behaviors most likely to result in someone being hit or killed on 

the City's roadways. 

(i) In 1982, Idaho adopted a law that allows bicyclists to treat stop signs as yield signs. A 2010 

academic study titled "Bicycle Safety and Choice" found that bicyclist injuries in Idaho decreased 

14.5% the first year after the law was adopted, and that Boise, Idaho's largest city. had lower bicyclist 

injury rates than comparable cities such as Sacramento (30-61% safer) and Bakersfield (150-252% 

safer). 

d'J Strict enforcement of bicyclists (ailing to come to a complete stop at stop signs is 

counterpro~uctiv.e because it (1) takes scarce enforcement resources awqy f'rom more dangerous 

violations, (2) is contrary to the way most bicyclists and drivers currently navigate intersections. (3) 

could discourage people f'rom bicycling because of the added exertion required to fully stop at every 

stop sign, and (4) can slow down traffic patterns and increase congestion on the City's residential 

streets. 

(k) All road users have a legal and moral requirement to politely and safely share our streets. 

Nothing in this Chapter 110 should be construed to condone the behavior of bicyclists. who do not slow 

to a safe speed at stop signs, fail to yield the right-of.-way to another vehicle or pedestrian, or otherwise 

endanger the safety of another vehicle or pedestrian. 

SEC.110.3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose o[this Chapter 110 is to: 

(a) Establish the "San Francisco Right-of Way Policy" to promote the City's Transit First and 

Vision Zero policies. and to promote safety, tolerance, and harmony among all users of City Streets; 

Supervisors Avalos; Breed, Campos, Kim, Mar, Wiener 
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1 (b) Make citations for bicyclists for failure to stop at a stop sign the City's lowest traffic 

2 enforcement priority. provided that the bicyclist first slows to a safe speed and vields the right-of-way 

3 to anv other vehicle or pedestrian in the intersection.· 

4 ~---H(3*) Require SFP D to issue quarterly reports on traffic stops, citations. injuries and 

5 fatalities; and 

6 llil-___.....(4 .... ) Transmit notification of the enactment ofthis Chapter to state elected officials who 

7 represent the City. 

8 SEC 110.4. DEFINITIONS. 

9 "Law enforcement officer" means any peace officer employed by the City, and any other 

10 employee of the City who is authorized to enforce traffic laws. "Law enforcement officer'1 does not 

11 include the District Attorney or anvone acting on behalf oft he District Attorney. 

' "Lowest traffic enforcement priority11 means that all traffic enforcement activities related to 

13 traffic offenses other than those for. bicyclists failing to stop at a stop sign shall be given a higher 

14 priority than traffic enforcement activities related to bicyclists failing to stop at a stop sign, except as 

15 provided below. 

16 SEC. 110.5. SAN FRANCISCO RIGHT-OF-WAY POLICY. 

17 The City hereby establishes the San Francisco Right-of-Way policy to promote ~he City's 

18 Transit First and Vision Zero policy; to promote safety, tolerance, and harmony among all users of 

19 City streets; and to encourage all users of City streets to respect others' right-of-way and take their 

20 turn when navigating intersections, and in furtherance ofthis policy urges the following: 

21 (a) That all users of City streets-pedestrians, bicyclists. and automo~ile drivers-immediately 

22 yield the right-of-way to an authorized emergency vehicle that is sounding a siren; 

23 (b) That all users of City streets yield to SFMTA vehicles at intersections 'Nhenever 

24 feasible because yielding to SFMTJ\ makes public transit faster and more reliable, 'Nhich 

> benefits all users of City streets; 

Supervisors Avalos; Breed, Campos, Kim, fylar, Wiener 
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1 file) That automobile glldrivers and bicyclists always yield to pedestrians at intersections Jn 

2 the roadway and remain vigiJantly aware ofpedestrians at all times; and 

3 ffia) That bicyclists yield to others at intersections in accordance with the right-of.. way rules 

4 defined in the California Vehicle Code. 

5 SEC.110.6. LOWEST TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT PRIORITYFORBICYCLISTS WHO 

6 SAFELY YIELD AT STOP SIGNS. 

7 (a) Law enforcement offlcers shall make enforcement of California Vehicle Code section 

8 22450(a) for bicyclists that fail to stop at a stop sign the lowest tra"ffic enforcement priority provided 

9 that the bicyclist: 

10 (1) Slows to a safe speed for the existing conditions. which shall in all cases be no 

11 more than six miles per hour. when approaching a stop sign, and ifrequired for safety, stops before 

12 · entering the intersection; and 

13 (2) Yields the right-of-way to any vehicle or pedestrian in the intersection ~r 

14 approaching the intersection so closely as to constitute an immediate hazard during the time the 

15 bicyclist is moving across or within the intersection. 

16 (b) Nothing in this section 110. 6 shall be construed to discourage law enforcement o"fficers ftom 

17 citing a· bicyclist operating a bicycle for failure to yield at a stop sign, ifthe bicyclist fails to slow to a 

18 safe speed, fails to yield the right-of-way to another vehicle or pedestrian. or otherwise endangers the 

19 safety of another vehicle or pedestrian. 

20 (c) Nothing in this Section 110.6 shall be construed to prevent a Law enforcement 

21 officer from enforcing California Vehicle Code Section 22450(a) against cyclists who do not 

22 safely yield as described in this Section 110.6(a) at a particular intersection. street. or corridor 

23 if the Law enforcement officer concludes. based on the number of collisions between 

24 automobiles. bicycles or pedestrians. that such enforcement is necessarv to protect public 

25 safety. 

Supervisors Avalos; Breed, Campos, Kim, Mar, Wiener 
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SEC. 110. 7. TRAFFIC CITATION AND INJURY REPORTING. 

(a) On a quarterly basis (the first Tuesday tn February, May. August. and November), the 

SFPD shall send a written report to the Mayor. the Board o(Supervisors. the Police Commission. the 

SFMI'A Board of Directors, the Bicycle Advisory Committee. and the Pedestrian Safety Advisory 

Committee, covering the previous quarter (quarters commencing January 1. April 1. July 1. and 

October 1 ). The report shall contain the following information, if available, for the reportingperiod: 

(1) The total number of traffic stops broken down by mode of transit; aAtl-

(2) The total number of traffic citations broken down by type of citation and mode of 

(3) A breakdown of traffic stops and citations of bicyclists by race or ethnicity. 

age. and sex. as provided in Administrative Code Chapter 96A. 

(b) On a quarterly basis (the first Tuesday in February. May. August. and November) the 

SFP D. in consultation with the Department of Public Health. shall send a written report to the Mavor. 

the Board o[Supervisors. the Police Commissio'n. the SFMTA Board of Directors. the Bicycle Advisory 

Committee, and the Pedestrian Sa(etyAdvisory Committee, covering the previous quarter (quarters 

commencing January l, April 1, July I, and October]), The report shall contain the information listed 

in subsections (I) and (2) below, if available, for the reportingperiod and for at least the preceding 

four reporting periods. to provide context with respect to data trends and permit consideration of the 

statistical instability ofsmaller numbers and potential seasonal variation. The report should be 

restricted to bicvclist-involved collisions - defined as collisions in which a bicyclist was involved as 

either the infured party or as a party involved but not infured in the collision: 

(1) For bicyclist-involved collisions, the total number of traffic injuries and fatalities 

categorized by injury severity, transportation mode of the person injured or killed (bicyclist; 

pedestrian. driver, motorcyclist), and collision type (e.g., driver-bicyclist, bicyclist-pedestrian, bicyclist 

only, etc.); and 

I 
Supervisors Avalos; Breed, Campos, Kim, Mar, Wiener 
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1 (2) For bicyclist-involved collisions at intersections, the total number oftra{fic inturies 

2 and fatalities categorized by injury severity. intersection type (e.g. stop signs. tra{fic signals, no 

3 signage/signalization), transportation mode· of the person injured or killed, collision 'type, and party at 

4 fault. 

5 SEC. 110.8. BICYCLE YIELD ENFORCEMENT POLICY EDUCATION PLAN 

6 The Board of Supervisors encourages the SFMTA and the San'. Francisco County 
. . 

7 Transportation Authoritv to develop a program by March 31. 2015 to educate the public about 

8 the Bicycle Yield Enforcement Policy. The program should prioritize promoting pedestrian 

9 safety and educating bicyclists about their responsibility to safely yield to others at 

1 O intersections. 

11 SEC. 110.89. TRANSMITTAL TO STATE' GOVERNMENT. 

12 To support policies to modernize bicycle laws to better promote safety. tolerance, and harmony 

13 among all users of City streets, beginning three months after the effective date ofthis Chapter 110"" 

14 and continuing annually thereafter, the Clerk of the Board ofSupervisors shall send copies of this 
-

15 Chapter aflti-1ettefs to the Governor of California-; and all elected o{ficials representing San 

16 Franciscans in the California Assembly and the California Senate. The letters shall state, "The City 

17 and County of San Francisco has enacted an ordinance to deprioritize offenses by a bicyclist 

1 f? for failure to stop at stop signs, provided that the bicyclist slo'JVS to a safe speed and yields the 

19 right of 'Nay to any other vehicle or pedestrian." The Cieri< shall send this letter annually until 

20 state laws are changed accordingly. 

21 SEC.110.Sj_g_. CONFLICTWITHSTATEORFEDERALLAW. 

22 Nothing in this Chapter 110 shall authorize the City to impose any duties or obligations in 

23 conflict with limitations on municipal authority imposed by state or federal law. 

24 

25 

SupeNisors Avalos; Breed, Campos, Kim, Mar, Wiener 
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1 Section 2. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

2 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

3 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

4 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERR RA, City Attorney 

By: 

10 n:\legana\as2015\1600066\01066003.doc 
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FILE NO. 150943 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGE 
(12/7/2015, Amended in Committee) -

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

Administrative Code - Bicycle Yield Enforcement Policy] 

Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to add Chapter 110 to establish the "San 
Francisco Right-of-Way Policy" to promote safety, tolerance, and harmony among all 
users of City Streets; make arrests and citations of bicyclists for failure to stop at a 
stop sign the lowest traffic enforcement priority provided that the bicyclist first slows 
to a safe speed and yields the right-of-way to any other vehicle or pedestrian in the 
intersection; require quarterly reports from the Police Department on statistics related 
to traffic enforcement, injuries, and fatalities; urge the Municipal Transportation 
Agency to develop a program to educate the public about the Bicycle Yield 
Enforcement Policy; and require notification of state officials of this ordinance. 

Existing Law 

California Vehicle Code section 21200 requires bicyclists to abide by the Ve.hicle Code's 
Rules of the Road, including Vehicle Code section 22450(a). Vehicle Code section 22450(a) 
requires that drivers stop at stop signs. Therefore, under state law, bicyclists are required to 
stop at stop signs. Neither State law, nor local law require particular traffic enforcement 
priorities. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance would amend the Administrative Code to establish the "San Francisco Right­
of-Way Policy" to promote safety, tolerance, and harmony among all users of City Streets. In 
addition, this ordinance would require that law enforcement officers authorized to enforce the 
traffic laws make arrests and citations of bicyclists for failure to stop at a stop sign the lowest 
traffic enforcement priority provided that the bicyclist first slows to a safe speed (no more than 
six miles per hour) and yields the right-of-way to any other vehicle or pedestrian in the 
intersection. This ordinance does not intend to prohibit law enforcement officers authorized to 
enforce traffic laws from citing bicyclists for failing to stop at signs. Finally, this ordinance 
requires quarterly reports from the Police Department on statistics related to traffic 
enforcement, injuries, and fatalities; and requires notification of state officials of this 
ordinance. 

The ordinance would also urge the Municipal Transportation Agency and the San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority to develop a program by March 31, 2015 to educate the 
public about the policy, prioritizing promoting pedestrian safety and educating bicyclists about 
their responsibility to safely yield to others at intersections. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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FILE NO. 150943 

,..-.~. ,r---' 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGE 
(12/7/2015, Amended in Committee) 

Background Information 

This legislative digest reflects amendments made by the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on December 7, 2015, urging the SFMTA and the Transportation Authority to 
develop an education program, requiring additional demographic data in quarterly reports, 
providing that bicycles should yield at a speed of no more than six miles per hour, and making 
additional clarifying changes. 

n:\legana\as2015\1600066\01066726.doc 
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.. -_Mayor'·s Disabil.ity Council 

November 24, 2015 

London Breed 
President, Board of Supervisors 
City Hall " 
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA· 94102 · 

Bicycle Yield Enforcement Polfoy 

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervi"sors: 

Chip Supanich 
Denise Senhaux 

Co-Chairs 

The Mayor's Disability Council tinanimousiy opposes ~he prop·osed "San .Francisco Right-of-Way 
~olicy" also referred as "bicycle Yield enforcement pplicy" ahd would like tb alert you to "its 
potentially negative impact dn pedestrians with disabilities and seniors. 

The proposed ordin.ance permits bfcYdists to "slowly proceed without fully stopping at stop signs if 
the intersection is empty" and de-prioritizes police enforcement for bicyclists failing to come to a 
full stop. The ordinance promises to increase traffic safety for bicyclists while redirecting scarce . 
traffic enforcement resources t? more serious offen.ses that result in high rates of injury or death. 

Although we full heartedly support the legislation's ·end goals, we believe that they come aba high 
cost for seniors, people with disabilities and other pedestrians for the f~llowing reasons: 

e San Francisco adopted the Vision Zero policy which we fu'lly support] with the go·a1 of 
redudng traffic fatalities to zero by the year 2020. We believe that this propos~d ordinance 
is counterproductive to Vision Zero; it·gives a class of road users special priority privileges 
and permission.to d1sobey·state traffic rules. As it rs today, some bicyclists consistently run 
red lights and fail to stop while pedestrians are in the intersection with the right of way. . 
Giving bieyclists' permission to use their bestjudgement rather than following clear traffic 
laws would only make matters worse. 

• Bicycles by nature are smaller and harder to see or hear as they approach a crowded 
intersection. For blind and visually impaired pedestrians and .senior_s, this is problematic 

1155 Market St., 1st Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 1 +415.554.6789 1 + 415.554.6159 Fax 
1 + 415.554 .. 6799 TTY MOD@sfgov.org 

4264 



oecciuse they ca.nnu·c always rely on sound or visual cues to re:dCt in time. Furthermore, 
bicycles have higher levels of ma·neuverability and can inters.ect a slowly moving pedestrian's 
path suddenly allowing for almost no reaction time. 

• The proposed ordinance iS vague·and leaves much to the individual bicyclist's subjective 
·interpretation of what is a 11slow speed" or "empty intersection." We do not currently have 
accepted definitions for these"'2 concepts and there is no mechanism for self-monitoring or 
enforcement. · 

• Whiie the legislation might have potential to pursue as a pilot in.a residential neighborhood 
with relatively low pedestrian· congestion, ·it does not make sense to apply this rule across 
the entire City at busy, crowded arid compiex intersections. Perhapsfocation specific· 
legislatibn may be more approp'riate. 

• Cars are .not the.onlyvehides that cause injury and death; there have been instances where 
bieycle and pedestrian collision.s have resulted in tragic deaths. We know from our own 
persbhai experience and conversations with the disability' community that there have been a 
numbe.r of unre·ported pedestrian injuries where seniors, wheelchair using pedestrians and 
others with slo·wer mobility ha\fe come into contact with an irresponsible bike user who 
failed to follow current safety laws. While these individuals may not have been hospitalized 
and therefore the accidents were riot tracl<ed by Health Department data1 the experience 
had a negative impact on the physical and emotional well-being oftne individual. 

Adherence to a common set of rules is the. foundation oftraffic safety~ What gives vulnerable 
pedestrians confidence in stepping offth~e curb and into the crosswalk is the expectation that as 
long as they follow the rules, other road users will do so as well. 

For these reasons; the Mayor's Disability Coe.ind! does not support the-proposed legislation. Please 
ensure traffic safety for all road users in San Francisco .by voting against this ordinance. Thank you 
for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Chip s~upanich, Co~Chair 
Mayor's Disability Council 

cc: Mayor Edwih Lee . 
. Clerk, Board of Sui?ervisots 
Mayor's Office on Disability 

0~~ 
Denlse.Senhaux, Co-Chair 
Mayor's Disability Council 
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POLICE DEPARTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
HEADQUARTERS 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

Ms. Alisa Somera 
Assistant Clerk 

1245 3Ro STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94158 

December 4, 2015 

Land Use and Economic Development Committee 
Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694 

Dear Ms. Somera: 

GREGORY P. SUHR 
CHIEF OF POLICE 

RE: File No. 150943: Ordinance Amending the Administrative Code to Add Chapter 110, the 
San Francisco Bicycle Yield Ordinance 

The San Francisco Police Depaitment appreciates the opportunity to review the proposed 
legislation which would add Chapter 110 to the Administrative Code and provide our concerns 
regarding its content. 

The Police Depaitment fully supports the City's Transit-First Policy as defined in Chaiter section 
8A. l 15, especially the statement that "the primary objective of the transportation system must be 
the safe and efficient movement of people and goods," as well as Resolution No. 511-10 
encouraging depaitments and agencies of the City to adopt a goal of20 percent of trips by 
bicycles by 2020. However, the provisions proposed by this legislation could create dangerous 
situations for those using our transp01tation system which includes motor vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians, which is a major concern for the ):lolice Depaitment. 

The Police Department fully .suppo1ts the City's Vision Zero plan to reduce traffic fatalities and 
has implemented the "Focus on the Five" strategy to augment our efforts which include 
enforcement of the top five collision factors; running red lights (CVC §21453), running stop 
signs (CVC §22450(a)), violating pedestrian right-of-way (CVC §21950(a)), committing 
turning violations (CVC §21801), and speeding (CVC §22350). Although there is a 
commitment through directed enforcement efforts to "focus" on these top five violations at the 
top five most dangerous intersections, officers enforce all observed vehicle code violations 
throughout the city. The ultimate goal of these strategies is to increase the safety of our 
transp01tation system and ultimately reduce the number of traffic-related injuries and deaths. 

If passed, this legislation would require tl1e Police Depaitment to malce enforcement of violations 
of California Vehicle Code section 22450(a) by bicyclists the lowest tmfnc enforcement priority 
if the bicyclist slows to no more than 6 miles per hour, yields the right-of-way to any vehicle or 
pedestrian in the intersection, or endangers the safety of another vehicle or pedestrian. It would . 
allow officers to cite a bicyclist only when any of these three provisions has been violated. As 
such, this legislation would encourage behaviot by those using a specific mode oftranspo1tation 
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to violate California Vehicle Code §22450(a) putting other11 at risk for injmy ranging from minor 
to fatal. 

From January 1, 2010, to December 31, 2014, bicyclists have been at fault for 30 percent of the· 
collisions resulting from a failure to stop at a stop sign in violation of eve §22450(a); that 
equates to 129 of the 427 injury and fatal collisions during that time period. In the first nine 
months of2015, January 1 through September 30, there have been 447 collisions between 
bicycles and motor vehicles, including two bicycle fatalities. The driver of the motor vehicle was 
at fault in 216 (48 percent) of the incidents, the bicyclist 206 (46 percent) of the total, and 25 (6 
percent) incidents are unknown. 

It is unacceptable to encourage someone to break a law that could result in injury or death 
because it is "inconvenient" for the driver/bicyclist to come to a complete stop. All vehicles shall 
stop at a stop sign - period - and ai1 officer must be allowed to perform all duties as required 
when a violation occurs. And, running a stop sign by any vehicle is a violation of CVC 
§22450(a), which is one of the top five collision factors included in the "Focus on the 
Five." An officer must have the discretion to issue a citation based on the circumstances at the 
time a violation occurs, including the seriousness of the offense and the danger posed by the 
violation, and not to be restricted from doing so based on it being a "low priority." 

In regard to the repo1ting requirement outlined in Section 110. 7, I respectfully request the 
language be changed to coincide with the current requirements imposed on the Police 
Depaii:ment and other repo1i:ing depaii:ments by the Vision Zero collaborative and the Police 
Commission. This information is repo1ted qua1terly in April, July, October, and Januai-y. To have 
a second rep01i:ing requirement timeline for the same set of data would require additional 
resources at a cost to the public. · 

We must concentrate on enforcement of vehicle laws as they are written. These laws are there to 
protect people from injmy and death caused by negligence\, and rnnning a stop sign is dangerous 
behavior which could cost someone their life. 

If we can be of fmther assistance, please feel free to contact my office. 

/cf 

Sincerely, 

·~.w ~YP.SUHR 
Chief of Police 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, December 07, 2015 11 :23 AM 
File 150943 FW: Board of Supervisors Land and Transportation Committee - Monday 
December 7, 2015 - Do not deprioritize stop sign running by bicyclists - no "Idaho stop" law 

From: hlchabner@comcast.net [mailto:hlchabner@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 11:03 AM 
To: 'ed lee' <ed.lee@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; 'scott weiner' <scott.weiner@sfgov.org>; Cohen, 
Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; 
Christensen, Julie (BOS) <Julie.Christensen@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy 
(BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Conor (BOS) <conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) 
<vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: hlchabner@jps.net; Wong, Iris (BOS) <iris.wong@sfgov.org>; Hsieh, Frances (BOS) <frances.hsieh@sfgov.org>; 
Pollock, Jeremy (BOS) <jeremy.pollock@sfgov.org>; Rubenstein, Beth (BOS) <beth.rubenstein@sfgov.org>; Pagoulatos, 
Nickolas (BOS) <nickolas.pagoulatos@sfgov.org>; Lim, Victor (BOS) <victor.lim@sfgov.org>; Redondiez, Raquel (BOS) . 
<raquel.redondiez@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Kelly, Margaux (BOS) 
<margaux.kelly@sfgov.org>; Montejano, Jess (BOS) <jess.montejano@sfgov.org>; Ng, Wilson (POL) 
<Wilson.Ng@sfgov.org>; Quizon, Dyanna (BOS) <dyanna.quizon@sfgov.org>; Law, Ray (BOS) <ray.law@sfgov.org>; 
Yadegar, Danny (BOS) <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; carol@dr-carol.com; Lang, Davi (BOS) <davi.lang@sfgov.org>; Lee, 
Ivy (BOS) <ivy.lee@sfgov.org>; Mormino, Matthias (BOS) <matthias.mormino@sfgov.org>; Scanlon, Olivia (FIR) 
<olivia.scanlon@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Taylor, Adam (BOS) <adam.taylor@sfgov.org>; Power, 
Andres <andres.power@sfgov.org>; Cretan, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.cretan@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary 
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; 'Carolyn Goossen' <carolyn.goossenl@gmail.com>; Bruss, Andrea (BOS) 
<andrea.bruss@sfgov.org>; Chan, Yoyo (BOS) <yoyo.chan@sfgov.org>; Suhr, Greg (POL) <Greg.Suhr@lsfgov.org>; 
Mannix, Ann (POL) <Ann.Mannix@sfgov.org>; Matranga, Benjamin (MYR) (HRD) <ben.matranga@sfgpv.org>; Gillett, 
Gillian (MYR) <gillian.gillett@sfgov.org>; Fraguli, Joanna (ADM) <joanna.fraguli@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Carla (ADM) 
<carla.johnson@sfgov.org>; MOD, (ADM) <mod@sfgov.org>; chipsupanich@gmail.com; mayoredlee@sfgov.org 
Subject: Board of Supervisors Land and Transportation Committee - Monday December 7, 2015 - Do not deprioritize 
stop sign running by bicyclists - no "Idaho stop" law 

Dear President Breed ·and Supervisors: 
Please do not adopt the proposed ordin·ance to make citations for bicyclists who don't stop at stop 
signs the lowest law enforcement priority and to permit bicyclists not to stop at stop signs if the 
intersection is empty. Consider the following: 

• The analysis, studies and factors from experienced pedestrian safety advocate and expert Bob 
Planthold, in his communications with you, are compelling reasons not to adopt this ordinance. 

• Two things are proposed: 1- enforcement would be de-prioritized; and 2- the "San Francisco 
Right-of-Way Policy" would permit bicyclists to "slowly proceed without fully stopping at stop 
signs if the intersection is empty." With regard to #2, it has long been California law that 
bicyclists are subject to traffic laws applicable to other vehicles, including the requirement to 
stop at stop signs. Changing this should not be done through the back door of a local policy 
ordinance. If you believe that the law should be changed, find a sponsor in the state legislature 
and engage in a full, statewide debate about such a major change. Moreover, purporting to 
exempt San Francisco from state law by means of a "policy" ordinance may well be illegal. 

• The proposed ordinance would deprioritize failure to stop by cyclists who, in the words of 
Supervisor Avalos's press release, "safely yield at stop signs." Whether or not a cyclist's 
failure to stop constitutes safe yielding is extremely subjective. Also subjective is whether the 
intersection is empty. For example, if a pedestrian is at the curb just getting ready to lift their 
leg onto the street, is the intersection empty? (This gets to Bob Planthold's points about poor 

~ 
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.visibility, fast-moving bir .. --",~-·,, etc.) In practice these subjec',,_,,,.-~1es would mean that the 
police department woula err on the side of non-enforcement &vcn IT the failure to stop was not 
safe or the intersection was not completely empty, for fear of being criticized by the Board of 
Supervisors and the powerful SF bike lobby. This in turn would encourage unsafe behavior by 
cyclists. 

• People with mobility disabilities, blind people, seniors, and people with baby strollers would 
feel less safe. This is difficult to quantify, but it is real. I've used a wheelchair since 1990, and 
before that I walked for many years with increasing difficulty, and decreasing speed and 
confidence. Falling became an increasing problem, as it is for many people who walk with 
difficulty. In recent years I've had several near misses from bicyclists who have run red lights, 
run stop signs and ridden on the sidewalk. From time to time when I am crossing at a 
crosswalk where there is a stop sign and a motor vehicle is stopped, a cyclist has blown past 
the stop sign. I wasn't able to see the cyclist until I've been past the motor vehicle. This is 
stressful and unsafe. Knowing that cyclists wouldn't be required to stop at stop signs, and that 
the police would be under great pressure not to issue citations, would make this even 
worse. My feeling of safety as a pedestrian would significantly decline. In my experience 
(among other things, for five years I was Chair of the Physical Access Committee of the 
Mayor's Disability Council), many others fee.I the same way. 

• Many times cyclists going fast have come close to me and other pedestrians. The cyclist may 
sincerely believe they are far enough to be safe, and they may avoid hitting the pedestrian by 
turning or swerving at the last moment. While I might not classify these situations as full near 
misses, still, as a pedestrian, this is unnerving. To add subjectivity to the law would increase 
these situations. 

• Supervisor Avalos claims that strict enforcement is counterproductive because it discourages 
people from bicycling. First, no evidence is cited for ~his proposition. Second, if it is true, what 
it means is that some people don't want to bicycle unless they are exempt from stopping at 
stop signs. In other words, they want special treatment. 

• Supervisor Avalos also claims that strict enforcement is "counterintuitive to the way most 
bicyclists and drivers currently navigate intersections." As above, no evidence whatsoever is 
cited for this proposition. But to the extent that it accurately describes the way drivers currently 
navigate intersections, it is most likely not because San Francisco drivers believe that cyclists 
should be exempt from stopping at stop signs, but because San Francisco drivers have 
become so used to dangerous, illegal, unpredictable, aggressive and unpunished behavior by 
cyclists that they are always on the lookout for cyclists coming from any direction, fast, 
weaving· in and out, and violating traffic laws generally. 

• Drivers who aren't from San Francisco would not expect that bicyclists are permitted not to 
stop at the stop sign. This is another reason why the law should be uniform and consistent 
throughout California. 

• Idaho adopted the "Idaho stop" law in 1982. There is a good reason why none of the other 49 
states have adopted this law in the subsequent 33 years. It's also important to consider that 
Boise is much less dense than San Francisco and is not comparable in other ways. 

Please oppose this ordinance that would diminish pedestrian safety and give cyclists special 
treatment. Thank you for considering this email. 

Jincerely 

Howard Chabner 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, December 07, 2015 10:46 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150943 FW: Idaho Stop a bad idec;i 

High 

From: Ted Loewenberg [mailto:tedlsf@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 10:20 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR) <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>; ed.reisken@sfmta.com 
Subject: Idaho Stop a bad idea 
Importance: High 

Dear Supervisors, 

/ 

I wanted to participate in the discussion of the Idaho Stop ordinance this afternoon, but I cannot due 
to another appointment. My comments are offered as my advice on this matter. 

Legislation to allow cyclists to run stop signs at will is a terrible idea. There are legal issues with the 
California Vehicle Code as well as impacts on (and with) other road users when such an ordinance is 
implemented. Vision Zero? There's Zero chance of success when one road user becomes exempt 
from the common sense rules of the road. The carnage on our city streets will get worse, not better. 

I am an avid cyclist, as well as a motor vehicle driver and also a frequent pedestrian. On my bike, I 
assess each and every intersection as I approach it so that I take my turn safely through those 
carefours. When it is my turn to stop, I do so. Occasionally I'm surprised by a pedestrian, bike or car 
that I did not see on my first visual inspection. This happens frequently enough. I stop. My practical 
experience is that more persons will be at risk if the Idaho Stop ordina·nce is approved. I can verify 
that not all persons on bikes make sound decisions at intersections. Arrogant bike riders will find 
themselves involved in more accidents, or will cause accidents for others while escaping themselves. 
In our dense urban environment, the status quo of respecting traffic sig.nals makes sense. 

You must also keep in mind that as a destination city, we have a higher percentage than normal of 
drivers not familiar with the minutia of our traffic code. Lots of our drivers learned to drive elsewhere, 
or simply won't know about "our crazy laws." Thus, to introduce the possibility of bike riders behaving 
differently than a tourist driver, or a just-passing-through motorist might expect will directly increase 
the chances of injury or death at intersections. It is crazy enough already on our streets with lots of 
irresponsible folks on bikes. You don't need to make it even more crazy. 

Do not change it. 

This "Idaho Stop" law lacks teeth. It should include an amendment to make it clear what the 
responsibilities of cyclists are. It proposes that people on bicycles unilaterally determine when it is 
safe to stop "when no cars or pedestrians" are around. BUT ... when bike riders decide to exercise this 
option, THEN ... the full responsibility and liability for any and all ill consequences fall solely to the 
cyclist. Such a provision would balance the new found freedom to flaunt the law with the responsibility 
to focus on safety rather than convenience. Without such a provision, the measure is fatally flawed. 



Please reject this ill-conceived,,,__,!.---,., at a minimum, amend it to inr'1,.......~·the cyclist's burden when 
the decision to not STOP is ma-...c. 

'ed Loewenberg 

San Francisco 

tedlsf@sbcglobal.net 
"It's got to come from the heart, if you want it to work." 
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December 7, 2015 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 

I'm writing to urge you to vote in favor of the Bicycle Yield Enforcement Policy. 

A week ago, on November 30, I got a ticket while biking eastbound on Duboce St. at Church St. 

I was going less than 5 miles per 
hour, as the ticket says 

I slowed to a near stop and looked 

both ways 

There were no pedestrians in the 
intersection 

I was being safe and cautious 

The officer said the reason for the 
ticket was that I didn't come to a 

complete stop 

The officer did not say that I had 
been unsafe, endangered anyone, 
cut off a pedestrian or car, not had 
the right of way, nor anything similar 

The officer said she was ticketing in 
this area because her Captain had 
received complaints about 
intersections being unsafe 

The police had announced in August 
that they were no longer ticketing 
"slow rolls" that didn't violate 
anyone's right of way 

I've biked to work more than 600 times over the last 3 years. I spend an hour on my bike each day 
trying to represent the best behavior cyclists can offer to drivers and pedestrians. I often get "thanks" 
from pedestrians and once got a round of applause. It's counterproductive for police to ticket cyclists for 
cautious behavior in the name of increasing safety. The time and effort the police spent giving me a 
ticket would have been far better spent focusing on legitimately unsafe drivers and cyclists. 

Thank you, 
Katrina Sostek 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Clent: 

o: 
$ubject: 

Monday, December 07, 2015 9:14 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150943 FW: Bicycle Safe 

-----Original Message-----
From: Sal [mailto:sal@spamarrest.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 8:46 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Bicycle Safe 

Board of Supervisors, 

I would like to mention a dangerous situation for both bicyclist and vehicle drivers alike. 
There is a stretch of road on Bay Street from Laguna Street to the Embarcadero where the road is narrow. Bay Street is 
narrow enough that if a driver opens their door onto the street during prime time it causes a slow down because the 
traffic needs to go into the other lane to get around the open door. The same happens when there are bicyclist on Bay 
Street. Where a car driver approaches a bicyclist and wants to pass, they cannot get around the bike unless going into 
the other lane, thus causing a slow down and frustration. 
We can't do much about the people who open doors on this street but we could direct the bicyclist down one street to 
North Point where there is less traffic and everyone is safer. 

Sal Busalacchi: Broker/Owner 
Bay Area Real Estate Associates 
icense Number 01085369 

_154 Mason Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
(415) 999-9019 
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--- ....-. 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Friday, December 04, 2015 8:51 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: File 150943 FW: Do not deprioritize stop sign running by bicyclists - no "Idaho stop" law 

From: hlchabner@comcast.net [mailto:hlchabner@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2015 9:15 PM . 
To: ed lee <ed.lee@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; scott weiner <scott.weiner@sfgov.org>; Cohen, 
Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; 
Christensen, Julie (BOS) <Julie.Christensen@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy 
(BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Conor (BOS) <conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) 
<vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: hlchabner@jps.net; Wong, Iris (BOS) <iris.wong@sfgov.org>; Hsieh, Frances (BOS) <frances.hsieh@sfgov.org>; 
Pollock, Jeremy {BOS) <jeremy.pollock@sfgov.org>; Rubenstein, Beth {BOS) <beth.rubenstein@sfgov,org>; Pagoulatos, 
Nickolas {BOS) <nickolas.pagoulatos@sfgov.org>; Lim, Victor {BOS) <victor.lim@sfgov.org>; Redondiez, Raquel (BOS) 
<raquel.redondiez@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Kelly, Margaux (BOS) 
<margaux.kelly@sfgov.org>; Montejano, Jess {BOS) <jess.montejano@sfgov.org>; Ng, Wilson (POL} 
<Wilson.Ng@sfgov.org>; Quizon, Dyanna (BOS) <dyanna.quizon@sfgov.org>; Law, Ray {BOS) <ray.law@sfgov.org>; 
Yadegar, Danny {BOS) <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; carol@dr-carol.com; Lang, Davi {BOS) <davi.lang@sfgov.org>; Lee, 
Ivy (BOS) <ivy.lee@sfgov.org>; Mormino, Matthias (BOS) <matthias.mormino@sfgov.org>; Scanlon, Olivia (FIR) 
<olivia.scanlon@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Taylor, Adam (BOS) <adam.taylor@sfgov.org>; Power, 
Andres <andres.power@sfgov.org>; Cretan, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.cretan@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary 
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Carolyn· Goossen <carolyn.goossenl@gmail.com>; Bruss, Andrea {BOS) 
<andrea.bruss@sfgov.org>; Chan, Yoyo (BOS) <yoyo.chan@sfgov.org>; Suhr, Greg (POL) <Greg.Suhr@sfgov.org>; 
Mannix, Ann (POL} <Ann.Mannix@sfgov.org>; Matranga, Benjamin (MYR) (HRD) <ben.matranga@sfgov.org>; Gillett, 
Gillian {MYR) <gillian.gillett@sfgov.org>; Fraguli, Joanna (ADM) <joanna.fraguli@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Carla (ADM) 
<carla.johnson@sfgov.org>; MOD, (ADM) <mod@sfgov.org>; chipsupanich@gmail.com; mayoredlee@sfgov.org 
Subject: Do not deprioritize stop sign running by bicyclists - no "Idaho stop" law 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors: 
Please do not adopt the proposed ordinance to make citations for bicyclists who don't stop at stop 
signs the lowest law enforcement priority and to permit bicyclists not to stop at stop signs if the 
intersection is empty. Consider the following: 

• The analysis, studies and factors from experienced pedestrian safety advocate and expert Bob 
Planthold, in his communications with you, are compelling reasons not to adopt this ordinance. 

• Two things are proposed: 1- enforcement would be de-prioritized; and 2- the "San Francisco 
Right-of-Way Policy" would permit bicyclists to "slowly proceed without fully stopping at stop 
signs if the intersection is empty." With regard to #2, it has long been California law that 
bicyclists are subject to traffic laws applicable to other vehicles, including the requirement to 
stop at stop signs. Changing this should not be done through the back door of a local policy 
ordinance. If you believe that the law should be changed, find a sponsor in the state legislature 
and engage in a full, statewide debate about such a major change. Moreover, purporting to 
exempt San Francisco from state law by means of a "policy" ordinance may well be illegal. 

• The proposed ordinance would deprioritize failure to stop by cyclists who, in the words of 
Supervisor Avalos's press release, "safely yield at stop signs." Whether or not a cyclist's 
failure to stop constitutes safe yielding is extremely subjective. Also subjective is whether the 
intersection is empty. For example, if a pedestrian is at the curb just getting ready to lift their 
leg onto the street, is the intersection empty? (This gets to Bob Planthold's points about poor 
visibility, fast-moving bicyclists, etc.) In practice these subjective rules would mean that the 
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police department woulc',...-.._-r'I the sid.e of non-enforcement e,,..-..··n,,..--+.he failure to stop was not 
safe or the intersection v~ ... s not completely empty, for fear of 1..,~1nH criticized by the Board of 
Supervisors and the powerful SF bike lobby. This in turn would encourage unsafe behavior by 
cyclists. 

• People with mobility disabilities, blind people, seniors, and people with baby strollers would 
feel less safe. This is difficult to quantify, but it is real. I've used a wheelchair since 1990, and 
before that I walked for many years with increasing difficulty, and decreasing speed and 
confidence. Falling became an increasing problem, as it is for many people who walk with 
difficulty. In recent years I've had several near misses from bicyclists who have run red lights, 
run stop signs and ridden on the sidewalk. From time to time when I am crossing at a 
crosswalk where there is a stop sign and a motor vehicle is stopped, a cyclist has blown past 
the stop sign. I wasn't able to see the cyclist until I've been past the motor vehicle. This is 
stressful and unsafe. Knowing that cyclists wouldn't be required to stop at stop signs, and that 
the police would be under great pressure not to issue citations, would make this even 
worse. My feeling of safety as a pedestrian would significantly decline. In my experience 
(among other things, for five years I was Chair of the Physical Access Committee of the 
Mayor's Disability Council), many others feel the same way. 

• Many times cyclists going fast have come close to me and other pedestrians. The cyclist may 
sincerely believe they are far enough to be safe, arid they may avoid hitting the pedestrian by 
turning or swerving at the last moment. While I might not classify these situations as full near 
misses, still, as a pedestrian, this is unnerving. To add subjectivity to the law would increase 
these situations. 

• Supervisor Avalos claims that strict enforcement is counterproductive because it discourages 
people from bicycling. First, no evidence is cited for this proposition. Second, if it is true, what 
it means is that some people don't want to bicycle unless they are exempt from stopping at 
stop signs. In other words, they want speeial treatment. 

e Supervisor Avalos also claims that strict enforcement is "counterintuitive to the way most · 
bicyclists and drivers currently navigate intersections." As above, no evidence whatsoever is 
cited for this proposition. But to the extent that it a~curately describes the way drivers currently 
navigate .intersections, it is most likely not because San Francisco drivers believe that cyclists 
should be exempt from stopping at stop signs, but because San Francisco drivers have 
become so used to dangerous, illegal, unpredictable, aggressive and unpunished behavior by 
cyclists that they are always on the lookout for cyclists coming from any direction, fast, 
weaving in and out, and violating traffic laws generally. 

• Drivers who aren't from San Francisco would not expect that bicyclists are permitted not to 
stop at the stop sign. This is another reason why the law should be uniform and consistent 
throughout California. . 

0 Idaho adopted the "Idaho stop" law in 1982. There is a good reason why none of the other 49 
states have adopted this law in the subsequent 33 years. It's also important to consider that 
Boise is much less dense than San Francisco and is not comparable in other ways. 

Please oppose this ordinance that would diminish pedestrian safety and give cyclists special 
treatment. Thank you for considering this email. 

.:)incerely 

Howard Chabner 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wednesday, December 02, 2015 10:32 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
.File 150943 FW: The Bicycle Yield Law- NO. 

From: Cautn1@aol.com [mailto:Cautn1@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 2:59 PM 
To: Pointer User0021 <EdwinLee@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; 
Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Campos, David 
(BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; 

. Wiener, Scott<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org> 
Subject: The Bicycle Yield Law - NO. 

People respond better to clear instructions than to those that are vague and subjective. 

Consequently a bicyclist who goes through a stop sign knowing that he or she is breaking 
the law (even if it is enforced judiciously) is more likely to be alert and cautious than if he 
knows that the action is sometimes OK. The existing law is consequently safer. .. for all 
concerned, not just bicyclists ... than the proposed condition. 

Under the existing law the police don't find themselvesc arguing in Civil Court with defense 
attorneys over whether or not conditions favored a bicyclist's decision to go through a stop 
sign. 

In the name of safety and common sense, leave things as they are. 

Gerald Cauthen 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
~ent: 

o: 
. Cc: 

Subject: 

Bruce Oka <bruceoka55@gmail.com> 
Thursday, December 03, 2015 1 :25 PM 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Scott.Weiner@sfgov.org 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS); 
Taylor, Adam (BOS); Power, Andres; Cretan, Jeff (BOS); Lang, Davi (BOS); Lee, Ivy (BOS); 
Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Bob Planthold; Matranga, Benjamin (MYR) (HRD) 
Re: Idaho bike-stop law 

Dear Supervisors cohen, Kim & Weiner: 

Please do not adopt the ordinance proposed by Supervisor Avalos to make citations for bicyclists who 
don't stop at stop signs the lowest law enforcement priority and to permit bicyclists not to stop at stop 
signs if the intersection is empty. 

As you all know, I am a former member of the SFMTA Board of Directors (2008-2012). I am also a 
, wheelchair user who has spent over 45 years helping to make our transit system and our streets and 
sidewalks safer for our children, seniors & people with any disabilities. Supervisor Avalos' proposed 
ordinance will not make our streets safer, it will cause San Francisco streets to be more dangerous 
than ever. I use the sidewalks and the bicycle lanes everyday in my wheelchair & I see near collisions 
between bicyclists & pedestrians wherever I travel in the City. 

In conclusion, I strongly urge you not to adopt the proposed ordinance. Thank you for your attention 
and consideration on this very crucial matter. 

druce Oka 

) 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, December 03, 2015 10:22 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150943 FW: NO on Idaho Stop Legislation 

From: d b carroll [mailto:bravobill@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2015 10:07 AM , 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: NO on Idaho Stop Legislation 

Land Use and Transportation Committee, Supervisors and Staff, 
re: Idaho Stop legislation 
Please oppose any change in the rules that apply to cyclists that 
would create more confusion on the streets of San Francisco than 
we already have, including the Idaho Stop for cyclists. 
As it is now1 we have a bad situation with many cyclists breaking 
the laws and putting themselves and others in danger. We do not 
need to encourage those that are upholding the law to break it. 
There should be no exception to how people respond to a stop 
sign. That means that anyone who has the right of way should be 
able to proceed without delay. This is the law of the land and 
should not be tampered with. By giving some people the right to 
proceed without stopping, you are opening the door to more 
accidents. 
If the city passes this law, there may be serious repercussions 
coming from the insurance industry and others who challenge the 
right of cyclists to drive recklessly on city streets and cause 
accidents. Who will pay for the damages caused by a cyclist 
running a stop sign? Will cyclists be required to purchase liability 
insurance? 
Since we have so many new residents and visitors it is paramount 
that we live by the same rules as every other city, for the sake of 
everyone's safety. We should not change our rules to confuse 
others. How many tourists or new residents will know to watch for 
cyclists running stop signs? How many truckers and out of town 
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drivers? 
,....,....._ . ..---.. 

Quit making San Franci~co an exception to the rules of the road if 
''OU care about the safety of others. 
Sincerely, 
Bill and Diane Carroll, 1650 Jackson, SF 94109 
bravobill@Hotmail.com 
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,.."-, ,-,VOHN L. BURTON .. ~, 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
--~. V'----

CONSULTANT IN GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Bos~!\. ij 
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<:f1·st 
fl (L. ; .. ;;:o (.1 4.? 

Oct 5, 2015 

Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Carlton Goodlett Place 
#244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

During my time in public office I have seen many wacky ideas introduced into law, 
some of them by me, such as making it a crime to be poor. However a measure to be 
considered by the Board of Supervisors that basically would give a green light to all 
people riding bicycles in San Francisco is about the craziest thing I ever heard of. 

As I drive through the streets of San Francisco, I am actually surprised to realize that 
cyclists are supposed to stop at stop signs and red lights because I see that observed 
more in the breach than in the act. 

Where is the liability going to be if people just go willy-nilly through stop signs and 
red lights as a matter of law? Who will be responsible, the cyclist, the driver, the 
pedestrian or the city for passing such inane legislation. 

I understand the strength of various special interest groups and I have been told 
that there are 200,000 people who use bicycling as their major if nqt sole means of 
transportation. That's a very impressive number, however I would think in the 
name of sanity and public safety for pedestrians, drivers and cyclists the supervisors 
would relegate this idea to the legislative trashcan. 

I have the greatest respect for Supervisor Avalos but I do believe he is missing the 
boat on this one. 

Peace and friendship, 

465 CALIFORNIA STREET ·.,.. SUITE 400 V SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104 

(415) 362-4405 OFFICE "f/f (415) 518-5383 CELL V (415) 434-4540 FAX 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
·o: 

dubject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11 :27 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)· 
File 150943 FW: NO to Bicycle Yielding Rule 

From: eugene chew [mailto:cheweugene@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11:26 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR) <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org> 
Subject: NO to Bicycle Yielding Rule 

Hi, 

I am one of the long-time residents in Duboce Triangle, District 8. Recently, I believe that there is a bill introduced (passed?), which will 
allow cyclists to not stop at the stop signs, if they deem it safe to roll across the stop signs. I believe that it is coined by a certain group as a 
"common sense" bill. 

I have already written to the supervisor of my district and unfortunately, he supports the bill. Hence, I want to write to the entire board to 
voice my disapproval of the bill. Everyone, and I mean, everyone should abide by the traffic rules. Why should the safety of pedestrians and 
other motorists take a back seat in order to afford a group of cyclists the luxury of "convenience"?! This is ridiculous! Living in Duboce 
Triangle by Duboce Park, over the years, I already witness many cyclists who do not stop or yield to pedestrians as well as cars and Muni 
drivers - almost causing accidents. This bill will just embolden some of the cyclists to run through the stop signs. 

Everyone has the right to be safe and it is the board's responsibility to ensure that instead of yielding to a certain group's 
"convenience". Regardless of how it is argued, I strongly feel that everyone should abide by the current traffic Jaw and stop at all stop 
signs. Why is this new law necessary and why is there an issue for cyclists to stop at all stop signs? 

. ours truly, 
Eugene Chew 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, October 06,· 2015 10:37 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Subject: File 150943 FW: Please support the Bike Yield Law 

From: Tess N [mailto:tnapili@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 9:31 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Please support the Bike Yield Law 

Dear Supervisors, 

I urge you to support the Bike Yield Law. You already have access to metrics for Vision Zero, and I hope you already agree that SFPD 
should focus their resources on behaviors that cause the majority of traffic deaths. I'd like to speak to other concerns that I hear from my 
fellow city residents and how the Bike Yield Law would help. 

Removing the fear of unnecessary tickets for safe cycling would make cycling a more practical and convenient mode of transportation, which 
would improve San Francisco in the following ways: 

1. Parking is tight and getting worse. Encouraging people to ride their bikes would reduce the number of households that currently have 1 or 
more cars per driver. Please help to make cycling practical & convenient, so that each resident no longer feels like he or she *needs* to own a 
car and take up parking spots on the street. With the many large, multi-generation households in the city, people can easily borrow/share cars 
with others in their households when bikes won't work well (e.g., when transporting furniture or during heavy rain). Some neighborhoods 
also have convenient access to car share programs. 

2. MUNI is getting crowded. Even though the MTA is making incremental improvements, MUNI can't keep up with the city's populati_on 
growth. You should always encourage able-bodied people to ride their bikes to make room on MUNI for those who need it, especially those 
who physically can't bike or drive a vehicle. · 

3. Safety is important. Cars i)l many neighborhoods already roll through stop signs, and they're capable of so much more harm than cyclists. 
We need to enforce *safe* crossings of intersections. 

Cyclists can cross stop-sign intersections with a yield as safely as a stop. SFPD should be able to cite *reckless* intersection users whether 
they are vehicle drivers or cyclists. Remember, it's the *people* who are reckless, not their mode of transportation. Making cycling less 
practical will move more people (including reckless people!) away from bikes and into cars. It's much safer for everyone to have each 
reckless person riding a bike instead of driving a car or truck. 

I invite you to come watch *cars* roll past the stop signs at intersection.s in my neighborhood, Central Parkside. I hate that they do this, and I 
hate that ticketing them currently would also mean ticketing safe cyclists who yield instead of stop. . 

I i"ealize that you might not actually ride a bike for commuting, running errands, or just getting around, so your idea of a rolling stop is based 
on seeing or being startled by annoying cyclists who fly through intersections and expect everyone to make way. 1 frequently find myself 
thinking the same thing about annoying vehicle drivers who do the same thing .. Just with a lot more killing power. Unfortunately, those 
annoying cyclists make all the other cyclists look bad. Not all cyclists are reckless and dangerous. I ask that you watch this video, which I 
think illustrates well how rolling stops work, and which I hope you find enlightening: https://vimeo.com/4140910 

One last point (sorry, 1 have much to say). Over the last decade, I've noticed fewer and fewer people walking in my neighborhood. Even my 
bike- and hike-loving family drives more and more for trips that we previously did on foot or on bikes, because reckless drivers make the 
walking & biking experience unpleasant at best and deadly at worst. Did you know that having fewer pedestrians and cyclists makes our 
streets significantly more dangerous for pedestrians & cyclists? There's a decent amount of research on this strange effect, but here's just one 
summary to get you stmied: 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001457509000876 · 
Please think about how safe you'd like San Francisco to be for pedestrians and cyclists. And would you really rather have us all drive? By 
making cycling a more practical, convenient mode of transportation, you'll get more people outdoors getting exercise instead of spewing 
smog, and you'll improve safety for everyone. 

Thanks for reading. 

Tess Napili 
tnapili@gmail.com 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
~ent: 

): 

Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 10:35 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150943 FW: outlandish 

From: Carpenter, Russell [mailto:Russell.Carpenter@calbar.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, Octoqer 06, 2015 7:29 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: outlandish 

Greetings. This message is to express my opposition to permission for bicydists to run stop signs, red lights, etc. The 
very thought is chalooshus. I see these scofflaws flaunting their disregard for pedestrians daily. I implore you to vote 
against the proposition. Thank you. 

Russell K. Carpenter, Ed.D. Examinations Technician/Assistant to Director of Examinations 
Office of Admissions 
The State Bar of California I 180 Howard St. I San Francisco, CA 94105 
415.538.2317 I Fax 415.538.2304 I russell.carpenter@calbar.ca.gov 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent:· 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, September 22, 2015 12:58 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa {BOS) 
FW: Bicycle Safety 

From: Patricia De Fonte [mailto:patricia_defonte@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 12:54 PM 
To: Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Hsieh, Frances (BOS) <frances.hsieh@sfgov.org>; Lee, Mayor (MYR) 
<mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; McFadden, Joseph (POL) 
<J.osepli.McFadden@sfgov.org>; Yahoo! Inc.<neystreetnw@yahoogroups.com>; Nuru, Mohammed (DPW) 
<Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org> 
Subject: Bicycle Safety 

Good Morning, 

I just learned that the BOS has or will soon vote on whether to allow cyclist to ignore stop signs and stop 
lights. As a resident and voter who has worked for years to make my neighborhood safer and more attractive, I 
am frankly shocked. 

I live near the comer of Congdon and Alemany in the Excelsior District. There is a stoplight at this intersection. 
There is also a dedicated bike lane on Alemany. There are car accidents at this intersection on an almost 
weekly basis. If bikes are not required to stop at the light we are going to have dead bodies to count on a 
regular basis. 

I' have asked Supervisor Avalos many time to put me in touch with the Bicycle Coalition so that I could work 
with them to make improvements to the Bike Path - it should be painted green, there should be a proper barrier -
not the mostly broken while pylons that are sort of there now. I have received no response. Which leads me to 
think that the Bicycle Coalition is not active in District 11. So why he is sticking his nose in an issue that has 
NOTHING to do with representing his constituency is beyond me. I have also tried contacting them directly, to 
request that they come out and take a look and get some important safety work done. They have not responded 
to any of my emails. 

Can someone reading this email please put me in direct contact with a human being at the Bicycle Coalition so 
that I can show them how dangerous this intersection is, the tens of thousands of dollars of work Ney Street 
·Neighborhood Watch has done improving this stretch of Alemany, and ask them to lobby City Hall on behalf of 
their constituents to make safety improvements to this bike lane. 

Can someone also please put me directly in touch with someone at SFMT A so that they come out and do an 
assessment' of what this intersection needs in order to ensure we don't have even more, and now probably fatal, 
accidents in this intersection? 

Captain McFadden and Mr. Nuru, please let me know how NSNW can collaborate with your offices to ensure a 
safe intersection for pedestrians, motorists and cyclist. And thank you for your continued support ofNSNW's · 
projects in this area. 

I hope that I will not be making 911 ·calls for dead bodies in the intersection. 

Patricia De Fonte 
Ney Street Neighborhood Watch 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supe?rvisors, (BOS) 
Sent: 
'o: 

Tuesday, September 22, 2015 12:58 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Please do not adopt the ordinance allowing Idaho Stop in San Francisco 

From: Rob Francis [mailto:robert.francis@gmail.com] 
Sent:Tuesday, September 22, 2015 12:53 PM . 
Subject: Please do not adopt the ordinance allowing Idaho Stop in San Francisco 

To Mayor Lee, President Breed and Supervisors: 

Please do not adopt the ordinance proposed by Supervisor Avalos to make citations for bicyclists who don't stop 
at stop signs the lowest law enforcement priority and to permit bicyclists not to stop at stop signs if the 
intersection is empty. 

If this legislation becomes law bicyclists may go through intersections without stopping when they determine 
that there is no 'immediate hazard. This proposed legislation may lead to increased crashes because many 
bicyclists, especially our young riders, will misunderstand the law and blast through stop signs with tragic 
results. 

The extent that stopping is a burden to cyclists is up to the individual. As a longtime cyclist I've never 
considered stopping to.be a problem. Cyclists who are not fit enough to start and stop multiple times when 
riding, perhaps shouldn't be on a pedal-bike? 

I ere' s a scenario fo consider: a cyclist approaches a red light. She stops, looks both ways, and decides to cross 
or turn left on the red light. Unbeknownst to her, motor traffic on her left or across the intersection has just 
gotten a green left turn arrow. Conflict (or worse) occurs. She wasn't aware of that because many such signals 
are not visible to the cross traffic because there's no reason for them to be when all traffic is supposed to obey 
them according to the same black and white rules. I suppose you could argue that a prudent cyclist would not 
cross on the. red light under the circumstance where there was cross traffic waiting to turn left across her path. 
But how many of us would make that determination under those circumstances? 

My observation of the "judgment" used by many cyclists when choosing to ignore stop signs or red lights is that 
they often make very poor and dangerous decisions. Making such behavior "legal" won't reduce the danger to 
them or others. 

Is it REALLY all that onerous to stop at stop signs and red lights?The "Idaho Stop" runs counter to the 
principles of vehicular cycling and also violates one of the primary elements of traffic safety: predictability. 

Please take a moment to view this video and oppose this ordinance that would diminish pedestrian safety and give 
cyclists special treatment. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kqkoib 1 QdBO 

Robert Francis 
Eastern Neighborhoods Uni,ted Front (ENUF) 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of SupeNisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, September 22, 2015 11 :21 AM 
BOS-SupeNisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
FW: Proposed bicycle law 

From: tam tam [mailto:tamsfo12@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesciay,September 22, 2015 11:19 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Proposed bicycle law 

Re: ·Bike law proposal, traffic right of way change. Bicycle stop sign yield only 

Dear Supervisor: 

I want to express my opposition the proposed Bike Law allowing bicyclist to yield at stop signs in San 
Francisco. I am asking you to protect all citizens and visitors from this dangerous proposal. Allowing a 
unilateral right-of-way jeopardizes everym;ie. As a Supervisor, it is your responsibility to protect the most 
vulnerable and create laws that allow us to live in harmony. This proposal creates chaos and is not safe. 

The population of San Francisco is becoming denser. Our transportation infrastructure has not kept pace with 
increased populace and visitors and it often creates added problems and frustrations. We now recognize that one 
out of twenty-four persons is a sociopath. It is imperative that laws are created to set limits protecting us from 
these individuals and mitigate the stresses of density. Critical Mass represents unrestricted, self regulated 
bicycle riding that has recently escalated from severe aggression to unprovoked violence. Aggressive bicyclists 
are becoming the norm in San Francisco. This proposed law will encourage, if not sanction aggressive bicycle 
riding on a colossal scale. 

Also important are the pedestrian fatalities from bicycle riders. The two most recent deaths were both from 
bicyclist misjudging and not yielding to traffic signals. Statistically, bicycle vs. pedestrian fatality rates are 
equal to that of automobiles. It is likely that this new law will result in injury and death on a larger scale 
exceeding the auto rates. Further, bicycles are not licensed (usually) and are not traceable. Accountability for 
injury and mortality would be by the "honor" system and likely would not result injustice. This new law does. 
not support the "vision zero" agenda in the least. 

The proposed law is a simply a convenience for less than 8% of the San Francisco population but places 100% 
of the population at risk for injury and death. Additionally, the expense to mark every stop sign with notice that 
bicycles may not stop is dumbfounding. I would suggest that we trial a few routes with this proposed 
permissive yield no stop for bicyclists before we commit to a dangerous and expensive full implementation. 
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Better would be to stop this idea f.--, r,,._, __ everyone at risk for injury. This ,....___pr--.-:l law is chaos. I strongly 
urge you to reject this bad idea for var ousy city. 

Thank you, T. A. Montoya 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, September 22, 2015 10:56 AM 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Proposed ordinance exempting cyclists from some traffic law. 

From: Sue Taylor [mailto:sue.oshun@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 10:24 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Propos.ed ordinance exempting cyclists from some traffic law. 

TO: SF Board of Supervisors 
FROM: Sue Taylor, Oakland resident, neighborhood safety organizer, occasional newspaper writer (Bay Area 
News Group and Post Newsgroup) 
RE: Proposed Ordinance Exempting Cyclists from Some Traffic Laws 

Dear Supervisors, 

I adamantly oppose any ordinance that exempts cyclists from full participation in use of public transporfation 
infrastructure, which includes obeying traffic laws. Leaving compliance with traffic law up to the discretion of 
anyone using our streets is ill-advised at best, massively dangerous at worst. 

That said, I want to express that I fully support increased cyclist traffic infrastructure - bike lanes, appropriate 
speed limits, encouraging cycling as a full component of transportation. 

However, just as we have many examples of unreasonable vehicle decisions in traffic, we have many exan1ples 
of cyclist poor decision-making. We surely would not leave abiding by traffic law up to drivers, and should not 
leave it up to the discretion of cyclists either. In fact, we should go the opposite direction and assure that 
cyclists are full participants in traffic infrastructure in the same way as vehicle operators - we should require 
licensing, registration, and insurance for cyclists the same as we require them for vehicle owners and operators. 

I spoke with Francis in Supervisor Avalos office this morning, to express this same opinion and ask that it be 
communicated to Supervisor Avalos, and her many objections to my opinion centered around, "wouldn't you 
rather police enforce vehicle compliance with the law, than cyclist compliance with the law" was a perfect 
example of the skewed thinking I have witnessed from bicycle advocates. 

I would rather that everyone participate fully in both the enjoyment ofpublicy-fi.mded infrastructure,.. AND -
respect and use it fully in compliance with the law. Enforcement is an entirely "other" discussion. 

Example - in my Oakland neighborhood (Upper Rockridge ), Oakland Police Department agreed to train rookies 
at a particularly dangerous intersection. Tickets were issued (many for rolling stops). Traffic safety improved 
dramatically - speeding almost disappeared, children/families could again use the crosswalk, no accidents or 
property damage. Then police presence was pulled - BECAUSE THE NEIGHBORS GETTING THE TICKETS 
FELT THEY HAD A RIGHT TO RUN THE STQP SIGN AND SPEED. Fast forward, and those same 
neighbors now bemoan the "absence of police presence" and increased number of auto and home burglaries. 

Abiding by traffic law is one of the most effective ways ~o encourage civic presence of mind and participation 
of any known method. I pray that San Francisco will reject this proposed ordinance or any ordinance that 
encourages otherwise. 

Sincerely yours, 
Sue Taylor 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: 
·o: 

Tuesday, September 22, 2015 10:55 AM 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Bike yield 

-----Original Message-----

From: NANETIE BURTON [mailto:nanettb@mac.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 6:26 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Bike yield 

Have you gone completely MAD? I've nearly been ran over 3 times because they do not have to obey the rules already. 
They wanted SHARE THE ROAD which they 
really mean get out of my way. There is no sharing. As a driver they are a disaster. They are so entitled there is nothing 
they will not do ie CRITICAL MASS. Have any of you ever been caught in it? You should try it sometime on you way home 
after a long day at work. You'll really appreciate the MOB mentality they have and now you want them to be even LESS 
RESPONSIBLE FOR THEIR ACTIONS? Does this also apply to motorcyclists? As a walker I've nearly been hit 3 times. If I 
ever get hit I'll make sure to not only sue them but you as well. There are some bikers that actually take responsibility 
for themselves but unfortunately they are few. Do they also get to blow the RED LIGHT? Of course they already do now 
they can do it more often. 

NANETIE BURTON 
nanettb@mac.com 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chief Greg Suhr, Police Department 
Sheriff Ross Mirkarimi, Sheriff's Department 
Ed Reiskin, Executive Director,· Municipal Transportation Agency 
George Gascon, District Attorney 
Jeff Adachi, Public Defender 
Barbara Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health 
Louis Liss, Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee & 

Bicycle Advisory Committee 

FROM: (}f'.Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk, Rules Committee 
· Board of Supervisors 

DATE: September 29, 2015 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Rules Committee has received the following proposed 
legislation, introduced by Supervisor Avalos on September 22, 2015. This matter is 
being referred to you for informational purposes since it affects your department. 

File No. 150943 

Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to add Chapter 110 to establish 
the "San Francisco Right-of-Way Policy" to promote safety, tolerance, and 
harmony among all users of City Streets; make arrests and citations of bicyclists 
for failure to stop at a stop sign the lowest traffic enforcement priority, provided 
that the bicyclist first slows to a safe speed and yields the right-of-way to any 
other vehicle or pedestrian in the intersection; require quarterly reports from the 
Police Department on statistics related to traffic enforcement, injuries, and 
fatalities; and require notification of state officials of this Ordinance. 

If you wish to submit any reports or documentation to be considered with the legislation, 
please send those to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B .. 
Goodlett Place, Room 244, ·San Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at 
alisa.somera@sfgov.org. 
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,.,.-....,, r-.. ~ 

Referral Memorandum: File i .,,_,, 150943 
September 29, 2015 

c: Christine Fountain, Police Department 
Inspector John Monroe, Police Department/Commission 
Katherine Garwood, Sheriff's Department 
Kate Breen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Janet Martinsen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Dillon Auyoung Municipal Transportation Agency 
Cristine Soto DeBerry, Office of the District Attorney 
Maxwell Szabo, Office of the District Attorney 
Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health 
Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health 
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FILE NO. 1501qg ,_~_ ORDINANCr~'O. 

1!2/'"lj!llJti.5-. Rmendmenf.s ofPerecJ b!J iS:upervi-sor l:j~I} 
./ AcC!e.pteol. by iLC?nd Uc:e / Transporla:h'on Go mmil-/-ee . 

1 [Planning Code - Child Care Requirements for Office and Residential Projects] 

2 

3 
Ordinance amending the Planning Code to increase the ClhikJI Ca.ire In UelLil Fee for 

office a.ndl hotel development projects of up to $1.57 per gross sq1U1aire foot and app~y 
4 

the Fee to pmjects of 25,000 or more gross square feet; to impose a tierndl Chikll Caire 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

fee for rnsndentia.i development projects of up to $1.83 per gross sqo.rnrn feet; fo a~·~ow 

developers the option to provide onsite Small Family Daycare Homes in ~ielLII of tfrlie foe; 

andl affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 

Enviroinmental Quality Act, and making findings of consistency wutlh the Gemerai P~a!l1 

and the enght priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times Nevv Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times Ne·w Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\riat-feffi. · 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.).' Said determination is on.file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors in File No. _and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms this 

determination. 

(b) On _____ , the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ____ _ 

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 

with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 
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1 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

2 the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____ , and is incorporated herein by reference. 

3 (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code 

4 Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth 

5 in Planning Commission Resolution No. __ and the Board incorporates such reasons 

6 herein by reference. 

7 

8 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 401, 406, 

9 414.3, and 414.8 and adding Sections 414A.1 through 414A.8, to read as follows: 

10 

11 

12 

:3 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 401. DEIFiNITIONS 

* * *'* 

Designated Child Care Unit. An On 'or:Off. sit~. Unit A re·s.idenfi'al unit provided by a project 

subject to Section 414A and that is designated for use as a Small Familv Daycare Home. 

* * * * 
Sm.all Family Daycare Home. A Small Family Daycare Home is defined by California Health 

& Safety Code Section 1596. 78(c), as amended fi-om time to time. 

* * * * 

SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEVElOPMENY PROJECT 

REQUIREMENTS. 

* * * * 

(b) Waiver or Reduction, Based on Housi.ng Affordability. 

(1) An affordable housing unit shall receive a waiver from the Fincon Hill 

Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements 

Impact Fee, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Balboa Park Impact 
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1. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

· 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Fee, £fl'lfi the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee. and the 

Residential Child Care Impact Fee if the affordable housing unit: 

(A) is affordable to a household at or below 80% of the Area Median 

Income (as published by HUD), including units that qualify as replacement Section 8 units 

under the HOPE SF program; 

(B) is subsidized by MOHCD, the San Francisco Housing Authority, 

and/or the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency; and 

(C) is subsidized in a manner which maintains its affordability for a term 

no less than ·55 years, whether it is a rental or ownership opportunity. Project sponsors must 

demonstrate to the Planning Department staff that a governmental agency will be enforcing 

the term of affordability and reviewing performance and service plans as necessary. 

* * * * 

SEC. 414.3. APPLICATION. 

(a) Section 41-4.1 et seq. shall apply to office and hotel development projects 

proposing the net addition of 25,_00050, 000 or more gross square feet of offi~e or hotel space. 

**** 

SEC. 414.8. COMPLIANCE BY PAYMENT OF AN !N-UEU FEE. 
-

(a) The sponsor of a development project subject to Section 414.1 et seq. may elect to 

pay·a fee in lieu of providing a child-care facility. The fee shall be computed as follows: 

Net add. gross sq. ft. office or hotel space x $h(J()J.57= Total Fee 

II 

II 

* * * * 
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... - ... 

1 SEC. 414A. CHILD CARE REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS. 

2 SEC. 414A.J. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS. 

3 (a) Purpose. Residential developments in the City are benefited by the avail{tbility of childcare 

4 for persons resicjJng in such developments. However, the supply of childcare in the City has not kept 

5 pace with the demand for childcare created by new residents. Due to this shortage o(childcare, 

6 residents unable to find accessible and affordable quality childcare will be forced either to live where 

7 such services are available outside o[San Francisco or leave the. work force, in somf cases seeking 

8 public assistance to support their children. In either case, there will be a detriniental effect on San 

9 Francisco's economy and its quality ofli(e. 

10 The San Francisco General Plan requires that the City "balance housing growth with adequate 

11 infrastructure· that serves the city's growingpopulation. " In lir.tht ofthis provision, the City should 

12 impose requirenwnts on developers of certain residential projects designed to mitigafe the adverse 

13 effects o(the increase in population facilitated by such projects. 

14 (b) Findings. In adoptinr.t Ordinance No. 50-15. the Board o[Supervisors reviewed the San 

15 Francisco Citvwide Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis·''), .and 

16 the San Francisco Infrastructure Level o(Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014. 

17 both on file with the Clerk o(the Board o(Supervisors in File No. 150149. The Board o[Supervisors 

18 reaffirms the findings and conclusions ofthose studies as they relate to the impact of'residential 

19 development on childcare and hereby readopts the findings contained in Ordinance ~?·0-15. including 

20 the General Findings in Section 401A(a) of the Planning Code and the Specific Findings in Section 

21 401A(b) of the Planning Code relating to childcare. 

22 

23 SEC. 414A.2. DEFINITIONS. 

24 See Section 401 of this Article for definitions applicable to Section 414A et seq. 

25 
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1 SEC. 414A.3. APPLICATION OF RESIDENTIAL CHILD CARE IMPACT FEE. 

2 (a) Application. 

3 . (I) Section 414A. l et seq. shall apply to any residential development project that results 

4 in: 

9 (D) Additional space in an existing group housing or residential care facility of 

10 more than 800 gross square feet. 

11 (2) Section 414A.1 et seq. shall not apply to 

12 (A) That portion of a residential development project consisting of a retail use: 

13 {B) That portion ofa residential development project located on property ownet 

14 by the United States or anv ofits agencies: 

15 (C) That portion of a residential development protect located on property owned 

16 by the State of California or anv-ofits agencies, with the exception of such property not used for a 

17 governmental purpose: 

18 (D) That portion ofa residential development project located on property under 

19 the jurisdiction ofthe Port of San Francisco or the San Francisco Office of Communitv Investment·and 

20 Infrastructure where the application of this Section 41.14A is prohibited by State or local law: and 

21 (Ei Any residential development project that has obtained its First Construction 

22 Document prior to the e[[ective date of Section 414A.1 et seq. 

23 

24 SEC. 414A.4. IMPOSITION OF RESIDENTIAL CHILD CARE IMPACT FEE REQUIREMENT. 

. 25 
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1 (a) Determination ofRequirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of 

2 Section 4 l 4A to anv development project requiring a First Construction Document and. if Section 4 l 4A 

3 is applicable, the number ofgross square feet ofsvace subject to its requirements. and shall impose 

4 these requirements as a condition of approval for issuance oft he First Construction Document for the 

5 development project to mitigate the impact on the availability of child-care facilities that will be caused 

6 bv the residents attracted to the proposeq development project. The project sponsor shall supply any 

7 information necessary to assist the Departm.ent in this determination. 

8 . (b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI After the Department has 

9 made its final detennination o(the net addition of gross square feet of the space subject to Section 

10 414A. l et seq .. it shall immediately notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at the Department of 

11 Building Inspection (DBI) ofits determination in addition to the other information required bv Section 

12 402{b) o(this Article. 

13 (c) Timing ofFee Pavments. The Residential Child Care Impact Fee shall be paid at the time 

14 of and in no event later than the City issues a First Construction Document. 

15 (d) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance of the First 

16 . Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI shall provide notice in writing 

17 or electronicallv to the.Department prior to issuing the First Certificate of Occupancv for any 

18 development project subject to this Section 414A whether the project sponsor has paid the required 

19 Residential Child Care Impact Fee. If the Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor 

20 has not paid this fee in full, the Director ofDBI shall deny any and all Certificates o{Occupancy until 

21 the subject project is brought into compliance with the requirements oft his Section 4 j 4A. 

22 (e) Process-for Revisions ofDetermination o[Requirements. In the event tho.I the Department 

23 or Com.mission takes action affecting any development project subject to Section 414A .. and such action 

24 is subsequently modified, superseded. vacated, or reversed by the Board ofAppeals. the Board of 

25 Supervisors. or by a court. the procedures ofSection 402(c) ofthis Article 4 shall be (allowed. 
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1 {!) Waiver or Reduction. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver or reduction of 

2 impact fees. per Section 406 of this Article 4. including Section 406(d), in the event a project located in 

3 an Area Plan may be assessed a child care fee. 

4 

5 SEC. 414A.5. CALCULATION OF THE RESIDENTIAL CHILD CARE IMPACT FEE.-

6 (a) For development projects for which the Residential Child Care Impact Fee is applicable: 

7 (1) Any net addition ofgross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table 

8 414A.5A: and 

9 (2) Any replacement ofgross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee 

10 Schedule in Table 414A.5B. 

11 . TABLE 414A.5A 

12 FEE SCHEDULE FOR NET ADDITIONS OF GROSS SOUARE FEET 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Residential 12.roiects of_] 0 or more units Residential Protects of ue. to 9 units 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

$1.83/gs[ $0.91/gsf 

TABLE 414A.5B 

FEE SCHEDULE FOR REPLACEMENT OF USE OR CHANGE OF USE 

Residential Use to Non-Residential to PDR to Residential 

Residential Use Residential 

Residential pro;ects of 10 $0/gs( $0.26/gsf $0.26/gsf 

or more units 

Residential Projects of $0/gsf $0.13/gsf $0.13/gsf 

ue to 9 units 
.. 
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1 {b) Credit for On-Site Childcare Facilities. "A project may be eligible for a credit for on-site 

2 Childcare Facilities: The project sponsor must apply to the Planning Department to receive a credit for 

3 on-site child care facilities. To quaff& for a credit. the facility shall be open and available to the 

4 general public on the same terms and conditions as to residents ofthe residential developmentproject 

5 in which the facilities are located. Subject to the review and approval ofthe PlanninR Commission, the 

6 project sponsor m.av apply for a credit up to 100% oft he required fee. The Citv shai I enter into an In-

7 Kind Agreement with the Project Sponsor under the conditions described for In-Kind Agreements in 

8 Section 421.3(d), subsections (2) through (5). 

9 SEC. 414A.6. OPTION TO PROVIDE ONSITE SMALL FAMILY DAYCARE HOME IN LIEU OF 

10 FEE. 

11 (a) Election to Provide Designated Child Care Units in Lieu of Residential C 'hild Care Impact 

12 Fee. 

13 Consistent with the timing to elect the option to provide On- or Off-site Units_under Section 

14 415. 5 (g), the sponsor of a development project subject to the requirements of Section 414A. l et seq .. 

15 may elect to fulfill all or a portion ofthe Residential Child Care Fee ;-equirement _imposed as a 

16 condition of approval by. creating one or mote Designated Child Care Units in the woject; as (allows: 

17 (]) The nwnber o(Designated Child Care Units in a protect subf ect to this Section 

18 4 l 4A shall be as (allows: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24, 

25 

Residential Protects o{_25-
100 units 
Residential Protects o[ 
101-200 units 
Residential Proteds o[.201 
or more units 

Supervisor Yee 
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1 (2) A Designated Child Care Unit shall have two or more bedro.oms and shall 

2 be1 .000 square feet or more: 

3 (3) . A Designated Child Care Unit shall be offered only for rent and onlv to a tenant 

4 who agrees to operate a licensed Small Family Daycare Home in the Unit; aR4 

5 (4) A Designated Child Care Unit shall be reserved (or a period of at least ten years 

6 from the date the Designated Unit is first leased to a tenant (or use as a licensed Small Family Daycare 

7 Home: and 

8 (5)-AT)esign.ated ·.Child Care Uriitfr1ay not'be. an 'Oh-site or Off-site Unit. as 

9 defined in Planning Gode Section4:1'5 et seq;-- est~blishing the· lnclUsionarv-Affordable- Housing 

10 Program. 

11 (Q) Calculation of Value ofDesignated Child Care Unit in Lieu ofResidential Child Care 

12 Impact Fee. 

13 For purposes of determining the value ofa Designated Child Care Unit to calculate a waiver o 

14 the Child Care Fee. the Ciry shall calculate the number Designated Child Care Units being provided 

15 multiplied by the average number of children per Unit multiplied.by the cost per childcare space. The . 

. . 16 ·.following formula. using numbers derived from the 2014 San Francisco Citywide Nexus Study shall be 

17 used: 

18 Total number ofgross square (eet ofthe unit or units designated as Child Care Units * 

19 Residential Child Care Impact Fee * 20. 

20 This value shall be deducted {tom the amount of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee owed. 

21 {Q)_ Responsibilities of Operators ofSmall Family Daycare Homes in Designated Child Care 

22 Units. 

23 The Office o[Early Care and Education shall monitor Designated Child Care Units ci.nd refer 

24 any instances of noncompliance to the Planning Department for enforcement. A tenant of anv 

25 
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1 Designated Child Care Unit shall agree to operate a licensed Small Family Davcare Home in the unit 

2 for a minimum of 10 years as follows: 

3 (1) Except as provided herein, the ·tenantmu9t meet the income qualifications 

4 to occupy the Unit anEI shall comply_ '.~1ith·a11 other requirements of the City's lnclusionat=y 

5 Affordable Housing Program, Plannin·g Code.S~ction 415. et seq., as it may &s amended from 

6 time to time. qompliance 'Nith. the 1.nclusjonary Housing.Program requirements shall be 

7 ~etermined by MOHCD or its successor. Not\.vithstanding. the lnclusionary Housing Program 

8 requirements, for the duration of a tenant's,ocmJpancy.:of a Designated Child Gare Unit and 

9 operation of a licens.ed:$mall ·Fatr1ily .l)~ycare Home in th~ P$?ignated Child Care Unit, 

10 MOH CD shall not enfo'rce against the tenant any income 'requirements that o:;:hervvise apply to 

11 current tenants; 

12 illf21 It: in the determination ofthe Office o(Early Care and Education, the tenant 

13 does not begin to operate a licensed Small Famlly Daycare Home in the unit within nine months of 

14 occupying the unit. or ifthe tenant ceases to operate a licensed Small Family Daycare Home at any 

15 point in time within ten years from the date the Designated Unit is first leased to a ten.ant to operate a 

16 licensed Small Family Daycare Home, all tenants in the Unit shall be required to vacate the unit within 

17 180 days: 

18 ill~ At least 113 o[the children served bv the Small Fainily Daycare Home shall be 

19 from Households o(Low- or Moderate-income, as defined in Section 401: and 

20 ,Ql-(4t The Small Family Daycare Home established in any Designated Child Care Unit 

21 shall serve at least four children of whom the operator ofthe Small Family Daycare Home is not a 

22 parent or guardian. based on an average over the previous 12 months. 

23 

24 SEC. 414A. 7. USE OF FEES. 

25 
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1 All monies contributed pursuant to the provisions o(Section 414A shall be deposited in the 

2 Child Care Capital Fund established bv Section 414.14 of this Code. 

3 

4 SEC. 414A.8. NOTICE OF AVAILABLE DESIGNATED UNITS. 

5 Whenever a Designated Unit becomes available for rent, within 5 business days. the owner of 

6 the Unit shall notifj; governmental and nonprofit entities that can assist in publicizing the availabilitv of 

7 the Unit. including, at a minimum, the following entities: the Office of Early Care and Education. the 

8 Familv Child Care Association o(San Francisco, the Children's Council. and Wu Yee Children's 

9 Services. 

10 

11 Section 3. Effective arid Ope.rative Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 

12 days after enactment. The operative date ofthe·provisions· in Section 414A.6 will be six 

13 months after enactment. The operative date for all of the at.her provisions of this ordinance 

14 shall be the effective date. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor 

15 returns the ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, 

16 or the Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

17 

18 Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

19 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

20 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

21 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

22 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

23 the official title of the ordinance. 

24 

25 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
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DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 
Susan Cleveland-Knowles 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\legana\as2015\1500578\01032564.docx 
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London Breed 

PRESIDENTIAL ACTION 

Date: 11/10/15 

To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Madam Clerk, 
Pursuant to Board Rules, I am hereby: 

D Waiving 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. 3.23) 

File No. 
(Primary Sponsor) 

Transferring (Board Rule No. 3.3) 

File No. 150943 Avalos 
(Primary Sponsor) 

Title. Bicycle Yield Enforcement Policy 

From: Rules Committee 
~----------------~ 

To: Land Use & Transportation Committee 

D Assigning Temporary Committee Appointment (Board Rule No. 3.1) 

Supervisor ________ _ 

Replacing Supervisor ---------

For: 
(Date) 
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Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby subm~t the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

igJ 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 

D 5. City Attorney request. 
~-------~ 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No . ._I _____ _ 

D 9. Reactivate File No ...... I _____ _, 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

'-------------------' 

lease check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 
D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda}, use a Imperative :Form. 

Sponsor(s): . 

Supervisors Avalos, Breed, Campos, Kim, Mar, Wiener 

Subject: 

Ordinance -Administrative Code - Bicycle Yield Enforcement Policy 

The text is listed below or attached: 

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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