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Petitions and Communications received from September 16, 2019, through September 
23, 2019, for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to 
be ordered filed by the Clerk on October 1, 2019. 
 
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 and City Attorney, regarding their letter to Pacific Gas & 
Electric Company supplementing San Francisco’s indication of interest in the acquisition 
of electric distribution and transmission assets. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1) 
 
From the Office of the Controller, submitting their report, entitled “2019 San Francisco 
City Survey: A biennial survey of San Francisco residents.” Copy: Each Supervisor. (2) 
 
From the Office of the Mayor and City Attorney, regarding Board of Supervisors 
Resolution No. 382-19, declaring that the National Rifle Association is a domestic 
terrorist organization. Copy: Each Supervisor. (3)  
 
From the Human Services Agency, submitting an Administrative Code, Chapter 12B, 
waiver request. Copy: Each Supervisor. (4) 
 
From Evita Lopez, regarding the proposed project at 258 Noe Street. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (5) 
 
From Paul Sedan, regarding trash on our streets. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6) 



From: Mueller, Theresa (CAT)
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT); Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
Subject: Supplemental Letter from City and County of San Francisco to PG&E
Date: Thursday, September 19, 2019 7:12:13 PM
Attachments: Supplemental Letter to PG&E 91919.pdf

Theresa L. Mueller
Deputy City Attorney
Office of City Attorney Dennis J. Herrera
Room 234, City Hall
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-4640
www.sfcityattorney.org

This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information,
including information protected by the attorney-client and attorney work product privileges.  It is
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s).  Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure
is prohibited and may violate applicable laws, including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act.
 If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
communication. Thank you.
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September 19, 2019 
 
 
 
William Johnson 
Chief Executive Officer and President 
PG&E Corporation 
77 Beale Street, P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 
 


Andrew Vesey 
Chief Executive Officer and President 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company  
77 Beale Street, P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 


 
 
 Re: Supplement to San Francisco’s Indication of Interest in the Acquisition of Electric 
  Distribution and Transmission Assets 
 
Dear Messrs. Johnson and Vesey: 
 
We write you again on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”).  The purpose 
of this letter is to share with you some additional context for evaluating the City’s indicative 
proposal made on September 6, 2019, to acquire substantially all of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company’s (“PG&E” and collectively with PG&E Corporation, the “Debtors”) electric distribution 
and transmission assets needed to provide electric distribution service to all electricity 
customers in San Francisco (the “Proposed Transaction”). 
 
The City and its advisors have reviewed the Debtors’ Joint Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization 
dated September 9, 2019 (the “Plan”) and the related summary and materials filed by the 
Debtors in connection with the Plan.  We appreciate that the final Plan details are still 
contingent on the outcome of the wildfire claims estimation process and will be modified by 
the recent agreement in principle that the Debtors have reached to resolve wildfire claims with 
entities’ representing approximately eighty-five percent (85%) of the insurance subrogation 
claims.  Given the increase in the amount of the potential subrogation claims under the 
settlement in principle and the potential for the liability estimates and further settlement 
amounts to increase above what is contemplated in the Plan, we believe that every additional 
dollar will be important for satisfying the Debtors’ creditors and formulating a confirmable 
reorganization plan.  Our Proposed Transaction timing aligns with the Debtors’ proposed June 
30, 2020 Plan confirmation date and provides approximately $1 billion of incremental value 
in comparison to a new equity raise at a 13.5x P/E without the benefit of the Proposed 
Transaction. 
 
The City proposes to work with the Debtors to incorporate the Proposed Transaction into the 
Plan.  The City is fully aligned with the Debtors’ efforts to avoid disrupting the state’s 
decarbonization goals and PG&E’s assumption of all power purchase and community choice 
aggregation agreements.  We believe that the Proposed Transaction would be complementary 
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to the Debtors’ objectives reflected in the Plan while providing substantially enhanced value to 
the Debtors and their creditors, customers and other stakeholders and preserving the Plan’s 
accelerated timeline.  The Proposed Transaction would provide substantial additional liquidity 
to fund the Debtors’ numerous financial obligations reflected in the Plan and would reduce the 
Debtors’ need to incur additional debt that ultimately could compromise PG&E’s ability to 
provide cost-effective service to its customers. 
 
Enhanced Value 
 
The Proposed Transaction would allow the Debtors to maximize the value of PG&E’s  
San Francisco distribution and transmission assets while raising needed cash to implement the 
Plan, thereby limiting equity financing requirements.  The City and its advisors believe the 
indicative purchase price provided for in the Proposed Transaction would provide the greatest 
value to the Debtors’ stakeholders that can be achieved due to the unique circumstances 
surrounding the Debtors’ bankruptcy. 
 
The City and its financial advisors have reviewed the financial terms of the Debtors’ proposed 
exit equity financing structure, as reflected in the various backstop equity commitment letters 
with Knighthead and Abrams.  The City is confident that the Proposed Transaction will provide 
greater value and lower cost capital to finance the Plan.  Importantly, the Proposed Transaction 
could also limit financing risk to the Debtors or limit the need for more expensive incremental 
capital.  
 
Using $48.0 billion as the estimated 2021 average rate base and $2.22 billion as PG&E’s 
estimated 2021 net income, the backstop parties’ investment reflects a 10x P/E multiple and an 
implied 1.2x rate base multiple.  Alternatively, if the Debtors were to instead raise equity capital 
in the market at a 13.5x P/E multiple, the implied rate base multiple would be 1.3x.  By 
contrast, using 2021 estimated numbers for comparison, the City and its advisors believe the 
Proposed Transaction, with an indicative $2.5 billion purchase price and an assumed $1.15 
billion 2021 average rate base, provides a significantly higher 2.2x rate base multiple. 
 
In dollar terms, the valuation of the Proposed Transaction offers approximately an incremental 
$1 billion of value in comparison to the valuation implied by a new equity raise at a 13.5x P/E 
multiple. As such, the Proposed Transaction provides exit funds on significantly more favorable 
terms to the Debtors than either the committed backstop financing or other equity financing at 
the 13.5x threshold valuation alone. This additional liquidity provided by the Proposed 
Transaction would not be subject to market fluctuations between now and the effective date of 
the Plan, thereby providing for an attractive source of funding for the Debtors without pricing 
risk.  
 
Furthermore, the Proposed Transaction could assist the Debtors in structuring a more tax 
efficient transaction. The Plan is structured to preserve the value of the Debtors’ net operating 
losses (“NOLs”). The Proposed Transaction could reduce the risk of any change of control under 
Internal Revenue Code section 382 by reducing the equity required to be raised from new 
stockholders.  At the same time, a substantial portion of any taxable gain realized by PG&E 
upon the sale to the City of the distribution and transmission assets may be offset with such 
losses, thereby resulting in no material income tax liability to the Debtors, while accelerating 
the Debtors’ monetization of its NOLs. 
 
In addition, the City remains interested in discussing a mutually agreeable “buy down” 
arrangement with respect to applicable non-bypassable charge obligations.  A buy down of 
these obligations would represent significant additional upfront value to the Debtors that 
would be available to support the necessary funding for the Plan. 
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cc. All members Board of Supervisors 
All SFPUC Commissioners 
Harlan L. Kelly Jr., SFPUC General Manager 
Ben Rosenfield, City Controller 
Scott Beicke, Jefferies Americas Co-Head of Power, Utilities and Infrastructure 
Simon Wirecki, Jefferies Western Regional Head for Municipal Finance 
 
Jason Wells, PG&E Corporation Chief Financial Officer 
Janet Loduca, PG&E Corporation Senior Vice President and General Counsel 
 


This letter represents a general statement of the City’s interest in the Proposed Transaction and does not create 
any legally binding obligations on the City or any of its officials, representatives, agencies, political subdivisions, 
affiliates or their respective advisors.  Unless and until the parties have, among other things, completed 
comprehensive due diligence, negotiated definitive transaction documentation for the Proposed Transaction, 
obtained necessary internal approvals, executed definitive transaction documentation for the Proposed 
Transaction and obtained a bankruptcy court order authorizing the Proposed Transaction, neither the City nor the 
Debtors shall be under any legal obligation of any kind whatsoever as to the Proposed Transaction by virtue of this 
letter.  The City does not commit to any definite course of action as to the Proposed Transaction prior to 
completing any required California Environmental Quality Act compliance. 
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September 19, 2019 

William Johnson 
Chief Executive Officer and President 
PG&E Corporation 
77 Beale Street, P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 

Andrew Vesey 
Chief Executive Officer and President 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company  
77 Beale Street, P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 

Re: Supplement to San Francisco’s Indication of Interest in the Acquisition of Electric 
Distribution and Transmission Assets 

Dear Messrs. Johnson and Vesey: 

We write you again on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”).  The purpose 
of this letter is to share with you some additional context for evaluating the City’s indicative 
proposal made on September 6, 2019, to acquire substantially all of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company’s (“PG&E” and collectively with PG&E Corporation, the “Debtors”) electric distribution 
and transmission assets needed to provide electric distribution service to all electricity 
customers in San Francisco (the “Proposed Transaction”). 

The City and its advisors have reviewed the Debtors’ Joint Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization 
dated September 9, 2019 (the “Plan”) and the related summary and materials filed by the 
Debtors in connection with the Plan.  We appreciate that the final Plan details are still 
contingent on the outcome of the wildfire claims estimation process and will be modified by 
the recent agreement in principle that the Debtors have reached to resolve wildfire claims with 
entities’ representing approximately eighty-five percent (85%) of the insurance subrogation 
claims.  Given the increase in the amount of the potential subrogation claims under the 
settlement in principle and the potential for the liability estimates and further settlement 
amounts to increase above what is contemplated in the Plan, we believe that every additional 
dollar will be important for satisfying the Debtors’ creditors and formulating a confirmable 
reorganization plan.  Our Proposed Transaction timing aligns with the Debtors’ proposed June 
30, 2020 Plan confirmation date and provides approximately $1 billion of incremental value 
in comparison to a new equity raise at a 13.5x P/E without the benefit of the Proposed 
Transaction. 

The City proposes to work with the Debtors to incorporate the Proposed Transaction into the 
Plan.  The City is fully aligned with the Debtors’ efforts to avoid disrupting the state’s 
decarbonization goals and PG&E’s assumption of all power purchase and community choice 
aggregation agreements.  We believe that the Proposed Transaction would be complementary 
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to the Debtors’ objectives reflected in the Plan while providing substantially enhanced value to 
the Debtors and their creditors, customers and other stakeholders and preserving the Plan’s 
accelerated timeline.  The Proposed Transaction would provide substantial additional liquidity 
to fund the Debtors’ numerous financial obligations reflected in the Plan and would reduce the 
Debtors’ need to incur additional debt that ultimately could compromise PG&E’s ability to 
provide cost-effective service to its customers. 
 
Enhanced Value 
 
The Proposed Transaction would allow the Debtors to maximize the value of PG&E’s  
San Francisco distribution and transmission assets while raising needed cash to implement the 
Plan, thereby limiting equity financing requirements.  The City and its advisors believe the 
indicative purchase price provided for in the Proposed Transaction would provide the greatest 
value to the Debtors’ stakeholders that can be achieved due to the unique circumstances 
surrounding the Debtors’ bankruptcy. 
 
The City and its financial advisors have reviewed the financial terms of the Debtors’ proposed 
exit equity financing structure, as reflected in the various backstop equity commitment letters 
with Knighthead and Abrams.  The City is confident that the Proposed Transaction will provide 
greater value and lower cost capital to finance the Plan.  Importantly, the Proposed Transaction 
could also limit financing risk to the Debtors or limit the need for more expensive incremental 
capital.  
 
Using $48.0 billion as the estimated 2021 average rate base and $2.22 billion as PG&E’s 
estimated 2021 net income, the backstop parties’ investment reflects a 10x P/E multiple and an 
implied 1.2x rate base multiple.  Alternatively, if the Debtors were to instead raise equity capital 
in the market at a 13.5x P/E multiple, the implied rate base multiple would be 1.3x.  By 
contrast, using 2021 estimated numbers for comparison, the City and its advisors believe the 
Proposed Transaction, with an indicative $2.5 billion purchase price and an assumed $1.15 
billion 2021 average rate base, provides a significantly higher 2.2x rate base multiple. 
 
In dollar terms, the valuation of the Proposed Transaction offers approximately an incremental 
$1 billion of value in comparison to the valuation implied by a new equity raise at a 13.5x P/E 
multiple. As such, the Proposed Transaction provides exit funds on significantly more favorable 
terms to the Debtors than either the committed backstop financing or other equity financing at 
the 13.5x threshold valuation alone. This additional liquidity provided by the Proposed 
Transaction would not be subject to market fluctuations between now and the effective date of 
the Plan, thereby providing for an attractive source of funding for the Debtors without pricing 
risk.  
 
Furthermore, the Proposed Transaction could assist the Debtors in structuring a more tax 
efficient transaction. The Plan is structured to preserve the value of the Debtors’ net operating 
losses (“NOLs”). The Proposed Transaction could reduce the risk of any change of control under 
Internal Revenue Code section 382 by reducing the equity required to be raised from new 
stockholders.  At the same time, a substantial portion of any taxable gain realized by PG&E 
upon the sale to the City of the distribution and transmission assets may be offset with such 
losses, thereby resulting in no material income tax liability to the Debtors, while accelerating 
the Debtors’ monetization of its NOLs. 
 
In addition, the City remains interested in discussing a mutually agreeable “buy down” 
arrangement with respect to applicable non-bypassable charge obligations.  A buy down of 
these obligations would represent significant additional upfront value to the Debtors that 
would be available to support the necessary funding for the Plan. 
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Timing 

The City recognizes the expedited timing embedded in the Plan necessary to achieve a 
confirmed plan by June 30, 2020 and is highly confident that the Proposed Transaction would 
align with the Debtors' proposed timetable. The City and its advisors stand ready to 
immediately engage in a process to complete due diligence, negotiations and documentation of 
the Proposed Transaction and file for California Public Utilities Commission approvals in 
connection with the approvals required for the Plan. We believe that incorporating the 
Proposed Transaction into the Plan and obtaining approvals in conso lidated regulatory filings 
represents both a workable approach and the best opportunity for a value-enhancing 
transaction that meets the aggressive timetable required for Plan confirmation by 
June 30, 2020. 

The Path Forward 

After reviewing the Plan, the City is more convinced than ever that the Proposed Transaction 
wou ld result in a mutually beneficial transaction for the Debtors and their stakeholders in the 
bankruptcy proceedings, as well as the City and its residents. We hope that the Debtors will 
make a good faith earnest effort to engage with the City as soon as possible. The San Francisco 
distribution system represents only a small portion of PG&E's service territory, but includes 
some of PG&E's oldest assets that will require substantial time and atten tion to remain in 
service reliably. The City believes the Proposed Transaction represents an opportunity for 
PG&E to refocus on the balance of its system, leaves its historical disagreements with the City in 
the past and allows the City to make the improvements and enhancements that are necessary 
to provide for safe and reliable electric service to its residents. 

Based on the timeline outlined in the Plan, there is a limited time window for the Debtors and 
the City to begin engagement to meet that aggressive timeframe. The City has exhausted the 
public information sources available to it and requires the Debtors' engagement to complete its 
due diligence and to move forward with the Proposed Transaction. We hope the Debtors will 
be able to act while the Proposed Transaction remains feasible so that we can engage in a good 
faith negotiation and implementation of a mutually beneficial transaction. 

Please reach out to Sean Elsbernd (415-554-6603), Chief of Staff to Mayor Breed, or to the 
following contacts at Jefferies LLC, the City's buy-side financial advisor: Scott Beicke (212-336-
7479), Americas Co-Head of Power, Utilities and Infrastructure, or Simon Wirecki (310-575-
5251), Western Regional Head for Municipal Finance, with any questions. 

London N. Breed 
Mayor 

errera 
ey 
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cc. All members Board of Supervisors 
All SFPUC Commissioners 
Harlan L. Kelly Jr., SFPUC General Manager 
Ben Rosenfield, City Controller 
Scott Beicke, Jefferies Americas Co-Head of Power, Utilities and Infrastructure 
Simon Wirecki, Jefferies Western Regional Head for Municipal Finance 
 
Jason Wells, PG&E Corporation Chief Financial Officer 
Janet Loduca, PG&E Corporation Senior Vice President and General Counsel 
 

This letter represents a general statement of the City’s interest in the Proposed Transaction and does not create 
any legally binding obligations on the City or any of its officials, representatives, agencies, political subdivisions, 
affiliates or their respective advisors.  Unless and until the parties have, among other things, completed 
comprehensive due diligence, negotiated definitive transaction documentation for the Proposed Transaction, 
obtained necessary internal approvals, executed definitive transaction documentation for the Proposed 
Transaction and obtained a bankruptcy court order authorizing the Proposed Transaction, neither the City nor the 
Debtors shall be under any legal obligation of any kind whatsoever as to the Proposed Transaction by virtue of this 
letter.  The City does not commit to any definite course of action as to the Proposed Transaction prior to 
completing any required California Environmental Quality Act compliance. 
 



From: Reports, Controller (CON)
To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS-Supervisors; Elsbernd, Sean (MYR);

Fay, Abigail (MYR); Bruss, Andrea (MYR); Philhour, Marjan (MYR); Power, Andres (MYR); Kirkpatrick, Kelly
(MYR); Valdez, Marie (DPA); Cretan, Jeff (MYR); Lynch, Andy (MYR); Karunaratne, Kanishka (MYR);
alubos@sftc.org; pkilkenny@sftc.org; Rose, Harvey (BUD); Goncher, Dan (BUD); Campbell, Severin (BUD); Docs,
SF (LIB); CON-EVERYONE; MYR-ALL Department Heads; CON-Finance Officers

Cc: Maimoni, Andy (ADM); Combs, Simone (CHF); Zighera, Theresa (CFC); Liu, Christine (DPH); Duffy, Sarah (CHF);
Heller, Nereida (HSA); Bidot, Alexandra (DPW); Hom, Nancy (PUC); Perl, Charles (PUC); Emerson, Taylor (REC);
McClure, Randle (LIB); McGuire, Catherine (POL); Cunningham, Jason (POL); Ford, Steve (POL); Fox, Travis
(MTA); Sue, Candace (MTA); Smith, Susie (HSA); Kelly, Dan (HSA); Yanga, Teresa; Locher, Sarah (HOM);
Kositsky, Jeff (HOM); Lally, Jason (ADM); Valenta, Blake (ADM); Meyers, Natalie (TIS); Canellakis, Krista (TIS);
tips@missionlocal.com; ljohnson@sfchronicle.com; hknight@sfchronicle.com; tthadani@sfchronicle.com;
dfracassa@sfchronicle.com; joe@sfmediaco.com; nchavez@sfmediaco.com; adam.brinklow@curbed.com;
pshuler@kqed.org

Subject: Issued: 2019 City Survey District Dashboards: See How Services Are Rated in Your District
Date: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 2:05:16 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Today the Controller’s Office is releasing District dashboards on the City Survey website.
These dashboards show trends across Supervisor Districts and over time.

The dashboards are part of an ongoing effort to provide resources that help decision
makers and policy makers improve the performance of local government in San Francisco.

The City Survey is a biennial citywide survey that gathers San Francisco residents’
perceptions on quality of life (e.g. public safety and homelessness) and measures opinions
on the public services they experience every day, like streets, parks, Muni, and libraries.

Visit sfgov.org/citysurvey/district-comparisons to learn more.

This is a send-only email address.

For questions about the dashboard, please contact Glynis.L.Startz@sfgov.org

Follow us on Twitter @SFController. To subscribe to our reports, go here.
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For more information, please contact: 
 
CitySurvey@sfgov.org   

Or visit: 
 
http://www.sfgov.org/citysurvey  
 
http://www.sfcontroller.org 

 
@sfcontroller 

 

  

About City Performance 

The City Services Auditor (CSA) was created in the Office of the Controller through an 
amendment to the San Francisco City Charter that was approved by voters in 
November 2003. Within CSA, City Performance ensures the City’s financial integrity and 
promotes efficient, effective, and accountable government.  

City Performance Goals: 

• City departments make transparent, data-driven decisions in policy development 
and operational management.  

• City departments align programming with resources for greater efficiency and 
impact. 

• City departments have the tools they need to innovate, test, and learn.    

mailto:CitySurvey@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/citysurvey
http://www.sfcontroller.org/
https://twitter.com/SFCityScorecard
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Executive Summary 
 
Every two years, the City and County of San Francisco surveys its residents to objectively assess 
their use of and satisfaction with various city services. The 2019 City Survey is the 17th survey 
conducted.  

Corey, Canapary, & Galanis administered the survey to a random sample of 2,218 San Francisco 
residents. This report, developed by the City Performance Unit of the Controller’s Office, reviews 
the results and key findings of the research. Visit www.sfgov.org/citysurvey to access additional City 
Survey content including interactive graphs and the full data set of survey responses.  

RATINGS 

GOVERNMENT   B-  B-  --  

LIBRARIES   A-  B+   

PARKS   B+  B  

SAFETY   B  B -- 

TRANSPORTATION   C+  B-  

INFRASTRUCTURE   B-  B  

311 SERVICES   B+  B  

   2019 2017 change 

The grades for Libraries, Parks, and 311 Services each increased by half a grade from the previous 
survey in 2017 (e.g., from a “B” to a “B+”), while Transportation and Infrastructure each decreased 
by half a grade, and Government and Safety remained the same.  

The library system continues to improve and earn the highest ratings among City services, 
receiving an “A-“ from respondents with over 50% rating an “A”. Muni continues to receive the 
lowest ratings in the 2019 survey, dropping from a “B-“ to a “C+”, with only 40% rating it an “A” or 
“B”, and over 20% rating it a “D” or “F”.  

 

http://www.sfgov.org/citysurvey
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On average, City service ratings have changed very little since 2017 

The percent of respondents rating individual service attributes an 
“A” or “B” changed by an average of only four percentage-points 
between 2017 and 2019. Over two-thirds of ratings changed by 
less than five percentage-points. The quality of fields and courts 
for the Parks system represents the largest improvement, 
increasing by nine percentage-points. The largest decrease was 
19 percentage-points in the overall Muni rating.  

Park attributes have seen some of the 
largest increases from 2017, with four of 
the five largest improvements. All Library 
ratings increased, though there is 
significant variation in the extent of these 
changes, with collections and online 
services seeing the largest growth and 
internet access the smallest. 

All safety attributes changed by just two 
percentage-points or less. This is 
expected as the overall Safety grade 
remains the same since 2017. Although 
the overall Government grade also 
remains the same it has seen a larger 
decrease in the percent of respondents 
rating it an “A” or “B” than most 
attributes.  

The rating for 311 increased by a half-
grade in 2019, even though the percent 
of respondents rating it an “A” or “B” 
actually decreased slightly between 2017 
and 2019.  

The overall Muni rating has seen the 
largest decrease and most individual 
Muni attributes have lower ratings. 
Though, many of those decreases were 
quite small. Infrastructure changes were 
split between utilities which have 
increased, and streets and sidewalks 
which have decreased.  

A- Respondents rate 
the Library the highest 
grade of any government 
service since the City 
Survey began in 1996. 

Muni Overall
Street & sidewalk cleanliness
Government Overall
Conditions of sidewalks & curbs
Muni frequency or reliability
Infrastructure Overall
Safety on Muni
311 Overall
Muni cleanliness
Managing crowding on Muni

Park cleanliness
Libraries Overall

Safety at night
Library internet access
Safety during the day

Safety Overall
Condition of street pavement

Quality of water services
Library assistance from staff

Parks Overall
Online library services

Muni courtesy of drivers
Library collections

Reliability of sewer services
Quality of landscaping in parks

Quality of schools
Quality of recreation programs

Condition of park buildings
Quality of fields & courts at parks

-20 -10 0 10 20

Percentage-point difference in ratings of "A" and "B" 
from 2017 to 2019
Some ratings existed only in 2017 (streetlights, cleanliness of 
branch libraries, and cleanliness of Main Library) while others 
existed only in 2019 (overall library cleanliness, and quality of 
library programming). These do not appear in the above graphic. 
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Demographic characteristics of the survey population 
 
The City Survey is conducted using a 
random sample of San Francisco residents 
to be as representative as possible of the 
City as a whole. See Appendix A for more 
detail. This report aims to explore 
differences across race/ethnicity, gender, 
age, income, geography, and education 
levels, as well as the intersections of these 
characteristics. Twenty-eight percent of 
City Survey respondents report having a 
dependent under 18. The Child and Family 
Survey, found on the City Survey website, 
contains more in-depth information about 
families.  
  

 
There are not major differences in ratings of 
government services between respondents 
who identify as LGBTQ+ and those who do 
not. Respondents who report a physical 
disability rate a number of government 
services lower, including Government overall, 
Infrastructure, and Safety. Respondents with a 
physical disability are also more likely to be 
low-income and over 55 years old than 
respondents who do not report one.  

12% identify as 
LGBTQ+. 

17% have lived 
in the City for under 
six years. 

12% report a 
physical disability. 

29% have lived 
in the City for over 30 
years. 

25%
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55%
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80%

$50,000 or
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$50,001 to
$100,000

$100,001 and
over

Percent of respondents by income
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Key themes across the survey 

Several trends in respondent ratings of government services 
stand out across the survey. Black/African American respondents 
on average rate government services lower than White 
respondents, and often lower than other racial/ethnic groups like 
Asian or Pacific Islander (API) and Hispanic/Latinx respondents. 
This trend is particularly clear in ratings for overall Government, 
Libraries, Parks, Transportation, and Infrastructure. The only 
service areas where Black/African American respondents are not 
among the racial/ethnic groups giving the lowest ratings are 311 
and Safety.  

Low-income respondents 
(defined as respondents making 
$50,000 or less per year) rate 

some services higher than middle- or high-income respondents 
($50,001 to $100,000 and over $100,000 per year, respectively). This 
is true of overall Government, Transportation, and 311 (users of 311 
only). Income differences are not apparent in Library or 
Infrastructure ratings. A digital divide is visible across income 
groups. Low-income respondents are less likely to have heard of 311 
and less likely to have used online services at libraries. A similar 
pattern is visible for Hispanic/Latinx respondents in comparison to 
other racial/ethnic groups.  

Older respondents and respondents who have lived in the City for longer often rate government 
services lower than younger respondents or those who have moved to San Francisco more 

recently. This is particularly true of overall 
Government, Infrastructure, and Parks. In some 
cases these trends change with other 
characteristics of those respondents, such as 
income.  

Respondents in the Southeast of the City 
continue to rate government services the lowest 
in general. There are no consistent geographic 
trends in changes to service ratings between 
2017 and 2019. In some service areas the 
Southeast, District 10 (Bayview/Hunters Point) in 
particular, reports more positive movement than 
other areas of the City. These increases are most 
pronounced in the overall Park and Safety 
ratings.  

 

Asian/Pacific Islander (B)

Black/African American (B-)

Hispanic/Latinx (B)

Other (B)

White (B)

B

B+

B

B-

Average rating by race/ethnicity 

 

63% of low-
income respondents 
have heard of 311 and 
28% used online library 
services, compared to 
over 75% of middle- and 
high-income ones who 
heard of 311 and 40% 
who used online library 
services.  

  
           

D1 
 73% 

D4 
68% 

D7 
71% 

D2 
65% 

D3 
60% 

D5 
66% 

D8 
67% 

D6 
59% 

D10 
59% 

D11 
64% 

D9 
63% 

0% Rating “A” or “B”                100% Rating “A” or “B” 

Average percent ratings of “A” or “B” 
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Survey respondents were asked in 2017 and 2019 to name the most important issues facing the 
City. In 2019, respondents were also asked whether three frequently noted issues from 2017—    
homelessness, infrastructure, and public safety—had gotten better, worse, or stayed the same.  

Homelessness remains the top issue among respondents, and three-
quarters believe it has gotten worse  

When asked what they believe the top issues facing San 
Francisco are, 53% of respondents cite homelessness. In 
addition, 27% mention housing and 16% cost of living or 
displacement. 

Seventy-five percent of survey respondents say they believe 
homelessness has gotten worse in the past two years, while 
only 8% believe it has gotten better and 17% believe it has 
stayed the same.  

 

A quarter of respondents cite infrastructure as a top issue and over 
half believe street cleanliness has declined 

Twenty-three percent of respondents cite infrastructure as 
a top issue in the City. Nine percent specifically state that 
the City is too dirty or there is too much trash on the 
streets and sidewalks, while 7% reference bodily fluids on 
the sidewalks or in the streets.  

Fifty-seven percent of survey respondents say they believe 
street cleanliness has gotten worse in the past two years. 
Eighteen percent believe it has gotten better and 25% 
believe it has stayed the same.  

One-fifth of respondents cite law enforcement and safety as a top 
issue, while just under half believe public safety has gotten worse  

Twenty-one percent of respondents cite safety and law 
enforcement in general as a top issue for the City. Of those, 
the most commonly mentioned issue was open drug 
dealing or use, with almost 10% of respondents mentioning 
it. In addition, 7% cite feeling unsafe or too much crime, 
while 6% cite petty crime such as bike theft or car break-ins, 
and feelings that the incidents were not adequately 
addressed by police. 
 
Forty-five percent of respondents say public safety has 
gotten worse in the past two years, while 21% say it has  
gotten better and 34% believe it has stayed the same.  

53%

23%

21%

Cite as a 
top issue 

Believe it has gotten worse 

Cite as a 
top issue 

Believe it has gotten worse 

Cite as a 
top issue 

Believe it has gotten worse 
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Government 
 

The percent of respondents rating government A or B falls below 50% 
for the first time since 2011 

 

Respondent ratings of local government overall remain a “B-“, 
the same grade since 2013, but have dropped within that 
grade. The percent of respondents rating government an “A” 
or “B” declined from a high of 57% in 2015 to 49% in 2019.   

Black/African American respondents rate 
government the lowest, Hispanic/Latinx 
respondents rate it the highest 

Thirty-four percent of Black/African American respondents rate local government an “A” or “B”, 
compared to 58% of Hispanic/Latinx respondents. Low-income respondents rate government 
more positively than higher income ones.  

 

53%

34%

58%

45% 48%

56%
51%

47%

0%

20%

40%

60%

Asian/Pacific
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Hispanic/Latinx Other White $50,000 or less $50,001 to
$100,000

$100,001 and
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Percent rating overall Government "A" or "B" by race/ethnicity and income

B- 

41% of respondents 
living in the City for longer 
than 20 years rate 
government an “A” or “B”, 
over 10 percentage-points 
lower than other groups. 

C+ C+ B-
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Local Government
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Homelessness and housing continue to be leading issues  

Survey respondents were asked to name 
the most important issues facing the 
City. More than half of respondents cite 
homelessness as a top issue (53%), up 
from 33% of respondents in 2017. 
Housing remains the second most cited 
issue, with similar ratings across survey 
years (31% in 2017 and 27% in 2019). 
Other issues commonly reported by 
respondents include infrastructure and 
cleanliness, concerns about public safety, 
and cost of living and displacement.  

Most respondents believe major issues from 2017 have gotten worse 

In 2019, respondents were asked 
whether three frequently noted issues 
from 2017 had gotten better or worse. 
Only 8% of respondents believe 
homelessness has improved since 2017, 
while 75% believe it has gotten worse. 
Younger and lower income 
respondents are slightly less likely to 
say homelessness has gotten worse.  

Black/African American respondents 
are more likely to say street cleanliness 

has gotten worse (70%) than respondents of other races/ethnicities (48% API, 52% Hispanic/Latinx, 
and 60% White). There are no clear patterns of responses across supervisorial districts. Low-income 
respondents are significantly less likely to say street cleanliness has gotten worse in the past two 
years than higher income ones.  

Thirty-two percent of low-income respondents say public safety has gotten better over the past 
two years compared to only 16% of high-income respondents. Hispanic/Latinx respondents are 
most likely to say public safety has improved, while White and API respondents are least likely to.  

Long-term respondents report worsening conditions 

Respondents living in San Francisco for longer are more likely to say that public safety, street 
cleanliness, and homelessness have gotten worse. In particular, those who have lived in the City 
more than five years are almost 15 percentage-points more likely to say homelessness has gotten 
worse than those who have lived in the City for five years or less. Similarly, respondents who have 
lived in the City for more than five years are 12 percentage-points more likely to say public safety 
and street cleanliness have gotten worse.   

6%

6%

16%

21%

23%

27%

53%
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Libraries 
 

Library ratings reach an all-time high, with the highest grade of any 
service since the first City Survey in 1996 

Respondent ratings for the Library overall increase 
from a “B+” to an “A-“, the highest of all survey 
years. All library attributes received the highest 
ratings in City Survey history. New questions about 
library programming and condition were added to 
the survey in 2019, with 89% and 84% of 
respondents rating an “A” or “B”, respectively.  

Respondents across income levels rate the library similarly, though use 
varies slightly   

Approximately 90% of respondents rate the library 
an “A” or “B” across the income spectrum, but 
usage patterns differ. Low-income respondents 
are slightly more likely to be frequent users (one 
or more times a month) of any library service, and 
are more likely to have used the Main Library 
(located in District 6) in the past year. They are less 
likely, however, to have used online services than 
middle- or high-income respondents.  

 

 

A- Online services  

 

A- 
Collection of books, DVDs, 
CDs, etc. 

A- Assistance from library staff 

B+ Internet access 

B+ Condition of the library 

B+ Quality of library programs, 
classes & events 

               markers show max and min values 

B

A-

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019

Library Overall

93% of respondents rate 
assistance from library staff an “A” or “B”, 
the highest of the survey. The library 
received four of the top five highest 
ratings from the 2019 City Survey.  

76% of respondents with children 
visited a branch library in the past year. 
Respondents with children are almost 
twice as likely to be frequent library 
users than those without.  

A- 
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Hispanic/Latinx and White respondents rate libraries higher than 
Black/African American and API respondents  

Hispanic/Latinx respondents give the Library overall the highest rating, with 94% rating an “A” or 
“B”. Black/African American respondents rate the library the lowest, but saw the greatest increase 
between 2017 to 2019, going from 81% to 87% rating the Library overall an “A” or “B”.   

 
Main Library and online services usage vary by race/ethnicity  

The likelihood of being a frequent library user (at least once a month) overall and of the branch 
libraries is about equal across race/ethnicity. Usage patterns differ across the Main Library and 
online services. Black/African American respondents are most likely to have used the Main Library 
in the past year (54%), while White respondents and those identifying as other race/ethnicity 
(includes those identifying as more than one race) are most likely to have used online services 
(40%). Hispanic/Latinx respondents are least likely to have used online services (21%).  
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Parks 
 

All park ratings climb steadily  

B+ 
  Quality of landscaping 
  & plantings 

 

 

B+ 
  Condition of recreation 
  centers & clubhouses 

B+ 
  Quality of recreation  
  programs & activities 

B 
  Quality of athletic fields 
  & courts 

B   Cleanliness 

               markers show max and min values 

The overall grade for City parks increased from a “B” in 2017 to a “B+” in 2019. Overall, respondents 
rating City parks an “A” or “B” keep ticking up, with 79% in 2019 compared to only 64% in 2011.  

Four of the five park attributes increased from 2017; only park cleanliness remains essentially 
unchanged. In 2011, the first year the City Survey asked about the quality of fields and courts and 
the quality of programming, 58% and 60% of respondents rated them an “A” or “B”, respectively. In 
2019, those ratings are up to 76% and 86%. 

The Southeast continues to have the lowest parks ratings in the City 

The Eastern and Southern parts of the City, 
Districts 6 (SOMA/Treasure Island), 10 
(Bayview/Hunters Point), and 11 (Excelsior/ 
Ocean View) have the lowest park ratings in 
the City, though District 10 has improved from 
2017 (73% rating an “A” or “B” in 2019, up 
from 59% in 2017). It has seen large increases 
across every attribute, while District 11 has 
larger than average increases in ratings for 
the quality of landscaping and the quality of 
fields and courts but decreases in quality of 
programming and the condition of recreation 
center buildings. The northwest of the City 
generally has the highest park ratings in 2019, 
with at least 80% of respondents living in 
Districts 1 (Richmond), 4 (Sunset), 5 
(Haight/Western Addition), and 8 (Castro/Noe   
Valley) giving parks an “A” or “B” rating.   

B-

B+

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019

Parks Overall

B+ 

  
         Percent rating Parks overall an “A” or “B” 
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Black/African American respondents rate parks the lowest  

Sixty-five percent of Black/African American respondents rate parks an “A” or “B”, compared to 
82% of White respondents, 80% of API respondents, and 74% of Hispanic/Latinx respondents. 
Black/African American and Hispanic/Latinx women rate parks much lower than women of other 
racial/ethnic groups and men of the same race/ethnicity.  

 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Black/African 

American 
Hispanic/ 

Latinx Other White 

Female 78% 55% 65% 71% 82% 

Male 81% 74% 83% 76% 83% 

 Percent rating Parks overall an "A" or "B" by race/ethnicity and gender 

Frequent park users with children give parks the highest rating  

Respondents who report using parks at least once a month (frequent 
users) are more likely to rate parks an “A” or “B” (80%) than those who 
use the parks less often (72%). Frequent users with children rate parks 
marginally higher (81%) than those without (80%), but much higher 
than parents or guardians who are not frequent park users (67%).  

Nearly half (48%) of respondents report using parks at least once a 
week, while just 6% do not report visiting one in the past year. 

 

 

63%  
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children report 
using a park at least 
once a week. 
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Safety 
 

Feelings of safety rise after a slight reduction in 2017 

B+ Safety during the day 
 

 

  

B- Safety at night 

               markers show max and min values 

Most respondents (85%) report feeling safe or very safe walking alone in their neighborhood 
during the day, while just over half (53%) report feeling safe or very safe walking alone in their 
neighborhood at night. Both feelings of safety during the day and at night have improved after 
decreasing slightly in 2017, when the percentage of respondents who felt safe or very safe was 82% 
and 51%, respectively. These increases are not large enough to change letter grades.  

Hispanic/Latinx women report the lowest ratings of safety 

Gender continues to be a key factor in feelings of safety. Sixty-one percent of male respondents 
report feeling safe or very safe at night; only 44% of female respondents report the same. This 
trend holds across all racial/ethnic groups, except for feelings of safety during the day for those 
identifying as other race/ethnicity or White. Hispanic/Latinx women report the lowest ratings of 
safety during the day and at night, while White men report the highest ratings of safety compared 
to all other groups. White respondents have no gender differences in safety during the day, but 
similar gaps at night.  

 Female Male   Female Male 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 73% 85% 
 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 37% 55% 

Black/African 
American 79% 87% 
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Feelings of safety vary by both income and race/ethnicity 

With the exception of Black/African American respondents, high-income respondents of most 
racial/ethnic groups report feeling safer during the night than lower income respondents. 
Black/African Americans rate feeling the least safe at night among middle-income respondents, but 
the safest of all races/ethnicities when looking at respondents making $50,000 or less per year.  

 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Black/African 

American 
Hispanic/ 

Latinx Other White 

$50,000 or less 39% 61% 41% 45% 49% 

$50,001 to $100,000 42% 39% 42% 45% 63% 

$100,001 and over 54% 56% 47% 51% 59% 

 Percent feeling safe at night by race/ethnicity and income 

Respondents from District 10 are least likely to feel safe walking alone 
in their neighborhood during the day and at night 

Feelings of safety during the day have increased across most districts since 2017. Respondents from 
District 7 (Twin Peaks/Lake Merced) are most likely to feel safe or very safe walking alone in their 
neighborhoods both during the day (95%) and at night (72%). While respondents from District 10 
(Bayview/Hunters Point) have the lowest ratings of safety, the district has seen improvements since 
2017, with 70% reporting feeling safe or very safe during the day, up from 62% in 2017.  
 

When looking at feelings of safety at night, more than half of districts saw decreases in feelings of 
safety at night, with the largest decrease in District 4 (Sunset); 65% of District 4 respondents feel 
safe or very safe alone in their neighborhood at night, down from 79% in 2017.   
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Transportation 
 

Muni ratings sink to 2013 levels from a B- to a C+ 

B   Courtesy of drivers  

 

B-   Safety 

C+   Frequency or reliability 

C+   Cleanliness 

C   Managing crowding 

               markers show max and min values 

Forty-percent of respondents rate Muni an “A” or “B” in 2019, down from a high of 59% in 2017. 
Respondent ratings of the courtesy of drivers remains the highest rated of Muni attributes, and the 
only to increase from 2017. Of all ratings in the 2019 City Survey, Muni’s ability to manage crowding 
receives the lowest rating, a C average, with only 33% rating it an “A” or “B”.  

Low-income and older respondents rate Muni the highest 

Low-income respondents rate Muni higher than 
middle- or high-income respondents. Fifty-two 
percent of low-income respondents give Muni an “A” 
or “B” rating in comparison to 34% of respondents 
making over $100,000 per year.  

Respondents over 55 are also 
more likely to rate Muni an “A” 
or “B” than those in younger 
age groups, a trend which holds 
across income groups. There 
are several factors that could be 
causing this. Older respondents 
are more likely to be low-
income, a group that rates Muni higher.  
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Frequent public transit users are most likely to be low-income women 

Fifty-eight percent of respondents report frequent use 
(at least once a week) of public transportation (includes 
Muni and BART). Those who use public transportation 
frequently varies by race/ethnicity and gender, with 

Hispanic/Latinx and API 
women respondents 
most likely to report 
using public transit 
(65% and 66%), while 
Black/African American 
men are least likely (42%). Frequent public transit use is fairly 
similar across income and gender groups, except for low-income 
women who are most likely to use Muni (68%). 

Use of Lyft and Uber continue to increase as Taxi use declines 

Since 2015, the percentage of 
respondents reporting use of a 
ridesharing company like Lyft or Uber 
in the past year rose from 35% to 75%. 
Conversely, taxi use dropped from 
45% in 2015 to 26% in 2019. Only 12% 
of respondents under the age of 35 
report using a taxi in the past 12 
months, while 35% of respondents 
over 55 have. White respondents are 
the most likely to have used Lyft or 
Uber and to have used a taxi.  

Walking and public transit are the most common transit methods 

Seventy-five percent or more respondents report walking, using public transit, driving alone, or 
using a ridesharing company in the past year, while about a quarter of respondents report using 
other transit options.  
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Percent frequent public transit 
users by income and gender 

13% of Black/African 
American and Hispanic/ 
Latinx women felt “Very 
Unsafe” on Muni compared 
to 3% of women of other 
races/ethnicities. 
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Infrastructure 
 

Street conditions and street and sidewalk cleanliness both drop from a 
B- to a C+ 

A- Quality of water services  

 

B+ 
Reliability of sewer 
services 

B- 
Condition of sidewalk 
pavement & curb ramps 

C+ 
Cleanliness of streets & 
sidewalks 

C+ 
Condition of street 
pavement 

               markers show max and min values 

Ratings of overall Infrastructure decreased slightly from an overall rating of a “B” in 2017 to a “B-“ in 
2019. Quality of water services is the only infrastructure attribute with a letter grade improvement 
from a “B+” in 2017 to a “A-“ in 2019. Across attributes, respondents rate the quality of water 
services the highest (87% rating an “A” or “B”) and street and sidewalk cleanliness the lowest (45% 
rating an “A” or B”). 

Black/African American respondents and long-time San Franciscans 
are least satisfied with City infrastructure 

Infrastructure ratings vary by race/ethnicity, with different groups rating each attribute the most 
favorably. Black/African American respondents are least likely to rate all measures of infrastructure 
an “A” or “B”. The biggest gap in satisfaction based on length of time living in San Francisco is in 
ratings of reliability of sewer services: respondents who have lived in San Francisco for longer than 
20 years are less likely to rate sewer services an “A” or “B” (72%) compared to those who have lived 
in San Francisco for five years or less (89%).  
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Respondents with lower incomes are more satisfied with street and 
sidewalk cleanliness but less satisfied with water and sewer services 

Respondents with incomes of $100,000 or less per year are more likely to provide the highest 
ratings for cleanliness of neighborhood streets and sidewalks and condition of street pavement, 
than respondents with higher incomes. However, the opposite is true for ratings of quality of water 
services and reliability of sewer services. 

 
Quality of 

water services 
Reliability of 

sewer services 

Condition of 
sidewalks & 

curbs 

Condition of 
street 

pavement 

Cleanliness of 
streets & 
sidewalks 

$50,000 or less 81% 71% 58% 49% 49% 

$50,001 to $100,000 84% 77% 59% 49% 47% 

$100,001 and over 93% 85% 58% 41% 39% 

 Percent rating infrastructure attributes an "A" or "B" by income 

 
Respondent ratings of cleanliness of neighborhood streets and 
sidewalks decline in most districts  

Respondents living in District 7 (Twin Peaks/Lake Merced) are most likely to rate Infrastructure 
overall as an “A” or “B” (82%), compared to just 57% of District 10 (Bayview/Hunter’s Point) 
respondents. Though, there is substantial variation in satisfaction across districts depending on the 
attribute. While District 3 (North Beach/Chinatown) has the highest percentage of respondents 
rating water service quality as an “A” or “B” (92%), the same respondents rate the sewer service 
reliability among the lowest (74%). Satisfaction with cleanliness of streets and sidewalks declined in 
nearly two-thirds of districts. District 3 and District 9 (Mission/Bernal Heights) had the largest 
reduction in respondents rating cleanliness of neighborhood streets and sidewalks an “A” or “B”. 
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311 Services 
 

Ratings of 311 experiences are almost identical to 2017 levels 

Overall ratings of 311 experiences improved 
from a “B” in 2017 to a “B+” in 2019, with 
74% of respondents who used 311 rating 
their experience an “A” or “B”. Seventy-two 
percent of respondents report having heard 
of 311, the City’s customer service phone 
number and website for information on 
City services. Among those who had heard 
of 311, about half used 311 services in the 
past year.  

Respondents living in the City more than five years are most likely to 
have heard of 311 

                                                                                                            
Respondents who are longer-term residents are more likely to have heard of 311 than respondents 
who have been living in San Francisco for five years or less. Among respondents who have been 
living in San Francisco for more than five years, Black/African Americans are the most likely to have 
heard of 311 compared to other racial/ethnic groups. Respondents under 35 years of age are also 
the least likely age group to have heard of 311, with less than two-thirds having heard of it.  

Respondents identifying as other race/ethnicity are most likely to use 
311, but are least satisfied with 311 services 

Among respondents who have heard of 311, those in the other race/ethnicity category (58%) or 
Black/African American (57%) are most likely to have used 311 in the past year. API respondents are 
least likely to have used 311 in the past year (42%), and one of the least likely racial/ethnic groups 
to rate their 311 experience an “A” or “B” (71%). Respondents who say they are considering leaving 
San Francisco within three years are marginally less likely to have used 311 in the past year, and 
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they rate their experiences using 311 an “A” or “B” noticeably lower (69%) than respondents who 
are less likely to leave San Francisco (77%). 

 

Awareness, use, and ratings of 311 services varies widely by district 

Respondents living in District 8 (Castro/Noe Valley) are most likely to have heard of 311 services 
(85%), whereas District 6 (SOMA/Treasure Island) respondents are least likely to have heard of 311 
(65%). Among all respondents that are aware of the 311 phone number or website, those living in 
the Southern and Eastern parts of the City are most likely to have used 311 in the past year. 
Respondents living in District 7 (Twin Peaks/Lake Merced) report the most favorable experiences 
with 311, with 85% of respondents rating their experience using 311 an “A” or “B”. In contrast, 
respondents from District 6 are least likely to rate their experiences using 311 an “A” or “B” (65%), 
even though they are least likely to have heard of 311. Compared to 2017, more than half of the 
supervisorial districts saw a drop in respondents rating their 311 experiences an “A” or “B”, with 
District 9 (Mission/Bernal Heights) reporting the largest decrease (82% to 72%).   
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Appendices 
APPENDIX A: METHODOLOGY 
From November 2018 through February 2019, Corey, Canapary & Galanis (CC&G) conducted the 
16th City Survey, a citywide random sample survey of San Francisco residents that aims to assess 
use of and satisfaction with various City services.  

CC&G completed surveys with 2,218 San Francisco residents. This sample size is associated with a 
margin of error of ±2.08 percent at a 95% confidence level. Respondents were contacted by phone 
and given the option to complete the survey by phone or online.1 Surveys were offered in English, 
Cantonese, Mandarin, Spanish, and Tagalog.2  

Some statistically significant changes in results may be due to a change in survey methodology. 
Before 2015, the City Survey was administered by mail, but has since been delivered by phone with 
an online option. This methodology change resulted in a more representative sample of San 
Francisco residents.  

The 2019 City Survey findings summarize resident satisfaction with City services using a letter grade 
system. The grade associated with each City service in this report was developed by averaging 
responses to create a mean score using a five-point grading scale (“A+” equals five points and “F” 
equals one point). The table below details how these mean scores translate into the letter grades 
presented in the survey results.  

Numeric to Letter Grades 
Letter 
Grade 

Lower 
Mean 

Upper 
Mean 

A+ 5.00 5.00 
A 4.67 4.99 
A- 4.33 4.66 
B+ 4.00 4.32 
B+ 3.67 3.99 
B- 3.33 3.66 
C+ 3.00 3.32 
C 2.67 2.99 
C- 2.33 2.66 
D+ 2.00 2.32 
D 1.67 1.99 
D- 1.33 1.66 
F 1.00 1.32 

                                                 

1 Similar to the 2017 City Survey, a small number of respondents (eight) completed the survey online.  
2 The majority of respondents completed the survey in English, while 218 respondents chose to complete the survey in a 
language other than English.  
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How well do the respondents represent San Franciscans? 

One of the key reasons for departing from previous City Survey methodologies in 2015 was to 
reach a broader cross-section of San Francisco residents. This was largely successful, and thus the 
weighting applied to the 2019 survey results is considerably less complex than in some previous 
City Survey studies.  

As in previous City Surveys, weighting decisions are made based on how closely the results match 
the distribution of San Francisco residents overall. After comparing demographic results from the 
2019 survey with the 2017 American Community Survey (ACS US Census), CC&G weighted the data 
on age and gender. The tables below show comparisons of the age and gender breakdowns 
between ACS US Census data, the unweighted 2019 City Survey data, and the weighted 2019 City 
Survey data. Weights are used only for reporting on the entire survey sample because the 
population distribution may not hold within each sub-group analyzed. For instance, it is unknown 
whether the age distribution of the entire population of San Francisco holds across all racial and 
ethnic groups.  

City Survey vs US Census  

Age Group US Census Data 
Unweighted 

2019 City Survey 
Weighted 2019 

City Survey 
18-24 8.7% 4.1% 8.7% 
25-34 26.6% 20.6% 26.6% 
35-44 18.3% 23.2% 18.3% 
45-54 15.6% 19.6% 15.5% 
55-59 6.9% 7.2% 6.9% 
60-64 6.8% 6.6% 6.8% 
65+ 17.2% 16.8% 17.2% 
Gender    
Male 50.7% 54.2% 50.6% 
Female 49.3% 45.5% 49.1% 
Other - <1.0% 0.3% 

Another demographic attribute that was considered for weighting, but not used, was 
race/ethnicity. ACS US Census collects race and ethnicity information separately, whereas City 
Survey collects race/ethnicity together as a single response. Consequently, applying ACS ethnicity 
weights were considered a less reliable source than the age and gender weights that were 
ultimately applied. 

City Survey vs US Census Race/Ethnicity 
Race/Ethnicity US Census Data Unweighted 2019 City Survey 
Asian/Pacific Islander 34.2% 22.2% 
Black/African American 5.1% 5.3% 
Hispanic/Latinx 15.3% 12.3% 
Other 4.5% 8.8% 
White 40.8% 51.4% 
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Interpreting the results: sample sizes 

For reporting purposes, statistical methods are used to determine whether differences in opinion 
across groups observed in the sample represent real differences in opinion within the population of 
San Franciscans. When a statistically significant difference between groups is large enough, 
compared to the difference that sampling error alone might produce, then it is likely it represents a 
difference in the population of San Franciscans. 

The table below shows typical sample sizes in the City Survey and their resulting margin of error. 
All margins of error are at the 95 percent confidence level. 

Margin of Error by Sample Size 
Sample Description and Size Margin of Error 
All respondents (2,218) +/-  2.08 percent 
Parents (617) +/-  3.94 percent 
Large sub-group (250) +/-  6.20 percent 
Medium sub-group (100) +/-  9.80 percent 
Small sub-group (50) +/- 13.86 percent 

For example, assume 60% of parents indicate that they have visited a park in San Francisco. If this 
survey was repeated multiple times it would be expected that 95% of the time between 56% and 
64% of San Francisco parents would say that they visit a City park. The margin of error is larger for 
sub-groups of the total sample. Generally, using sub-groups with a sample size of 50 or more 
respondents is advisable for reporting purposes. The higher the sample size, the more confidence 
one can have in the percentage which is reported. 

Telephone survey response rates 

The 2019 City Survey was conducted by random telephone sample of San Francisco residents aged 
18 years and older. This random sampling was primarily cell phone with some random digit dial 
(RDD) to account for those with voice-over-IP (VoIP) telephones and more traditional land line 
telephones. 

CC&G contacted 42,252 random telephone numbers which were likely to be San Francisco 
residents. Of those numbers, 5,048 were disconnects (business numbers, fax numbers, etc.), 3,314 
were respondents who were not eligible (e.g. under 18, do not live in San Francisco), 198 spoke a 
language other than English, Spanish, Cantonese, Mandarin, or Tagalog, and an additional 24,534 
respondents were not reached after multiple attempts. Each number was contacted at least two to 
three times. CC&G conducted 2,218 completed interviews with the remaining 9,158 respondents, 
for a response rate of about 24%. 
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APPENDIX B: DATA RESOURCES 

Additional Findings 

Please visit https://sfgov.org/citysurvey to view more results from the 2019 City Survey. 

Survey Questionnaire 
Please visit https://sfgov.org/citysurvey/about-city-survey to download the 2019 City Survey 
questionnaire. 

Full Data Set and Crosstabs 
Please visit https://sfgov.org/citysurvey/about-city-survey to download the complete historical City 
Survey data from 1996 to 2019. A code book contains information on each of the variables included 
in the data set.  

Crosstabs show survey responses broken down by supervisorial district and demographic 
characteristics for the 2019 City Survey.  

https://sfgov.org/citysurvey/
https://sfgov.org/citysurvey/about-city-survey
https://sfgov.org/citysurvey/about-city-survey
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

LONDON N. BREED 

MAYOR 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

All City Department Hea~ 

Mayor London N. Breed ~ 

City Attorney Dennis J. Herrer~ 
September 23, 2019 

Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 3 82-19 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

SAN FRANCISCO 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 

CITY ATIORNEY 

On September 3, 2019, the Board of Supervisors approved a resolution declaring that the 
National Rifle Association (NRA) is a domestic terrorist organization (Resolution No. 382-19; 
Board of Supervisors File No. 190841) (the "Resolution"). Consistent with ~e Mayor's regular 
practice regarding resolutions that make non-binding policy statements, she returned the 
Resolution to the Clerk of the Board without signature. In light of the recent public attention, we 
jointly issue this memorandum to explain the effect of the Resolution on the City's contracting 
policy and practice. 

The Resolution does not impose any obligations on City departments or members of the 
public. Section 2.105 of the City's Charter requires the Board of Supervisors to adopt all 

· legislative acts by ordinance. Under that Charter section, whenever the Board seeks to adopt a 
rule that .binds City departments, the Board acts by ordinance. When the Board seeks to make 
non-binding statements announcing its views on general policy matters, it may act by resolution. 
Resolutions making policy statements do not impose duties on City departments, change any of 
the City's existing laws or policies, or control City departments' exercise of discretion. 

Because the Resolution did not change City law, the City's contracting processes and 
policies have not changed and will not change as a result of the Resolution. Unless ·or until the 
Board of Supervisors enacts an ordinance imposing new requirements, no department will take 
steps to assess the relationships between City contractors and the NRA, and no department will 
take steps to restrict any contractor from doing business with the NRA or to restrict City 
contracting opportunities for any business that has any relationship with the NRA. 

Even though the Resolution did not change City law or contracting policy, we appreciate 
and take seriously the Board's thoughtful statements about the impacts of gun violence and the 
NRA leadership's role in our society. We will continue to work with Supervisors to monitor 
further legal developments in this area and as they consider possible changes. to the City's 
Municipal Code to address the epidemic of gun violence consistent with applicable federal and 
state law. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our offices. 

l DR. CARL TON B. GOOD LITT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: 12B Waiver Request (Target for Family and Children"s Services)
Date: Thursday, September 19, 2019 5:14:40 PM
Attachments: 12B Waiver Request Target 9-19-19 (FCS, CQI Unit).pdf

From: Herrador, Drake (HSA) <drake.herrador@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 12:12 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: 12B Waiver Request (Target for Family and Children's Services)

Good afternoon,

Per CMD instruction, I would like to submit the attached 12B Waiver request for Target Stores to be
added on to the next Board of Supervisors agenda.

If you require any further information, please contact me at drake.herrador@sfgov.org or 415-557-
5597.

Thank you very much,

Drake Herrador
City and County of San Francisco
Human Services Agency
Office of Contract Management
1650 Mission St, Ste 300
(415) 557-5597 (phone)
(415) 557-5679 (fax)

BOS-11
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City and County of San Francisco 

Date: September 19, 2019 

Human Services Agency 
Department of Human Services 

Department of Aging and Adult Services 
Office o( Early Care and Education 

Trent Rhorer, Executive Director 

To: Contract Monitoring Division /} 
From: John Tsutakawa, I-ISA Director ofContructs (~ 
RE: Use of vendor 

The Human Services Agency is requesting authorization to purchase 500 gift cards valued at $20 each 
(for a gift card batch totaling $10,000) from Target Stores for use as client incentives. 

These gift cards me for the Family and Children's Services' Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) 
unit. CQI conducts federally mandated Child and Family Services Reviews (CFSR), conducting 25 
reviews every quarter. The reviews involve gathering of feedback through in-person interviews from 
child welfare case participants, such as foster parents, families, children and youth. Gift card incentives 
have helped to secure interviews with participants who are otherwise reluctant to be interviewed and 
meet the Family and Children Services' case review completion goals every quurter. Gift cards will be 
issued on an as-needed basis and proper receipts for individual issuance will be kept by the CQI unit. 

In order to be effective, the incentive has to be usefol and of value to the client. Incentives needs to be 
usable for a range ofitems a client might value, such as food, clothes, and basic furniture. Incentives 
need to be accessible by clients regardless of residence throughout the city or Bay Area. 

If a card is not useablc for the client, it will not work as an incentive and will not motivate a client to 
accomplish their goals. If a client can't access the store, the incentive will not work Gill cards from 
single sites would be problematic as some clients have limited transportation or won't enter particular 
neighborhoods. 

Unfortunately, there are no app!·oved vendors that would serve the purpose as a generally accessible gift 
card that would appeal to the majority of clients. 

HSA would like to purchase gift cards from Target Corporation as this choice would provide a wide 
range of options for clients depending on their residence. HSA may request other suppliers that would 
also serve as client incentives in the future. 

Director of Contracts 
1-1 um an Services Agency 
(415) 557-6299 
.John.Tsutakawa@sfgov.org 

P.O. Box 7968, Sa11 Francisco, CA 94120·7988 • (416) 667·5000 • www.sfhsa.org 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CONTRACT MONITORING DIVISION 

$.F. ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTERS 128and148 
WAIVER REQUEST FORM 

(CMD·201) 

Send completed waiver requests to: 
CMD, 30Van Ness Avenue, Suite 200,San Francisco, CA94102or 

and.waiverrequesl@sl'gov.org 

> Section 1. CCSF Departme~!J!Jnfe~ on~G · s omp.f cl) 

Department Head S!,gAattf<(~_____:__~ 
Name of Department: Hum ervlces Agen y J 

Department Address: 1650 Mission Street, Ste. 300 

Contact Person: Joh.n Tsutakawa 
Phone Number: 415-557-6299 E-mail: john.tsutakawa@sfgov.org 

> Section 2. Contractor lnfonnation (.all fields must be completed) 

FOR CMD USE ONLY 

Request Number: 

Contractor Name: _T_a_,rg:_e_t_s_to_re_s ________________________________ _ 

Bidder/Supplier No.: 0000009968 contractorTax ID:_4_10_2_1_s1_7_o _________ _ 

Contractor Address: 6701 Parkway Cir, Brooklyn, MN 55430 

Contact Person: Brian Dorfsman Contact Phone No.: (612) 696-0411 
~~-------------

> Section 3, Transaction lnfonnation (.all fields must be completed) 

Date Warm Request Submitted: 9119/2019 Dollar Amount of Contract: $_1_0.'-0_00 _________ _ 
ContracVTransactlon Number: 0000358073 contract Name: Target Gift Cards for Continuous Quality Improvement 

ContracVTransactton Start Date: 9/27/2019 ContracVTransaction End Date: 6/30/2020 
----------~ 

> Section 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (please check all that apply) 

X Chapter 128 

__ Chapter 148 Nole: Employment and LBE subcontrecling requirements will sUll be in force even when a 148 Waiver Type A or Bis g1anled. 

> Section 5. Waiver Type (a justification must be attached; see Check List on the others/de of this form for Instructions) 

A. Sole Source 
B. Emergency (pursuantto Administrative Code §6.60 or §21.15) 

C. Public Entity 

X D. No Potential Contractors Comply....................... (Requlrncf) Copy of waiver request sent to Board of Supetvisots on; -----

E. Government Bulk Purchasing Arrangement..... (Required) Copy of waivorrequesl sent lo Boatd of Supetvisots on: 

F. Sham/Shell Entity................................................. (Requltcd) Copy of waiver request sen/ lo Board of Supetvisots on: 

__ G. Subcontracting Goals 

__ H. Local Business Enterprise (LBE) Note: For contracts in excess of $5 million; see Admin. Code §148. 7(J){2) 

128 Waiver Granted: 
128 Waiver Denied: 

CMD ACTION - For CMDIHRC Use Onlv 

148 Waiver Granted: 
148 Waiver Denied: 

Reason for Action: ____________________________________ _ 

CMDorHRCStaff: --------------------­

CMDorHRC Director: ----------------------

Date: __________ _ 

Date: _________ _ 

CMQ.201 (September 2017) "Fin· f11t1.nu1l 11.\-e u11b1.A11u11d11U!Jlf.~· w tlu\/i.J1u1 tlirtt w~! Jlflf aut/Jorfr.t:d /~1· ()V/l)!f INC t<-'nder it i111'ilfld, TI1i.s fomt ls available at hHp:lrmlraneV 



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

From: Evita Lopez
To: jefferey.Horn@sfgov.org; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Office of Cannabis (ADM);

commisions.secretary@sfgov.org
Cc: Florestore258Noestreet@gmail.com
Subject: SUPPORT of 258 Noe Street Retail Cannabis Case # 2018-002060CUA
Date: Thursday, September 19, 2019 9:18:43 AM

Dear SF Planning Department and District Supervisor Mandelman,

I am writing to ask for your yes vote on the Conditional Use request
for a cannabis retail store at 258 Noe Street scheduled for hearing on
September 19, 2019.  

My name is Evita Lopez. I live in the East Bay in Danville Ca. I know Arron and Denae
Silverman from our Local church in Danville. They are extremely kind, family oriented, are
professionals who support community and business. 
Cannabis retail at  NoeStreetcannabis will be a positive impact on local businesses, offer jobs,
add to commercial diversity. 

My support for this project comes from my personal experience with
the principals, watching and sharing in their involvement  in the
positive connection cannabis had on community ravaged by the crisis
of AIDS.  I know them by their commitment to an inclusive family,
diverse community and City, their hands-on knowledge of operating
a small business in San Francisco and positive role in the three-year
civic conversation that resulted in the establishment of the Office of
Cannabis and the Equity Program of San Francisco.

Sincerely 
Evita Lopez 
9-19-19

BOS-11
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: Trash
Date: Thursday, September 19, 2019 5:14:00 PM

From: Paul Sedan <psedan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 2:36 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Trash

Dear Supervisors,

The sidewalk along the ocean next to the Great Highway is always strewn with trash.  We either need
regular service or more barrels.

If we are to become an orderly, beautiful city we need to address the smaller problems as well as the
bigger ones.

BOS-11
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Paul Sedan
psedan@gmail.com
695 Wawona Street
San Francisco, CA 94116
415.528.1033
 
When the student is ready, the teacher appears.
      

 

mailto:psedan@gmail.com
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