File No. 180254

Petitions and Communications received from March 5, 2018, through March 12, 2018,
for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be
ordered filed by the Clerk on March 20, 2018.

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information will not be
redacted.

From the Office of the Mayor, pursuant to Charter, Section 3.105, making the following
appointment. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)
Ben Rosenfield - Controller - ten year term

From Jason Elliott, Chief of Staff to Mayor Mark Farrell, regarding the timing of Mayoral
Transition following the June 5, 2018, Special Election. Copy: Each Supervisor. (2)

From the Department of Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration, submitting an
annual report on eviction notices. Copy: Each Supervisor. (3)

From the Office of the Controller’s City Services Auditor, submitting a memorandum on
its audit of the performance of Public Works. Copy: Each Supervisor. (4)

From the California Fish and Game Commission, submitting a notice of probosed
regulatory action relating to the upland (resident) game bird - annual regulations. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (5)

From the Capital Planning Committee, pursuant to the Administrative Code, Section
3.21, regarding approval of the following: 2 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6)

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Capital Budget Supplemental
Appropriation, totaling $1.024 billion in FY2018-2019 and $827 million in
FY2019-2020, as well as planned Revenue Bond Financing totaling $914 million
in FY2018-2019 and $708 million in FY2019-2020.

San Francisco International Airport Capital Budget for FY2018-2019 and
FY2019-2020, totaling $50.3 million in FY2018-2019 and $47.6 million in
FY2019-2020.

From concerned citizens, regarding the proposed legislation to abolish fees associated
with probation costs and penalties. 7 letters. File No. 180132. Copy: Each Supervisor.

(7)



From LeeAnne Pelham, Director of the Ethics Commission, regarding Daina Chiu
assuming the duties as acting Chairperson of the Ethics Commission upon the
resignantion of Peter Keane. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8)

From concerned citizens, regarding the proposed legislation to waive and refund
investigation fees imposed by Building Code, Section 107A.5, for persons registered
with the Office of Cannabis. File No. 180054. 2 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9)

From concerned citizens, regarding Senate Bill 827. 125 letters. File No. 180162. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (10)

From Eileen Boken, regarding the development of Balboa Reservoir. File No. 180163.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (11)
From the concerned citizens, regarding the development Golden Gate Tennis Center

and Recreational Pickleball. Copy: Each Supervisor. 2 letters. (12)

From Sierra Rivera, regarding gun control. Copy: Each Supervisor. (13)
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

MARK E. FARRELL
SAN FRANCISCO

MAYOR
March 13, 2018 = L
(@)
-
Angela Calvillo :’
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors o
San Francisco City Hall A

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

Pursuant to the Section 3.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, it is my
pleasure to notify you of my reappointment of Ben Rosenfield as Controller.

Mr. Rosenfield’s reappointment is for a term ending ten years from the date of confirmation by
the Board of Supervisors.

I am pleased to advise you of this nomination for reappointment and encourage the support of the
Board of Supervisors.

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Deputy Chief of
Staff, Francis Tsang, at 415-554-6467.

Sincerely,

Mark E. Farrell W

Mayor
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City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA BRADLEY A. Russ!
City Attorney Deputy City Attorney
Direct Dial:  (415) 554-4645
Emall: brad.russi@sfcltyaﬂy.org
MEMORANDUM
TO:  JASON ELLIOTT
Chief of Staff to Mayor Mark Farrell
FROM: BRADLEY A.RUSSI ‘& )
Deputy City Attorney
DATE: March9, 2018
RE: - Timing of Mayoral Transition Following J line 5, 2018 Special Election

Introductron

In this memorandum we respond to your request for written advrce concerning the tn:mng
of the mayoral transition that will occur following the June 5, 2018 election. As we described in
our December 12, 2017 public memorandum regarding mayoral succession, after Mayor Edwin -

M. Lee tragically passed away, San Francisco Charter Section 13.101.5(c) required the City to
schedule a special election on June 5th to fill the vacancy he left in the Office of Mayor. At that
electron, the voters will select a person to serve as Mayor through Janiiary 8, 2020, which is the
end of Mayor Lee’s remaining term. President of the Board of Supervisors London Breed served
as Acting Mayor until January 23, 2018 when, under Charter Section 13.101. S(b) the Board of

. Supervisors (the “Board™) appomted Mark Farrell to fill the vacancy in the Office of Mayor.
Mayor Farrell will serve until the winner of the June 5, 2018 special election assumes ofﬁce

_ , Summary

~ Two main steps must occur for the winner of the special election for Mayor to assume
office: first the City must finalize the election results, through the process we describe below
ending with the Board adopting a resolution approving the election results and the Director of
Elections providing a certificate of election to the winner; and then the winner must take the oath
of office. Unless the Board holds a spécial meeting to approve the election results, the earliest
date the new Mayor could assume office after the election results become final is hkely July 10,
2018. The latest date that the new Mayor would assume office is likely July 28, 2018.

Discussion

'Process Required Before the Newly Elected Mayor May Assume Office

The California Elections Code requires the Director of Elections to prepare a certlﬁed
statement of the election results within 30 days of the election. ‘Elec. Code § 15372. After the
Director of Elections issues the certified statément, the Board must declare the results of the
election, including the name of the person elected to the Office of Mayor. Id. § 15400. The

Cry HALL - 1 DR, CARLTON B, GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 234 - SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941 02-4682
RECEPTION: (415) 654-4700 - FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4699

n:\govem\as2018\95690082\01259502.docx



'CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO | OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
MEMORANDUM

TO: JASON ELLIOTT

Chief of Staff to Mayor Mark Farrell
DATE: March 9, 2018
PAGE: 2 »
RE: Timing of Mayoral Transition Following June 5, 2018 Special Election

Board declares the election results by adopting a resolution, which a majority of the Board must
pass. The resolution typically is prepared by the City Attorney at the réquest of the Director of
Elections, introduced by the Board President, and voted on by the Board on the Adoption
Without Committee Reference portion of the Board’s agenda. The resolution becomes effective
when the Mayor signs it, returns it unsigned, or does not sign the resolution within 10 days of
receiving it. Charter § 3.103. The adoption and approval of this resolution are ministerial acts.

- _After the resolution becomes effective, the Director of Elections must prepare and deliver
- a certificate of election to the person elected to office. Elec. Code. § 15401. Once the winner of
_the election receives the certificate of election from the Director of Elections, the winner
assumes the Office of Mayor upon taking the oath of office. This advice is consistent with our
opinion concerning the swearing-in date for the winner of the November 2015 special election to
fill the vacancy in the office of District Three Supervisor. See Memorandum re. Swearing in
Dates Following Vacancy Elections, Nov. 4, 2015, available at _
https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/0P-2015-11-04-BOSD3.pdf.

Timing of Ma qral Transition Followin une 5, 2018 S ecial Election

The date by which the above process will conclude and the winner of the election may be
sworn in depends on four factors: (1) when the Director of Elections completes the certified
statement of election results, (2) when the Board meets to adopt the resolution declaring the
election results, (3) when the Mayor acts on the resolution, and (4) when the Director of
Elections delivers the certificate of election to the winner of the election.

- The Director of Elections has informed our office that he does not anticipate he will be
able to certify the election results by June 20, the date by which this would need to be completed
for the Board of Supervisors to consider a resolution at-its regularly scheduled meeting on June
26,2018. The process of finalizing the election results after Election Day typically takes several
weeks, although the exact timing depends on a number of factors including voter turnout.
Beginning immediately after June 5, the Department of Elections must process and tabulate
provisional ballots and vote-by-mail ballots received on or shortly before Election Day, and must

- complete a'mandatory post-election canvass that includes a manual tally of ballots from
randomly-selected precincts, inspection of materials and supplies returned by poll workers,
reconciliation of records from each polling place, and reproduction of damaged ballots. To take
the two most recent examples, the Board approved the resolution declaring the results of the June
7, 2016 election on July 12, 2016, and the Board approved the resolution declaring the results of
the November 8, 2016 election on December 13, 2016.

If the Director of Elections certifies the results between June 21 and July 3, and if the

Board does not schedule a special meeting to act on the resolution, then the resolution declaring
the results will appear on the Board’s agenda at its regularly scheduled meeting on July 10, 2018.
The 10-day period for the Mayor to sign the resolution would conclude on July 20, 2018. We
assume the Director of Elections would promptly deliver the certificate of election to the winner
of the election as soon as the resolution is effective. The first day the new Mayor could be sworn
in and assume office is July 10, if the Mayor takes action on the resolution and the Director of
Elections delivers the certificate of election that day. The last day the process would complete in



City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
| MEMORANDUM

TO: JASON ELLIOTT

Chief of Staff to Mayor Mark Farrell
DATE: March 9, 2018
PAGE: 3 »
RE: Timing of Mayoral Transition Following June 5, 2018 Special Election

this scenario is likely July 21, if the Mayor waits the entire 10-day period to take action on the
resolution and the Director of Elections delivers the certificate of election the following day.

If the Director of Elections certifies the election results after July 3 and there is no special
Board meeting, then the resolution declaring the results will appear on the Board’s agenda at its
regularly scheduled meeting on July 17, 2018, and the winner of the election could assume office
sometime between July 17 and July 28, depending again on when the Mayor takes action on the
resolution and when the Director of Elections delivers the certificate of election.

Conclusion
Following the June 5, 2018 spécial election, the new Mayor is likely to assume office

between July 10, 2018 and July 28, 2018. Please contact us if we can provide you with any
- additional information. ' '

cc: John Arntz, Director of Elections '
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors _
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Page 3
Rent Board Annual Eviction Report

During the period March 1,2017 - February 28, 2018, tenants filed a total of 373 Reports of
Alleged Wrongful Eviction with the Rent Board. Of the 373 Reports filed, 63 involved school-
age children, with those 63 Reports relating to evictions occurring during the school term. Of the
373 total Reports, 91 specifically objected to no-fault evictions, and 17 of these 91 Reports
involved school-age children, with 17 Reports relating to evictions occurring during the school
term.

This eviction report and eviction reports from prior years can also be found on our web site
under “Statistics”, under the link entitled “Annual Eviction Report.” A monthly breakdown of all
eviction filings by category is also enclosed with this report. Please call me at 252.4628 should
you have any questions concerning this report.

Very truly yours,

mu A\ CO-UJ.‘Q
Robert A. Collins

Executive Director
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board

Mayor Mark Farrell

Supervisor London Breed
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Katy Tang
Supervisor Jane Kim

Supervisor Norman Yee
Supervisor Jeff Sheehy
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Malia Cohen
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Commissioner David G. Gruber
Commissioner Calvin Abe
Commissioner Dave Crow
Commissioner Shoba Dandillaya
Commissioner Richard Hung
Commissioner Polly Marshall
Commissioner Cathy Mosbrucker
Commissioner Neveo Mosser
Commissioner Kent Qian
Commissioner David Wasserman
Library Documents Dept.

567 AnnualEvictionReport17-18 - 3/18
Senior Staff Shared Folder/Annual Eviction Report/3/18
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Rent Board Annual Eviction Report

Number Reason Ordinance Section
81 non-payment of rent 37.9(a)(1)
59 habitual late payment of rent 37.9(a)(1)

402 breach of rental agreement 37.9(a)(2)
337 committing a nuisance 37.9(a)(3)
53 illegal use of rental unit 37.9(a)(4)
8 failure to renew agreement 37.9(@a)(5)
23 failure to permit landlord access 37.9(a)(6)
26 unapproved subtenant 37.9(a)(7)
297 owner/relative move-in 37.9(a)(8)
6 condo conversion sale 37.9(a)(9)
3 demolish or remove from housing use 37.9(a)(10)
117 capital improvement work 37.9(a)(11)
0 substantial rehabilitation 37.9(a)(12)
201 Ellis (withdrawal of unit) 37.9(a)(13)
0 lead remediation 37.9(a)(14)
0 development agreement 37.9(a)(15)
3 good samaritan 37.9(a)(16)
22 roommate eviction 37 .9(b)
19 other or no reason given
1,657 Total Eviction Notices

The increase or decrease since last year for each just cause (excluding categories for which the
Department did not receive at least eight notices in both years) is as follows:

Just Cause Reason

Capital improvement
Ellis withdrawal of unit

Failure to permit landlord access

Unapproved subtenant
Nuisance

Breach of rental agreement
Owner/relative move-in
Non-payment of rent
Illegal use of rental unit
Other

Habitual late payment
Roommate eviction

2016/17 2017/18  Change
56 117 +109%
127 201 +58%
16 23 +44%
27 26 4%
371 337 9%
442 402 9%
397 297 25%
122 81 -34%
88 53 -40%
32 19 -41%
110 59 -46%
73 22 70%

Unlike prior reports, the list above list does not include eviction notices to demolish or remove a
unit from housing use because the Department received only 3 such notices in 2017-2018.

2 . Lo - .
41 of 117 notices for capital improvement eviction were for temporary displacement to perform voluntary

seismic retrofit work in a single building.

567 AnnualEvictionReport17-18 - 3/18
Senior Staff Shared Folder/Annual Eviction Report/3/18






City and County of San Francisco

DAVID GRUBER
PRESIDENT

CALVIN ABE

DAVE CROW

SHOBA DANDILLAYA
RICHARD HUNG
PoLLY MARSHALL
CATHY MOSBRUCKER
NEVEO MOSSER
KENT QIAN

DAVID WASSERMAN

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors, Room 244

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

March 8,2018

Residential Rent Stabilization
and Arbitration Board

Mark Farrell
Mayor

. Robert A. Collins

Executive Director

P
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Re: Rent Board Annual Report on Eviction Notices

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

Pursuant to Section 37.6(j) of the Rent Ordinance, Chapter 37 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code, the Rent Board is providing its annual report on the number of
eviction notices filed with the Department. During the period from March 1,2017 through
February 28,2018, a total of 1,657 eviction notices were filed with the Department. This
figure includes 81 notices given due to failure to pay rent, which are not required to be filed
with the Department. The largest percentage increase was in capital improvement eviction

notices which increased from 56 to 117 notices'. Ellis Act eviction notices increased from
127 to 201 notices. Eviction notices for failure to permit landlord access increased from 16
notices to 23 notices. The largest percentage decrease was in roommate eviction notices
which went down from 73 to 22 notices, followed by eviction notices for habitual late
payment of rent which decreased from 110 to 59 notices. Eviction notices for “other”
reasons saw a decrease from 32 to 19. Notices for illegal use of rental unit decreased from
88 to 53 notices. Eviction notices for non-payment of rent saw a reduction from 122 to 81
notices filed. Notices for owner/relative move in saw a reduction from 397 notices filed to
297 notices in the most current period. The 1,657 total notices filed with the Department this
year represents a 12% decrease from last year’s total of 1,881.

The list on the following page gives the total number of eviction notices filed with the
Department, the stated reason for the eviction and the applicable Ordinance section.

41 of 117 notices for capital improvement eviction were for temporary displacement to perform voluntary seismic retrofit

work in a single building.

® Printed on 100% post-consumer recycled paper

25 Van Ness Avenue #320
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033

www.sfrb.org

- Phone 415.252.4602
FAX 415.252.4699



From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Reports, Controller (CON)

Wednesday, March 07, 2018 1:43 PM

Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides;
Elliott, Jason (MYR); Leung, Sally (MYR); Whitehouse, Melissa (MYR); Hussey, Deirdre
(MYR); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); pkilkenny@sftc.org; Campbell, Severin (BUD);
Newman, Debra (BUD); Rose, Harvey (BUD); Docs, SF (LIB); CON-EVERYONE; Nuru,
Mohammed (DPW); Lopez, Edgar (DPW); Dawson, Julia (DPW); King, Nicolas (DPW);
Robertson, Bruce (DPW); Green, Lindsay (DPW); Woo, Raymond (DPW); Chin, Peter
(DPW); Yee, Ed (DPW)

Issued: San Francisco Public Works Followed the Contract’s Close-out Procedures for the
Dolores Street Project

The Office of the Controller’s City Services Auditor (CSA) today issued a memorandum on its audit of the
performance of San Francisco Public Works (Public Works) in overseeing the close-out phases of the Dolores
Street Pavement Renovation, Sewer Replacement, and Water Main Installation project per the contract with A.
Ruiz Construction. The audit found that Public Works followed the applicable close-out procedures for the
project in accordance with the contract.

To view the memorandum, please visit our website at:
http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=2551

This is a send-only e-mail address. For questions about the memorandum, please contact Chief Audit
Executive Tonia Lediju at tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or the CSA Audits Division at 415-554-7469.

Follow us on Twitter @SFController.






Ben Rosenfield

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER Controller

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO Todd Rydstrom
Deputy Controller

"MEMORANDUM

TO: Mohammed Nuru, Director
San Francisco Public Works

FROM: Tonia Lediju, Chief Audit Executive A} /| A
Audits Division, City Services Audi%&/ LL/
DATE: March 7, 2018

SUBJECT: San Francisco Public Works Followed the Contract’s Close-out Procedures for the
Dolores Street Pavement Renovation, Sewer Replacement, and Water Main
Installation Project (Contract 2260)J)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

San Francisco Public Works (Public Works), a department of the City and County of San Francisco (City),
followed the applicable close-out procedures in the City's $7,094,037.76 contract (Contract 2260J) with
A. Ruiz Construction (the Contractor) for the Dolores Street Pavement Renovation, Sewer Replacement,
and Water Main Installation project. '

Background, Objectives, & Methodology
Background

Basis for Audit. As part of an ongoing program of auditing compliance with construction contract close-
out procedures in various city departments, and in accordance with its work plan for fiscal year 2017-18,
the Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor (CSA) audited Public Works' compliance with close-
out procedures in the contract for the Dolores Street Pavement Renovation, Sewer Replacement, and
Water Main Installation project (Contract 2260)).

This project was selected based on a construction contract close-out risk assessment for fiscal years
2014-15 through 2016-17. The risk assessment considered the original contract amount, project duration,
and any cost increase as a percentage of the original contract amount.

Public Works. With an operating budget of $256 million in fiscal year 2015-16, Public Works designs,
builds, operates, maintains, greens and improves the City's infrastructure, public right of way, and

CITY HALL « 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE - ROOM 316 « SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694
PHONE 415-554-7500 « FAX 415-554-7466



2 | San Francisco Public Works Followed the Contract’s Close-Out Procedures for the Dolores Street
Pavement Renovation, Sewer Replacement, and Water Main Installation Project

facilities. Public Works is organized into several bureaus and divisions. Its Infrastructure Design and
Construction unit, the subject of this audit, provides engineering and construction management services
through planning, design, project management, and construction management to produce projects
that are sustainable and highly functional.

The Project. Under Contract 2260J, the Contractor was required to perform construction on Dolores
Street, from Market Street to 215 Street and from 25% Street to Cesar Chavez Street, and on Abbey
Street, from Chula Lane to 17t Street. The project included, but was not limited to, demolition,
pavement renovation, sewer replacement and drainage work, water main installation, curb ramp
construction, traffic control, and all other related incidental work.

The contract was executed on September 30, 2014, construction work officially began on December 22,
2014, substantial completion was reached on August 19, 2016, and the project was completed on March
7, 2017. The original contract amount was $5,559,986.05, but after contract modifications and change
orders, the final contract amount was $7,094,037.76.

Close-out Defined. Contract close-out formally ends the construction phase of a capital project and
ensures the fulfilment of all contractual and legal obligations before final payment is released to the
contractor. Ensuring compliance with all close-out procedures in a contract assures the City that the
contractor has completed the work in accordance with contract terms. Prompt completion of close-out
procedures limits the administrative costs that continue to accrue during the close-out period.

Objective

The purpose of this audit was to determine whether Public Works and the Contractor complied with the
close-out provisions of Contract 2260J.

Methodology
To achieve the objective, CSA:

o Reviewed Public Works' contract close-out procedures.

o Developed a checklist of requirements for all phases of close-out based on Public Works'
contract close-out procedures.

* Obtained and reviewed close-out documentation from Public Works for Contract 2260..

s Determined whether Public Works complied with each close-out requirement applicable to
Contract 2260J.

CSA discussed the close-out process and specific close-out requirements with employees of Public
Works' Infrastructure Construction Management unit. CSA also obtained documentation from Public
Works verifying that procedures were followed for substantial completion, final completion, and close-
out of the contract.

This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. These
standards require planning and performing the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to
provide a reasonable basis for the findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. CSA believes
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for the findings and conclusions based on the
audit objectives.
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Results

Public Works followed all applicable close-out procedures in the contract for the Dolores Street
Pavement Renovation, Sewer Replacement, and Water Main Installation Project (Contract 2260J). Of the
57 contract close-out provisions, Public Works classified 21 (37 percent) as not applicable to the project.
These provisions do not apply because they relate to building construction or projects that use
specialized equipment, neither of which applies to this project. CSA agrees that this classification is
correct.

Public Works' response is attached. CSA extends its appreciation to you and your staff who assisted with
- this project. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (415) 554-5393 or

tonia.lediju@sfgov.org.

cc:  Public Works
Edgar Lopez
Julia Dawson
Ed Yee
Bruce Robertson
Lindsay Green
Raymond Woo
Peter Chin
Nicolas King

Controller

Ben Rosenfield
Todd Rydstrom
Mark de la Rosa
Nicole Kelley
Cherry Bobis
Snehi Basnet
Matthew Thomas

Board of Supervisors
Budget Analyst

Citizens Audit Review Board
City Attorney

Civil Grand Jury

Mayor

Public Library
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APPENDIX: DEPARTMENT RESPONSE

March 1, 2018

Tonia Lediju

Chief Audit Executive

Office of the Cantroller, City Services Auditor Division
1 Dr, Carlton B, Goedlett Place, Room 476

San Francisco, CA 94102

Mark Farrell
Mayor

RE: CSA audit Public Works Adequately Oversaw the Closeout Phoses of the
Mohammed Nuru Dolores Street Pavement Renovation, Sewer Replacement, and Water Main
Director Instaliation {project 22603) ond Followed Contract Closeout Procedures.
San Francisco Public Warks
1Dr, Caritan B, Goadlett PI, Dear Ms. Lediju:
Room 348
San Francisco, CA 04102 Thank you for the opportunity to review the audit report examining Public
el ds5-554-6900 Woarks' oversight of closeout pracedures for our 2014-2017 Dolores Street
sfpublicworks.org pavement renovation, sewer replacement, and water main installation.
facebook,com/sfptgbllcworks
twitter.com/sfpublicworks We concur with the audit’s findings that Public Works complied with all

twitter.com/mrcleansf
applicable closeout pracedures,

Your office’s audit reports are essential contributions to our mission of
delivering quality projects to the public on behalf of client departments. We are
grateful to you and your staff whe-canitributed to the report,

N &5 A il
/ﬁ

Mohammed Nuru
Director

cc: Public Works
Edgar Lopez
Julia Dawson
Ed Yee
Bruce Robertson
Lindsay Green
Raymond Woo
Peter Chin
Nicolas King



Commissioners STATE OF CALIFORNIA . Valerie Termini, Executive Director

Eric Sklar, President Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320
Saint Helena Sacramento, CA 95814
Jacque Hostler-Carmesin, Vice President (916) 653-4899
Mgdnleyyile Fish and Game Commission fge@fgo.ca.gov
Anthony C. Williams, Member www.fgc.ca.gov

Huntington Beach
Russell E. Burns, Member
Napa
Peter S. Silva, Member
Jamul

Wildlife Heritage and Conservation
Since 1870

March 2, 2018

This is to provide you with a copy of the notice of proposed regulatory action relative to
amending subsection 300(a)(1)(D)4., Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to
upland (resident) game bird — annual regulations, which is published in the California
Regulatory Notice Register on March 2, 2018.

Please note the dates of the public hearings related to this matter and associated
deadlines for receipt of written comments.

Additional information and all'associated documents may be found on the Fish and
Game Commission website at http://www.fgc.ca.gov/requlations/ .

Scott Gardner, Senior Environmental Scientist, Department of Fish and Wildlife at
(916) 801-6257, has been designated to respond to questions on the substance of
the proposed regulations.

Sincerely

/7,
o —— ,,/"I’ / ™
\\ . '\;ﬂ/.’/ dﬁ/J// 7 L 'J
" —Jon D.-Snellstrom

Associate %uvemmental Program Analyst

Attachment

—






TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Fish and Game Commission (Commission), pursuant to
the authority vested by Sections 200, 203, 265 and 355 of the Fish and Game Code and to
implement, interpret or make specific sections 200, 203, 203.1, 265, 270, 355 and 356 of said
Code, proposes to amend subsection (a)(1)(D)4. of Section 300, Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, relating to Resident Upland Game Bird Hunting Regulations.

Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview

Current regulations in Section 300, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), provide
general hunting seasons for taking resident and migratory upland game birds, including sage
grouse. A limited number of hunting permits are issued for greater sage grouse, and that
number is based on annual population surveys. For the 2018-2019 season, the Department of
Fish and Wildlife (Department) will present the Commission a final recommendation for permits
based on the spring 2018 lek counts, which means the Commission will notice a possible range,
and adopt final permit numbers based on the final lek counts.

The Department is recommending the following regulation changes:

Amend subsection 300(a)(1)(D)4. to adjust the annual number of General Season greater
sage grouse hunting permits by zone for the 2018-2019 season.

Non-monetary Benefits to the Public

The Commission anticipates benefits to the health and welfare of California residents through
the sustainable management of sage grouse populations. The Commission does not anticipate
non-monetary benefits to worker safety, the prevention of discrimination, the promotion of
fairness or social equity and the increase in openness and transparency in business and
government.

Consistency and Compatibility with Existing Regulations

The Commission has reviewed its regulations in Title 14, CCR, and conducted a search of other
regulations on this topic and has concluded that the proposed amendments to Section 300 are
neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing State regulations. No other State agency has
the authority to promulgate hunting regulations.

Benefits of the requlations

Adoption of sustainable upland game seasons, bag and possession limits, and authorized
methods of take provides for the maintenance of sufficient populations of upland game birds to
ensure their continued existence.

Consistency and Compatibility with State Regulations

The Fish and Game Commission, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections 200, 203 and 265
has the sole authority to regulate hunting in California. Commission staff has searched the
California Code of Regulations and has found no other agency with the authority to regulate
resident and upland game bird hunting in California. Therefore the Commission has determined
that the proposed amendments are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing State
regulations.



NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing,
relevant to this action at a hearing to be held in the, Four Points by Sheraton Ventura Harbor
Resort, 1050 Schooner Drive, Ventura, California, on Thursday, April 19, 2018 at 8:00 a.m., or
as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard.

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in
writing, relevant to this action at a hearing to be held in Resources Building, Auditorium, First
Floor, 1416 Ninth Street Sacramento California, on Thursday, June 21, 2018, at 8:00 a.m., or as
soon thereafter as the matter may be heard. It is requested, but not required, that written
comments be submitted on or before 5 p.m. on June 7, 2018 at the address given below, or by
email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Written comments mailed, or emailed to the Commission office, must
be received before 12:00 noon on June 15, 2018. All comments must be received no later than
June 21, 2018, at the hearing in Sacramento, California. Mailed comments should be addressed
to Fish and Game Commission, PO Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090. If you would like
copies of any modifications to this proposal, please include your name and mailing address.

Availability of Documents

The Initial Statement of Reasons, text of the regulations, as well as all related documents upon
which the proposal is based (rulemaking file), are on file and available for public review from the
agency representative, Valerie Termini, Executive Director, Fish and Game Commission, 1416
Ninth Street, Box 944209, Sacramento, California 94244-2090, phone (916) 653-4899. Please
direct requests for the above mentioned documents and inquiries concerning the regulatory
process to Valerie Termini or Jon Snellstrom at the preceding address or phone number. Scott
Gardner, Senior Environmental Scientist, (916) 801-6257, has been designated to respond to
questions on the substance of the proposed Waterfowl hunting regulations. Copies of the Notice
of Proposed Action, the Initial Statement of Reasons, and the text of the regulation in underline
and strikeout can be accessed through our website at http://www.fgc.ca.gov.

Availability of Modified Text

If the regulations adopted by the Commission differ from but are sufficiently related to the action
proposed, they will be available to the public for at least 15 days prior to the date of adoption.
Circumstances beyond the control of the Commission (e.g., timing of Federal regulation
adoption, timing of resource data collection, timelines do not allow, etc.) or changes made to be
responsive to public recommendation and comments during the regulatory process may
preclude full compliance with the 15-day comment period, and the Commission will exercise its
powers under Section 202 of the Fish and Game Code. Regulations adopted pursuant to this
section are not subject to the time periods for adoption, amendment or repeal of regulations
prescribed in Sections 11343.4, 11346.4 and 11346.8 of the Government Code. Any person
interested may obtain a copy of said regulations prior to the date of adoption by contacting the
agency representative named herein.

If the regulatory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained from the
address above when it has been received from the agency program staff.

Impact of Regulatory Action/Results of the Economic Impact Assessment

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from the
2



proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial determinations relative
to the required statutory categories have been made:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)
()
(9)

(h)

Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Businesses, Including
the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in Other States:

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse economic impact directly
affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to compete with
businesses in other states, because the regulations propose only minor changes not
affecting business.

Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs -Within the State, the Creation of New
Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of Businesses in
California; Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California Residents,

_ Worker Safety, and the State’s Environment.

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the creation or elimination of jobs or
businesses in California or on the expansion of businesses in California; and, does not
anticipate benefits to worker safety, because the regulations propose only minor changes
not affecting jobs.

The Commission anticipates benefits to the health and welfare of California residents. The
proposed regulations are intended to provide continued recreational opportunity to the
public. Hunting provides opportunities for multi-generational family activities and promotes
respect for California’s environment by the future stewards of the State’s resources.

The Commission anticipates benefits to the environment by the sustainable management
of California’s upland game resources. The fees that hunters pay for licenses and stamps
are used for conservation.

Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or
business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action.

Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:
None. - : . ,

Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None.
Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None.

Costs Imposed on Any Local Agency or School District that is Required to be Reimbursed
Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, Government Code: None.

Effect on Housing Costs: None.

Effect on Small Business

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations may affect small business. The
Commission has drafted the regulations in Plain English pursuant to Government Code
Sections 11342.580 and 11346.2(a)(1).



Consideration of Alternatives

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the Commission,
or that has otherwise been identified and brought to the attention of the Commission, would be
more effective in-carrying out the purpose for which the action is proposed, would be as
effective and less burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed action, or would
be more cost effective to affected private persons and equally effective in implementing the
statutory policy or other provision of law.

FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

Valerie Termini
Dated: February 20, 2018 Executive Director
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MEMORANDUM
March 5, 2018 =

To: Members of the Board of Supervisors W’.
From: Naomi Kelly, City Administrator and Capital Planning Comrhittte Chédr
Copy: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Capital Planning Committee

Regarding: (1) San Francisco Public Utilities Commission FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20 Capital
Budget

In accordance with Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on March 5, 2018, the Capital
Planning Committee (CPC) approved the following action items to be considered by the Board
of Supervisors. The CPC’s recommendations are set forth below.

1. Board File Number: TBD Approval of the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission Capital Budget Supplemental
Appropriation, totaling $1.024 billion in FY2018-19 and
$827 million in FY2019-20, as well as planned Revenue
Bond Financing totaling $914 million in FY2018-19 and
$708 million in FY2019-20.

Recommendation: Recommend the Board of Supervisors approve the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission Capital Budget.

Comments: The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote of
10-0.

Committee members or representatives in favor
include: Naomi Kelly, City Administrator; Ben
Rosenfield, Controller; Kelly Kirkpatrick, Mayor’s
Budget Office, Edgar Lopez, Public Works; Kevin
Kone, San Francisco International Airport; Phil
Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks
Department; Ed Reiskin, Director, SFMTA; Elaine
Forbes, Director, Port of San Francisco; John Rahaim,
Director, Planning Department; and Kathryn How, San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission.






MEMORANDUM &

February 12, 2018

To Members of the Board of Supervisors

’ 0 4=
From: Naomi Kelly, City Administrator and Capital Plannﬁ(%air 7

Copy: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Capital Planning Committee -

Regarding: (1) San Francisco International Airport FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20 Capital Budget
(2) Mission Rock Infrastructure Financing Plan

In accordance with Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on February 12, 2018, the Capital
Planning Committee (CPC) approved the following action items to be considered by the Board
of Supervisors. The CPC’s recommendations are set forth below.

1. Board File Number: TBD Approval of the San Francisco International Airport
Capital Budget for FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20, totaling
$50.3 million in FY 2018-19 and $47.6 million in FY

2019-20.
Recommendation: Recommend the Board of Supervisors approve the San
Francisco International Airport Capital Budget.
Comments: The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote of
9-0.

Committee members or representatives in favor
include: Naomi Kelly, City Administrator; Ben
Rosenfield, Controller; Andrea Bruss, Board
President’s Office; Mohammed Nuru, Director, Public
Works; Ivar Satero, Director, San Francisco
International Airport; Phil Ginsburg, General Manager,
Recreation and Parks Department; Ed Reiskin,
Director, SFMTA,; Elaine Forbes, Director, Port of San
Francisco; and John Rahaim, Director, Planning
Department.

2. Board File Number: TBD Approval of the Infrastructure Financing Plan for
Mission Rock.

Recommendation: Recommend the Board of Supervisors approve the
Infrastructure Financing Plan.

Comments: The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote of
9-0.
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 4:54 PM
To: _ BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor
Subject: FW: Support for File No 180132 - Criminal Justice System Fees and Penalties

From: Brittany Stonesifer [mailto:brittany@prisonerswithchildren.org]

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 4:14 PM

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

Subject: Re: Support for File No 180132 - Criminal Justice System Fees and Penalties

Correction: I intended to say that Supervisor Breed is the primary sponsor of this legislation.

Apologies for the inconvenience and thank you again for you support.

Brittany Stonesifer

Staff Attorney

Legal Services for Prisoners with Children
1540 Market Street, Suite 490

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 255-7036, ext. 306
www.prisonerswithchildren.org

Donate to LSPC here

On Thu, Mar 8, 2018 at 4:01 PM, Brittany Stonesifer <brittany@prisonerswithchildren.org> wrote:

Dear members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

Please find attached several letters from nonprofit organizations, a law firm, and an individual in support of the
Criminal Justice System Fees and Penalties ordinance currently pending before the Board (File No 180132).
The ordinance was introduced by Supervisor Cohen on February 6, is currently cosponsored by Supervisors
Cohen, Tang, Sheehy, and has broad community support.

We respectfully ask for your yes vote on this important legislation. Please feel free to contact me if you have
any questions regarding the ordinance or our support.

Sincerely,

Brittany Stonesifer

Staff Attorney

Legal Services for Prisoners with Children
1540 Market Street, Suite 490

San Francisco, CA 94102

| (415) 255-7036, ext. 306




| www.prisonerswithchildren.org
‘ Donate to LSPC here
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for Prisoners
with Children

March 8, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Dear Supervisors,

San Francisco Board of Supervisors President London Breed has introduced legislation to eliminate
several court fees that have been plaguing San Franciscans impacted by the criminal justice system.
These fees can add up to thousands of dollars of debt and prevent people coming home from jail or
prison from getting back on their feet. As a member of the Debt Free SF Coalition and an
organization with a 40 year history of fighting for the civil and human rights of people with
convictions, Legal Services for Prisoners with Children (LSPC) believes that government services
should not be funded on the backs of our city’s most vulnerable residents.

Criminal justice fines and fees restrict the economic mobility of reentering people.
Approximately 80 percent of individuals in jail are indigent. Yet, after someone has already
served their time, they frequently receive a bill for a long list of fines and fees, including
probation costs, fingerprinting costs, and mandated user fees. According to a survey of over
700 people conducted by the Ella Baker Center, the average debt incurred for court-related
fines and fees on one case was $13,607.

In San Francisco, the burden of these fines and fees falls heaviest on the African-American
community, which accounts for less than 6 percent of the population but makes up over half
the population in the county’s jails. Not only does charging San Franciscans thousands of dollars
for criminal fines strip communities of color of resources, but research also shows that these
fines and fees are an inefficient source of revenue, with the costs of trying to collect from
people who can’t afford to pay often nearing or exceeding the revenue actually collected.

With this proposed ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco becomes the first county in
California to eliminate the criminal justice fines and fees under its control. Our city has the
power to inspire other municipalities to seriously confront economic injustice in the criminal
justice system. San Francisco does not have to fund its budget by stripping resources from
formerly incarcerated people, many of whom are already facing homelessness and
unemployment.

For these reasons, LSPC strongly urges you to support the proposed legislation to eliminate
criminal fines and fees used to fund city services.

Sincerely,

i

Brittany Stonesifer

Staff Attorney 1540 Market St., Suite 490
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 625-7046
Fax: {416) 652-3150

www.PrisonersWithChildren.org
brittany@PrisonersWithChildren.org







February 28, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Dear Supervisors,

San Francisco Board of Supervisors President London Breed has introduced legislation to eliminate several
court fees that have been systematically harming San Franciscans caught up in the criminal justice system.
These fees, used to fund city services, can add up to thousands of dollars of debt and create obstacles to
successful re-entry. This practice pushes people into poverty, with people of color often hit the hardest. These
financial penalties can make government a driver of inequality and further damage communities that are
struggling to maintain their place in this city.

Fines and fees in the criminal justice system, including court and probation costs, restrict the economic
mobility of people reentering society from jail or prison. Approximately 80 percent of individuals in jail are
indigent. Yet, after someone has served their time, they frequently receive a bill for a long list of fines
and fees, including probation costs, fingerprinting costs, and mandated user fees. According to a survey
of over 700 people conducted by the Ella Baker Center, the average debt incurred for court-related fines and
fees on one case was $13,607.

In San Francisco, the burden of these fines and fees falls heaviest on the African-American community, which
accounts for less than 6 percent of the population but makes up over half the population in the county’s jails.
We must end the cycle of poverty that results from policies that impose crippling debt on our city’s
marginalized communities. Not only does charging San Franciscans thousands of dollars for criminal fines
strip communities of color of resources, but research also shows that these fines and fees are an inefficient
source of revenue, with the costs of trying to collect from people who can’t afford to pay often nearing or
exceeding the revenue actually collected.

With this proposed ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco becomes the first county in California to
eliminate the criminal justice fines and fees under its control. Our city has the power to inspire other
municipalities to seriously confront economic injustice in the criminal justice system. San Francisco does not
have to fund its budget on the backs of our most vulnerable residents, many of whom are already facing
homelessness and unemployment.

It is not enough for San Francisco to simply acknowledge that our criminal justice system is broken. We must
actively lead the charge to reform these laws and, in doing so, challenge the rest of the country to make
vulnerable populations a priority. For these reasons, I strongly urge you to support the proposed
legislation to eliminate criminal fines and fees used to fund city services. As someone born and raised in
California, and who has worked on criminal justice issues as an intern with the Ella Baker Center for Human
Rights, Legal Services for Prisoners With Children, the Rhode Island Department of Health, and the Center for
Prisoner Health and Human Rights, I strongly believe in the importance of this ordinance. The San Francisco
Board of Supervisors needs to take a stand against this injustice, and lead the rest of the state and nation in
criminal justice reform.

Sincerely,
Bethlehem Desta

Ethnic Studies, AB — Candidate
Brown University, 2018






COURAGE *

February 28, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Dear Supervisors,

On behalf of the 1,400,000 members of Courage Campaign, California’s largest online, progressive organizing
network, | write in strong support of legislation to eliminate several court fees that have been plaguing San
Franciscans caught up in the criminal justice system. These fees, used to fund certain city services, can add up to
thousands of dollars of debt for people who have served their time and create obstacles to successfully moving
on to productive lives. The unintended consequence of this practice is to push people into poverty, with people of
color often hit the hardest. These financial penalties can make government a driver of inequality and further
damage communities that are struggling to maintain their place in this city.

Fines and fees in the criminal justice system, including court and probation costs, restrict the economic mobility of
people reentering society from jail or prison. Approximately 80 percent of individuals in jail are indigent. Yet,
after someone has already served their time, they frequently receive a bill for a long list of fines and fees,
including probation costs, fingerprinting costs, and mandated user fees. According to a survey of over 700 people
conducted by the Ella Baker Center, the average debt incurred for court-related fines and fees on one case was
$13,607.

In San Francisco, the burden of these fines and fees falls heaviest on the African-American community, which
accounts for less than 6 percent of the population but makes up over half the population in the county’s jails. We
must end the cycle of poverty that results from policies that impose crippling debt on our city’s marginalized
communities. Not only does charging San Franciscans thousands of dollars for criminal fines strip communities of
color of resources, but research also shows that these fines and fees are an inefficient source of revenue, with
the costs of trying to collect from people who can’t afford to pay often nearing or exceeding the revenue actually
collected.

With this proposed ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco becomes the first county in California to
eliminate the criminal justice fines and fees under its control. Our city has the power to inspire other municipalities
to seriously confront economic injustice in the criminal justice system. San Francisco does not have to fund its
budget on the backs of our most vulnerable residents, many of whom are already facing homelessness and
unemployment.

It is not enough for San Francisco to simply acknowledge that our criminal justice system is broken. We must
actively lead the charge to reform these laws and, in doing so, challenge the rest of the country to make vulnerable
populations a priority. For these reasons, Courage Campaign strongly urges you to support the proposed
legislation to eliminate criminal fines and fees used to fund city services.

Courage Campaign, 7119 W. Sunset Boulevard, No. 195, Los Angeles, CA 90046
323.556.7220 (phone) www.couragecampaign.org



Best Regards,

SRR

Eddie Kurtz
Executive Director, Courage Campaign
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Corporate Counsel Greenbridge Corporate Counsel
1215 K Street
Suite 1700
Sacramento, CA 95814

Jesse Stout ’
Of Counsel office +1 916 503 3132
mobile +1 415-633 6280 fax +1 916 503 2401
jesse.stout@greenbridgelaw.com greenbridgelaw.com

February 28, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Supervisors,

Greenbridge Corporate Counsel supports San Francisco Board of Supervisors
President London Breed'’s legislation to eliminate several court fees that have been
plaguing San Franciscans caught up in the criminal justice system. Greenbridge
represents businesses in the legal cannabis industry, whose leaders would
previously have been criminalized.

Court fees, used to fund certain city services, can add up to thousands of dollars of
debt for people who have served their time and create obstacles to successfully
moving on to productive lives. The unintended consequence of this practice is to
push people into poverty, with people of color often hit the hardest. These financial
penalties can make government a driver of inequality and further damage
communities that are struggling to maintain their place in this city.

Fines and fees in the criminal justice system, including court and probation costs,
restrict the economic mobility of people reentering society from jail or prison.
Approximately 80 percent of individuals in jail are indigent. Yet, after
someone has already served their time, they frequently receive a bill for a
long list of fines and fees, including probation costs, fingerprinting costs, and
mandated user fees. According to a survey of over 700 people conducted by the
Ella Baker Center, the average debt incurred for court-related fines and fees on one
case was $13,607.

In San Francisco, the burden of these fines and fees falls heaviest on the African-
American community, which accounts for less than 6 percent of the population but
makes up over half the population in the county’s jails. We must end the cycle of
poverty that results from policies that impose crippling debt on our city’s
marginalized communities. Not only does charging San Franciscans thousands of
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dollars for criminal fines strip communities of color of resources, but research also
shows that these fines and fees are an inefficient source of revenue, with the
costs of trying to collect from people who can’t afford to pay often nearing or
exceeding the revenue actually collected.

With this proposed ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco would become
the first county in California to eliminate the criminal justice fines and fees under its
control. Our city has the power to inspire other municipalities to seriously confront
economic injustice in the criminal justice system. San Francisco does not have to
fund its budget on the backs of our most vulnerable residents, many of whom are
already facing homelessness and unemployment.

[t is not enough for San Francisco to simply acknowledge that our criminal justice
system is broken. We must actively lead the charge to reform these laws and, in
doing so, challenge the rest of the country to prioritize vulnerable populations. For
these reasons, Greenbridge Corporate Counsel strongly urges you to support
the proposed legislation to eliminate criminal fines and fees used to fund city

services.

Sincerely,

YX@A Y} /&@WD
i

Jesse Stout
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February 28, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Dear Supervisors,

San Francisco Board of Supervisors President London Breed has introduced legislation to eliminate
several court fees that have been plaguing San Franciscans caught up in the criminal justice system.
These fees, used to fund certain city services, can add up to thousands of dollars of debt for people who
have served their time and create obstacles to successfully moving on to productive lives. The
unintended consequence of this practice is to push people into poverty, with people of color often hit
the hardest. These financial penalties can make government a driver of inequality and further damage
communities that are struggling to maintain their place in this city.

Fines and fees in the criminal justice system, including court and probation costs, restrict the economic
mobility of people reentering society from jail or prison. Approximately 80 percent of individuals in jail
are indigent. Yet, after someone has already served their time, they frequently receive a bill for a long
list of fines and fees, including probation costs, fingerprinting costs, and mandated user fees.
According to a survey of over 700 people conducted by the Ella Baker Center, the average debt incurred
for court-related fines and fees on one case was $13,607.

In San Francisco, the burden of these fines and fees falls heaviest on the African-American community,
which accounts for less than 6 percent of the population but makes up over half the population in the
county’s jails. We must end the cycle of poverty that results from policies that impose crippling debt on
our city’s marginalized communities. Not only does charging San Franciscans thousands of dollars for
criminal fines strip communities of color of resources, but research also shows that these fines and fees
are an inefficient source of revenue, with the costs of trying to collect from people who can’t afford to
pay often nearing or exceeding the revenue actually collected.

With this proposed ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco becomes the first county in
California to eliminate the criminal justice fines and fees under its control. Our city has the power to
inspire other municipalities to seriously confront economic injustice in the criminal justice system. San
Francisco does not have to fund its budget on the backs of our most vulnerable residents, many of
whom are already facing homelessness and unemployment.

It is not enough for San Francisco to simply acknowledge that our criminal justice system is broken. We
must actively lead the charge to reform these laws and, in doing so, challenge the rest of the country to
make vulnerable populations a priority. For these reasons, Root & Rebound strongly urges you to
support the proposed legislation to eliminate criminal fines and fees used to fund city services.

Sincerely,

,/ _—

Katherine Katcher — Founder and Executive Director, Root & Rebound
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LAW ENFORCEMENT
ACTION PARTNERSHIP

121 Mystic Avenue, Suite 9
Medford, Massachusetts 02155
T: (781) 393.6985

ADVANCING JUSTICE AND PUBLIC SAFETY SOLUTIONS

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Lieutenant Diane Goldstein, Ret.
Board Chair, California, USA

Prosecutor Inge Fryklund, Fmr.
Treasurer, Bend, Oregon, USA

Mr. Stephen Gutwillig

Secretary, Los Angeles, California, USA
Dep. Chief Stephen Downing, Ret.
California, USA

Major Neill Franklin, Ret.
Baltimore, Maryland, USA

Ms. Sara Love
Bethesda, Maryland, USA

Captain Leigh Maddox, Ret.
Baltimore, Maryland, USA

Detective Sergeant Neil Woods, Ret.
Derbyshire, England, LEAP UK

ADVISORY BOARD

Mr. Romesh Bhattacharji
Fmr. Drug Czar, Delhi, India

Chief Coroner Vince Cain
Ret. Chief Superintendent,
RCMP, Vancouver, Canada

Senator Larry Campbell
Fmr. Mayor of Vancouver
& RCMP, Vancouver, Canada

Justice Kenneth Crispin

Ret. Supreme Court Justice,

Sydney, Australia

MP Libby Davies

Member of Parliament, Ottawa, Canada
Officer Hans van Duijn

Ret. National Dutch Police

Union President, Amsterdam, Netherlands
Mr. Carel Edwards

Fmr. Drug Czar, European Union, Belgium
Judge Warren W. Eginton

Ret. U.S. District Court Judge, Connecticut, USA
General Gustavo de Greiff

Fmr. Attorney General, Colombia
Governor Gary E. Johnson

Fmr. Governor of New Mexico, USA

Judge John L. Kane

Ret. U.S. District Court Judge, Colorado, USA
Justice C. Ross Lander

Ret. BC Supreme Court Justice, Canada
Justice Ketil Lund

Ret. Supreme Court Justice, Oslo, Norway
Sheriff Bill Masters

Sheriff, San Miguel County, Colorado, USA
Chief Norm Stamper

Ret. Police Chief, Seattle, Washington, USA
Mr. Eric Sterling

President, Criminal Justice

Policy Foundation, Washington, DC, USA
Mr. Thomas P. Sullivan

Ret. USS. Attorney Northern

Washington, District, Chicago, lllinois, USA
Judge Robert Sweet

Ret. U.S. District Court Judge, New York, USA

Chief Francis Wilkinson
Fmr. Chief Constable, Wales, UK

March 6, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Dear Supervisors,

San Francisco Board of Supervisors President London Breed has introduced legislation to
eliminate several court fees that have been plaguing San Franciscans caught up in the
criminal justice system. These fees, used to fund certain city services, can add up to
thousands of dollars of debt for people who have served their time and create obstacles to
successfully moving on to productive lives. The unintended consequence of this practice is
to push people into poverty, with people of color often hit the hardest. These financial
penalties can make government a driver of inequality and further damage communities that
are struggling to maintain their place in this city.

Fines and fees in the criminal justice system, including court and probation costs, restrict
the economic mobility of people reentering society from jail or prison. Approximately 80
percent of individuals in jail are indigent. Yet, after someone has already served their time,
they frequently receive a bill for a long list of fines and fees, including probation costs,
fingerprinting costs, and mandated user fees. According to a survey of over 700 people
conducted by the Ella Baker Center, the average debt incurred for court-related fines and
fees on one case was $13,607.

In San Francisco, the burden of these fines and fees falls heaviest on the African-American
community, which accounts for less than 6 percent of the population but makes up over half
the population in the county’s jails. We must end the cycle of poverty that results from
policies that impose crippling debt on our city’s marginalized communities. Not only does
charging San Franciscans thousands of dollars for criminal fines strip communities of color
of resources, but research also shows that these fines and fees are an inefficient source of
revenue, with the costs of trying to collect from people who can’t afford to pay often nearing
or exceeding the revenue actually collected.

With this proposed ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco becomes the first
county in California to eliminate the criminal justice fines and fees under its control. Our
city has the power to inspire other municipalities to seriously confront economic injustice

in the criminal justice system. San Francisco does not have to fund its budget on the backs of
our most vulnerable residents, many of whom are already facing homelessness and
unemployment.

It is not enough for San Francisco to simply acknowledge that our criminal justice system is
broken. We must actively lead the charge to reform these laws and, in doing so, challenge
the rest of the country to make vulnerable populations a priority. For these reasons, the Law
Enforcement Action Partnership (LEAP) strongly urges you to support the proposed
legislation to eliminate criminal fines and fees used to fund city services.

Sincerely,

Neill Franklin
Executive Director
Law Enforcement Action Partnership

LawEnforcementActionPartnership.org

Formerly known as Law Enforcement Against Prohibition






SOCIAL JUSTICE COALITION

SANTA CLARA UNIVERSITY

Tuesday, March 6, 2018 : \ =

San Francisco Board of Supervisors \ K
City Hall =
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Dear Supervisors,

San Francisco Board of Supervisors President London Breed has introduced legislation to eliminate
several court fees that have been plaguing San Franciscans caught up in the criminal justice system. These
fees, used to fund certain city services, can add up to thousands of dollars of debt for people who have
served their time and create obstacles to successfully moving on to productive lives. The unintended
consequence of this practice is to push people into poverty, with people of color often hit the hardest.
These financial penalties can make government a driver of inequality and further damage communities
that are struggling to maintain their place in this city.

Fines and fees in the criminal justice system, including court and probation costs, restrict the economic
mobility of people reentering society from jail or prison. Approximately 80 percent of individuals in
jail are indigent. Yet, after someone has already served their time, they frequently receive a bill for
a long list of fines and fees, including probation costs, fingerprinting costs, and mandated user fees.
According to a survey of over 700 people conducted by the Ella Baker Center, the average debt incurred
for court-related fines and fees on one case was $13,607. '

In San Francisco, the burden of these fines and fees falls heaviest on the African-American community,
which accounts for less than 6 percent of the population but makes up over half the population in the
county’s jails. We must end the cycle of poverty that results from policies that impose crippling debt on
our city’s marginalized communities. Not only does charging San Franciscans thousands of dollars for
criminal fines strip communities of color of resources, but research also shows that these fines and fees
are an inefficient source of revenue, with the costs of trying to collect from people who can’t afford to
pay often nearing or exceeding the revenue actually collected.

With this proposed ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco becomes the first county in
California to eliminate the criminal justice fines and fees under its control. Our city has the power to
inspire other municipalities to seriously confront economic injustice in the criminal justice system. San
Francisco does not have to fund its budget on the backs of our most vulnerable residents, many of whom
are already facing homelessness and unemployment.

It is not enough for San Francisco to simply acknowledge that our criminal justice system is broken. We
must actively lead the charge to reform these laws and, in doing so, challenge the rest of the country to
make vulnerable populations a priority. For these reasons, The Social Justice Coalition, a law student
organization at Santa Clara University’s School of Law, strongly urges you to support the proposed
legislation to eliminate criminal fines and fees used to fund city services..






SOCIAL JUSTICE COALITION

SANTA CLARA UNIVERSITY

Sincerely,
The Social Justice Coalition at Santa Clara University and the below listed individuals:

Olamide Oladipupo, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Jaya Reddy, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019

Nadine Talaat, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Monica Hovik, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Andrew Sucato, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Lauryn Barbosa, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Chloe Czabaranek, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Christina Faliero, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2018
Candace Moore, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Mary Clare Molina, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Marinna Chang Radloff, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2018
Alexis Glasglow, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Chloe Morrissey, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Anna Rivard, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2021
Kelsey LaPorte, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Alex Williams, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Lukhan Baloch, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Suraj Teppara, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2018
Jessica Atwood, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Nadya Machrus, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020
Cara Mae Acibo, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2018
Katie Rabago, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020

Ines Sosa, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2020

Sarah Manimalethu, Attorney, SCU Law LLM Candidate 2020
Joshua Metayer, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2019
Carrie Craven, SCU Law J.D. Candidate 2018






From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:57 PM

To: : BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: Ethics Commission Communication - Officers
Attachments: Ethics Commission Communication - Officers.pdf

From: Calvillo, Angela (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:45 PM

To: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Ethics Commission Communication - Officers

For distribution please.

From: Pelham, Leeann (ETH)

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:39 PM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>
Subject: Ethics Commission Communication - Officers

Ms. Calvillo,

| am forwarding the attached for the general information of the Board of Supervisors.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or require any additional information.

Regards,
LeeAnn

o

A

A






VACANT
CHAIRPERSON

DAINA CHIU
VICE-CHAIRPERSON

PAUL A. RENNE
COMMISSIONER

QuENTIN L. Kopp
COMMISSIONER

YVONNE LEE
COMMISSIONER

LEEANN PELHAM
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ETHICS COMMISSION
CiTy AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

March 6, 2018
By Electronic Mail Only

Honorable Members

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Attention: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Ethics Commission Officers

Honorable Members,

This transmission is to inform you that Ethics Commission Vice-Chair Daina Chiu assumed
duties as acting Chairperson of the Commission upon the resignation of the Chair, Peter
Keane, effective February 27, 2018.

Attached is Commissioner Keane's resignation letter for your reference.

Per Charter Section 15.100, in the event a vacancy on the Ethics Commission occurs the officer
who appointed the member vacating the office shall appoint a qualified person to complete
the remainder of the term. The City Attorney is the appointing authority for the seat vacated
by Mr. Keane and may now appoint a new member to fill the remainder of that term ending
February 1, 2020.

Please feel free to contact me at (415) 252-3100 with any questions.

Sincerely,

LeeAnn Pelhan

LeeAnn Pelham
Executive Director

Attachment

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220 » San Francisco, CA 94102-6053 e Phone (415) 252-3100 o Fax (415) 252-3112
E-Mail Address: ethics.commission@sfgov.org

Web site: https://www.sfethics.org



Peter Keane

February 22, 2018

Honorable Dennis Herrera

City Attorney

City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.

San Francisco, Ca. 94102

Dear Dennis,

I enjoyed our telephone conversation today.

As I said, I resign as the chairperson and as a member of the San
Francisco Ethics Commission.

I appreciate very much your appointing me to the Commission.

Best Personal Regards,

Peter



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 10:07 AM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Letter from TGC for your consideration
Attachments: 18.03.06 TGC Supports SF Fees Waiver.pdf

From: Kevin Reed [mailto:kevinreed@thegreencross.org]

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 9:47 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter from TGC for your consideration

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Please find a letter of support attached for File #180054 “Waiver and Refund of Investigation Fee for Persons Registered with
the Office of Cannabis” on behalf of The Green Cross.

Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any further questions or concerns regarding this matter,
please don't hesitate to reach out.

Best regards,

Kevin Reed

Founder & President

The Green Cross

4218 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94112

Mobile: 415.846.7671

Office: 415.648.4420

Fax: 415.431.2420

Email: KevinReed@TheGreenCross.org
Web: TheGreenCross.org

q
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March 6, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Carlton Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Via email

- Re: Support for File # 180054 “Waiver and Refund of Investigation Fee for Persons
Registered with the Office of Cannabis”

Founded in 2004, The Green Cross prides itself on its “patients first” mantra and
compassionate approach to cannabis. Legally permitted by the City and County of
San Francisco, The Green Cross has -operated at its current retail storefront location
at 4218 Mission Street since 2013. Our store provides patient education,
neighborhood safety services, and low-priced quality medicine. In addition to
retailing cannabis products, apparel, and other accessories, The Green Cross also
manufactures edible cannabis products under the IncrediMeds brand. We
appreciate the Board of Supervisors’s attention to cannabis regulation, especially
over the past year, and your consideration of our comments and suggestions below.

We ask that you support the ordinance to waive or refund the investigation fee that
has been levied on cannabis facilities following temporary permit safety inspections.
While we have not yet received these burdensome bills, we may in the future, and
we sympathize with our peers. Contrary to popular misconception, many
responsible operators of cannabis businesses do not have significant cash reserves.
The overwhelming new (state and local) regulatory burdens our industry faces are
tremendously greater than those of any other industry. In particular, The Green
Cross operates as a nonprofit organization and, even though cannabis businesses
may now operate for-profit, most San Francisco cannabis businesses are still not-
for-profits to this day. We have continually improved our prices and reinvested in
services for our members, not saved up against the day when these inspection fees
would come.

Note that the city of Berkeley has recently lowered its local sales tax on adult-use
cannabis from 10% to 5%, and the city of Oakland is considering following suit.
These measures will help those cities’ retailers stay competitive, and even stay in
business, as we continue to realize the full impact of the new state cultivation taxes
and state excise tax. We urge the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, not only to

4218 Mission Street O: 415.648.4420
San Francisco, CA 94112 TheGreenCross.org F: 415.431.2420



(V¢ TheGreenCross’
| S

waive inspection fees for all of 2018 as recommended by the Building Inspection
Commission, but also to avoid placing a burdensome cannabis tax on this
November’s city ballot. Such an additional tax would only fuel the illicit market that
avoids regulation and testing, thus hurting patients. The cannabis industry is at a
fragile crossroads. In this burdensome regulatory transition, we are losing many
advocates for drug policy reform to profit incentives.

Please pass File No. 180054, and transmit responses and any other relevant
correspondence to KevinReed@TheGreenCross.org and
jesse.stout@greenbridgelaw.com.

Regards,

SEoe(

Kevin Reed
Founder & President
The Green Cross

4218 Mission Street O: 415.648.4420
San Francisco, CA 94112 TheGreenCross.org F: 415.431.2420



Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 10:08 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Investigation Fee

From: bridget [mailto:bridgetmay@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 9:26 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>;
Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS)
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai,
Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, leff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>
Cc: bridget may <bridget@littlegreenbee.net>

Subject: Investigation Fee

Dear Board of Supervisors,

| understand that you will be hearing the ordinance put forward by the Office of Cannabis and Supervisor Sheehy’s Office that
seeks to waive or refund the Investigation Fee that has been levied on numerous facilities as a result of the temporary permit life
safety inspections.

I run a small business struggling to survive in San Francisco and am doing my very best to comply with everything put before me. I urge you
to pass this ordinance. In January I signed an affidavit promising to stop production until I am fully compliant and permitted. I am now
running low on cash and don't have a clear idea of when I will be able to start up my business again. This means I have had no cash flow for
several months already.

Cannabis businesses are not able to get business loans. All the seed money | have is from my own savings. Also, I'm being
taxed at a higher rate not to mention | won't be able to write off many of the normal business expense afforded to any other
business. Because of this | am already making significant contributions to city revenues

1t would be wonderful if the regulators could work with us to help us make this transition feasible. there are many responsible business
owners, like myself, who have agreed to the inflated costs of accelerating build-outs in order to come into compliance within the short time
frame following the passage of legislation, the clarification of inspection protocols, and the scheduled date of inspection.

Given the complexity and comprehensiveness of the regulations, small cannabis businesses like mine have also had to hire numerous
consultants and attorneys to move toward compliance in a short period. The idea that all cannabis businesses are loaded with money is just
not true! I wish I was. Many are tiny start ups facing huge financial challenges and many are going out of business already. Just ask my CPA.
He is freaking out and is now demanding a retainer for new clients.

| respectfully request that you acknowledge the hardships of being in the first round of businesses under this new and complex
regulatory structure, as well as the general challenges of surviving as a small business in San Francisco today. My industry
faces widespread price gouging by landlords, in addition to the high regulatory costs. I am doing everything I can to come into
compliance in this short time frame and appreciate your support and understanding.

Thank you so much for everything you do!

Bridget May
Little Green Bee
(415) 652-1335






Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 8:44 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors

Subject: FW: Oppose Bill SB 827

From: Farah Gowgani [mailto:fgowgani@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 8:09 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of .supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Oppose Bill SB 827

Supervisors,

I ask you to oppose Senate Bill 827 (Wiener housing bill) . SB 827 will severely damage San
‘Francisco through significant upzoning and loss of local control over planning decisions. It will
result in further gentrification of our neighborhoods and many other negative consequences.
Please support Supervisor Peskin's resolution opposing SB §27.

Sincerely,

Farah Gowgani

Farah Gowgani
Mobile: 415-990-7512
P Before printing, think about the environment




Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

From: Zemanek, Mary Irene <Marylrene.Zemanek@dfs.com>

Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 9:26 AM

To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS);

'Sanfra.Fewer@sfgov.org'; Breed, London (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Peskin, Aaron
(BOS); 'CatherineStefani@sfgov.org’; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MayorMarkFarrell
(MYR); 'info@cowhollowassociation.org'; Jan Diamond (janmdiamond@pacbell.net);
Albert Hom; Steven Callow

Subject: RE: "Oppose SB 827"

Dear All,

| adamantly oppose SB 827. | live in Cow Hollow, and promise to vote for you if you oppose this.....and will not only NOT
vote for you if you favour this, | will launch a campaign to get others not to vote for you. This is massively important to
my neighbors and me.

With thanks,

Mary Irene Zemanek
2670 Greenwich St
San Francisco, CA 94123

MARY IRENE ZEMANEK GENERAL MANAGER HERMES AND POLO RALPH LAUREN T +1 650 246 3039 M +1 415 645 3128
DFS GROUP 580 CALIFORNIA STREET SUITE 1200 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
DFSGALLERIA.COM

This email and any files sent with it is intended only for the person(s) to whom it is addressed. If you are not the
addressee or otherwise have received the email in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the
email.



Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

From: Howard <wongaia@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 6:25 PM
To: wongaia@aol.com

Subject: OPPOSE SB 827 & SB 828

In My Opinion

OPPOSE SB 827 & SB 828
CHANGE.ORG: No to SB 827 & SB 828! Stop Top-Down Planning & Unsustainable High-Density Housing Growth!

https://www.change.org/p/california-state-legislature-no-to-sb-827-sb-828-stop-top-down-planning-unsustainable-high-density-housing-

growth

SB-827 would pose a significant threat to local control, democracy, and public engagement. Immense developments could be approved with hardly any
public input! The bill would benefit developers who profit from unlimited high-end housing production, without solving the need for affordable housing.
Furthermore, it would foster displacement of existing residents.

Senate Bill 828 (Wiener) would dramatically raise local jurisdictions' housing quotas by requiring them to plan for 200% more housing units than their
assigned housing allocations, among other methods.

* % % % % % % %

Unfortunately, morel likely following the development strategy playbook, transit is used as an excuse for denser
development---even though previous development has never funded and/ or built public transit commensurate with
growth.

Chicken and egg planning requires proportional investments in utilities, streets, infrastructure, transit and
affordability---simultaneously.

Basic economics is that rising land values fuel housing displacement and gentrification. Big transit projects provide the
political impetus for land-use changes, up-zoning and escalated land values. Often the transit projects are never even
fully realized or built. Whereas, more democratic planning would upgrade transit uniformly across an entire city----with
bus rapid networks, trackless automated streetcars, free shuttle bus loops, micro-transit, integrated transit systems, new
technology and transit innovations as seen throughout the world----at relatively lower costs with quicker benefits. Growth
could be organically distributed---tapping the unmet capacity of existing zoning.

San Francisco, the second densest city in the United States (after Manhattan) already has some of the densest
neighborhoods, which already are world-class, livable-and beautiful.

There’s much to appreciate and preserve---in San Francisco, Marin and towns throughout the Bay Area and California.
Existing planning codes and urban design guidelines have evolved to enhance the environment that we all love. Imposing
blanket code and environmental exemptions is bad planning.

Better planning options exist: Land banking, public investments and zoning choices.

In some cities and countries, like Amsterdam and Holland, land is often public-owned, allowing for greater variety of
affordability. Affordable housing is a public policy choice. Government has economic tools to invest in land, utilize public
property, zone for public benefits, incentivize smaller/ plentiful dwellings, give tax incentives, prioritize approvals and
permitting.... As seen throughout the world, affordable housing can take the form of cooperative housing, micro-housing,
accessory units, prefabricated dwellings, single-room occupancies, boarding houses.... Not inconceivable, like China,
government can plan new cities and towns that are self-sustaining---on public land.

Regards, Howard Wong, AIA






Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

From: Cristina Morris <cmomorris@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 5:25 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: FW: Please oppose SB 827

From: Cristina Morris <cmomorris@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 5:18:01 PM

To: Jane.Kim@sfgov.org

Subject: Please oppose SB 827

Dear Supervisors and Mayor Farrell

As if San Franciscans aren't suffering enough from rampant and out of control construction, along comes

SB 827.

SB 827 effectively takes control away from local officials to determine the height of buildings and allows for
more density. | recently read about one of the Mayor's meetings where a mother of young children expressed
her frustration about how difficult it is to raise a family in San Francisco, given the wrong headed approach that
forces people to live in tight spaces without cars.

Somehow this has to stop. The reliance on the current tech boom is misguided. Eventually the demand for
housing will level off. Many millennials do not want to live permanently in San Francisco. My adult children are
seriously considering leaving the city (maybe leaving California), due to the congestion, costs, taxes, crime,
and the ineffectiveness of city government to address many problems affecting the quality of life here.

Please oppose SB 827 when it comes before the Board on March 12. It will only make life more difficult for San
Franciscans.

Thank you,

Cristina Morris

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

From: Chad Lamberson <chadlamb@pacbell.net>

Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 516 PM

To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS);

Sanfra.Fewer@sfgov.org; Breed, London (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS);
CatherineStefani@sfgov.org; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MayorMarkFarrell (MYRY);
info@cowhollowassociation.org

Subject: Oppose SB 827

TO: The Board of Supervisors Land Use Committee
RE: Registering opposition to the Proposed SB827 that you are meeting about today Mar 12
2018

To Whom It May Concern,

Yesterday, Sunday Mar 11 2018, the Cow Hollow Association <info@cowhollowassociation.org>
provided email information to local residential property owners about

this proposed State legislation impacting home owners across the state. Being away from my
home/office on Sunday and Monday morning | was unable to register

my strong opposition as a home owner in San Francisco in time for your scheduled Board Of
Supervisors Land Use Committee meeting at 1:30pm this afternoon. |

trust the meeting you held this afternoon will have registered strong opposition on behalf of all home
owners in San Francisco. The concept of such a far reaching piece

of proposed legislation by the State of California, and its effects on hundreds of thousands of
Californians who own Residential property, who would be affected as detailed,

is beyond the scope of email.

Suffice it to say that SB827 as proposed by State Senator Scott Wiener will end up in the State and
Federal Courts quickly. It potentially would cost the State of California millions of tax payer dollars to
defend, and home owners of California time and money just to pursue judicial relief from this ill-
conceived proposed legislation. Undoubtedly there will be costly local lawsuits that cities and
counties will also have to contend with — costly to the local tax payers - should it go

forward. Therefore | respectfully ask the Board of Supervisors Land Use Committee, and the Board
of Supervisors to please j