FILE NO. 211027

Petitions and Communications received from September 23, 2021, through September
30, 2021, for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to
be ordered filed by the Clerk on October 5, 2021.

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 City Attorney, submitting updated advice regarding meetings of
policy bodies during the COVID emergency. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)

From the California Fish and Game Commission, submitting notices on the proposed
changes in Regulations concerning the Experimental Fishing Permit Program (Phase 1)
and consideration of the petition to list the Pacific leatherback sea turtle as an
endangered species. Copy: Each Supervisor. (2)

From the Department of Public Health, submitting a Budget Revision Notification Memo
and documentation for Grant Tuberculosis Epidemiologic Studies Consortium. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (3)

From Shireen McSpadden; Executive Director, Department of Disability and Aging
Services, submitting the Community Living Fund, program for case management and
purchase of resources and services, 6-month report, July-December 2020. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (4)

From San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, submitting a quarterly report on the
status of applications to PG&E for electric service per Board of Supervisors’ Resolution
No. 227-18. Copy: Each Supervisor. (5)

From San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Citizens’ Advisory Committee,
regarding continued support and budget for the SFPUC Racial Equity Plan and
Community Benefits. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6)

From Verizon Wireless, submitting notice of antenna installations at 3979 Sacramento
St and 3695 Jackson Street. Copy: Each Supervisor. (7)

From Robert Biedron, regarding street name changes in San Francisco. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (8)

From Aaron Goodman, regarding the number 44 Muni bus in San Francisco. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (9)

From concerned citizens, regarding parking fees in all Golden Gate National
Recreational Areas in San Francisco. 2 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (10)



From Jeff Tindle, regarding restaurant chains in San Francisco. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (11)

From Grover Cleveland Democratic Club, regarding public comment at the Board of
Supervisors meeting. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12)

From Steve Ward, regarding the quality of life in San Francisco. Copy: Each Supervisor.
(13)

From Eileen Boken, regarding various items on the Board of Supervisors Meeting
Agenda for September 28, 2021. File Nos. 211011 and 211012. Copy: Each Supervisor.
(14)

From concerned citizens, regarding a Hearing of an Appeal for Conditional Use
Authorization Approval at 575 Vermont Street. 4 letters. File No. 210709. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (15)

From concerned citizens, regarding supportive housing. 6 letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (16)

From Moscone Emblidge & Rubens, regarding the filing of a writ petition and complaint.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (17)

From concerned citizens, regarding a Hearing of an Appeal for Conditional Use
Authorization Approval at 249 Texas Street. 5 letters. File No. 210709. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (18)

From concerned citizens, regarding a Hearing of an Appeal for Conditional Use
Authorization Approval at 450 O’Farrell Street. 12 letters. File No. 210858. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (19)

From concerned citizens, regarding a Hearing of a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration
at 1525 Pine Street. 52 letters. File No. 210901. Copy: Each Supervisor. (20)

From concerned citizens, regarding a proposed resolution calling for a Creation of a
“Beach to Bay” Car-Free Connection and Equitable Access to Golden Gate Park. 2
letters. File No. 210944. Copy: Each Supervisor. (21)

From concerned citizens, regarding a proposed resolution for a Sublease Agreement -
California State Lands Commission - Candlestick Point State Recreation Area - Vehicle
Triage Center. 2 letters. File No. 210966. Copy: Each Supervisor. (22)

From George McGlynn, regarding a Hearing of an Appeal for a Categorical Exemption
at 35 Ventura Avenue. File No. 210927. Copy: Each Supervisor. (23)



From Sycnopated Architecture, regarding a new residence at 1230 Revere Avenue.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (24)

From concerned citizens, regarding cyclists blocking the Great Highway. 6 letters. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (25)

From concerned citizens, regarding the Great Highway. 5 letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (26)

From Taz Auto Detailing, regarding City and County of San Francisco vehicle washing
contract. Copy: Each Supervisor. (27)

From Kaylee Stein, regarding the number 19 Muni bus route in San Francisco. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (28)

From the Office of the Mayor, submitting an Acting Mayor Notice designating Supervisor
Myrna Melgar as Acting-Mayor from Wednesday, September 29, 2021, at 1:25 p.m.
until Friday, October 1, 2021, at 11:59 p.m. Further designation Supervisor Rafael
Mandelman as Acting-Mayor from Saturday, October 2, 2021, at 12:00 a.m. until
October 4, 2021, at 9:25 p.m. Copy: Each Supervisor. (29)

From Mary Miles, regarding Civil Grand Jury Report, “Van Ness Avenue: What Lies
Beneath”. Files Nos. 210702 and 210703. Copy: Each Supervisor. (30)

From Janis Reed, regarding noise and air pollution. Copy: Each Supervisor. (31)
From Bhanu Vikram, regarding SFMTA'’s hiring process. Copy: Each Supervisor. (32)

From concerned citizens, regarding a whistleblower complaint against the San
Francisco Fire Department. Copy: Each Supervisor. (33)

From Ellen Zhou, regarding the COVID-19 vaccination mandate. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (34)

From concerned citizens, regarding the 24™ and Mission Bart Station. 4 letters. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (35)

From John Smith, regarding various concerns in San Francisco. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (36)

From Kenneth Frank, regarding the State Water Resource Control Board. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (37)

From Wynship Hillier, regarding access to public comment at the full Board of
Supervisors meeting. Copy: Each Supervisor. (38)



From the Office of the Board President Shamann Walton, submitting a memo appointing
Supervisor Connie Chan and himself to the vacant seats of the Disaster Council. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (39)

From the Office of the Mayor, submitting the 37" Supplemental to the Mayoral
Proclamation declaring the existence of a local emergency. Copy: Each Supervisor. (40)

From San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, regarding adopting rates and charges
for the San Francisco CleanPowerSF Community Choice Aggregation Program
pursuant to Charter Section 8B.125. Copy: Each Supervisor. (41)
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DENNIS J. HERRERA JON GIVNER
City Attorney Deputy City Attorney
Direct Dial: (415) 554-4694
Email: jon.givner@sfcityatty.org
MEMORANDUM
TO: Honorable London N. Breed, Mayor

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors
Carmen Chu, City Administrator
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney
Bradley Russi, Deputy City Attorney
Paul Zarefsky, Deputy City Attorney

DATE:  September 28, 2021
RE: Updated Advice Regarding Meetings of Policy Bodies during COVID-19 Emergency

Over the past 18 months, the City Attorney’s Office has issued a series of public
memoranda summarizing the evolving laws that apply to meetings of policy bodies during the
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. Based on recently enacted State legislation and other
developments, in this memorandum we update and supersede our memorandum of June 5, 2020
on the same subject, which itself updated and superseded earlier memoranda dated March 13,
2020, March 24, 2020, and April 10, 2020. We will continue to update this memorandum as
appropriate to address other significant changes in the law around public meetings while the
pandemic continues.

On February 25, 2020, Mayor London N. Breed declared the existence of a local
emergency relating to COVID-19. Since that declaration, the County Health Officer has issued a
number of public health orders relating to COVID-19, the Governor and State Heath Officer
have issued overlay state orders, and the Mayor and Governor have issued emergency orders
suspending select laws applicable to boards, commissions, and other policy bodies, including
advisory bodies (collectively, “policy bodies”). As background, we summarize those orders in a
brief chronology, in subsection A below.

Then, in subsection B of this memorandum, we address and update a number of legal
questions that have arisen regarding policy body meetings during the emergency. The main
change since our June 5, 2020 memorandum is that the Legislature recently enacted AB 361, a
bill that facilitates the ability of policy bodies to meet remotely during a state of emergency.
Most notably, beginning on October 1, 2021, policy bodies must make specific findings at least
once every 30 days to continue holding remote meetings without complying with restrictions in
State law that would otherwise apply. In this memorandum, we summarize AB 361 at the end of
subsection A, and discuss that new requirement in Question 1 in subsection B.

In this memorandum, we do not address the laws and rules that will apply when policy
bodies return to in-person meetings. We will issue additional public guidance at that time.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 234 - SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-5408
RECEPTION: (415) 554-4700 - FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4699
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RE: Updated Advice Regarding Meetings of Policy Bodies during COVID-19 Emergency
A. Chronology of Orders and Recommendations of the Mayor, Governor, County

Health Officer, and State Legislation, Relating to Public Meetings

The Mayor, the Governor, and the County Health Officer have issued the following
emergency orders that specifically relate to meetings of policy bodies:

e On March 11, 2020, the Mayor supplemented her initial declaration of local emergency with
an order to suspend select provisions of local law, including sections of the City Charter that
prohibit teleconferencing by members of policy bodies, and extended deadlines in local law
by which policy bodies must act. This order will remain in place until the Mayor or the
Board of Supervisors terminates it.

e On March 12, 2020, the Governor issued an executive order suspending provisions of the
Brown Act to allow members of policy bodies to participate in public meetings remotely and
without noticing their remote locations, but requiring that there be a physical meeting place
for members of the public. On March 18, 2020, the Governor issued another executive order
superseding the previous order and authorizing policy bodies to meet by teleconference
without having a physical meeting place for members of the public. The Governor
superseded that order with a similar executive order on June 11, 2021 (the “Brown Act
Suspension Order”). As stated in executive orders dated June 11, 2021 and September 20,
2021, the Brown Act Suspension Order will terminate on October 1, 2021.

e On March 16, 2020, the County Health Officer ordered City residents to stay safe in their
homes except for certain essential needs and services, and prohibited all public and private
meetings and travel, with certain exceptions. The Health Officer modified and extended the
order several times, and replaced it on June 11, 2021 with a new Safer Return Together
order. The Health Officer’s current order does not specify an end date.

e On March 17, 2020, the Mayor issued another supplemental order prohibiting all City policy
bodies from holding public meetings without prior authorization from the Board of
Supervisors, the Mayor, or the Mayor’s designee. This order applied to all policy bodies
other than the Board of Supervisors and its committees. The Mayor twice extended that
order on April 1 and 30, 2020, and replaced it with subsequent orders on May 29, June 20,
and July 31, 2020, as summarized below.

e On March 21, 2020, the Governor issued another executive order, suspending provisions of
the Brown Act to allow a majority of members of a policy body to simultaneously receive
briefings from local, state, or federal officials concerning information relevant to the
COVID-19 emergency outside of a meeting of the policy body and to ask questions of such
officials, so long as the members of the policy body do not discuss the COVID-19 emergency
among themselves or take any action (the “Private Briefing Order”). In a subsequent
executive order on June 11, 2021, the Governor announced that the Private Briefing Order
will terminate on September 30, 2021.

e On March 23, 2020, the Mayor issued another supplemental order suspending several
provisions of local law regarding policy body meetings, including, among others: (1) the
requirement for policy bodies to provide more than 24 hours’ notice of special meetings;

(2) the requirement for policy bodies to post their agendas and other information at the Main
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Library; (3) any requirement to televise meetings if televising is not reasonably feasible;
(4) the requirement to provide a physical location for members of the public to attend or
make public comment when all members of the policy body are teleconferencing from
remote locations; (5) the requirement that each member of the public be provided an equal
amount of time for public comment; and (6) other requirements that would impede policy
bodies’ compliance with the Governor’s executive orders. The supplemental order also
waived all requirements in the Sunshine Ordinance regarding gatherings of passive meeting
bodies.

e On May 29, 2020, the Mayor issued another supplemental order allowing policy bodies to
meet without prior approval starting June 1, with three conditions. First, the meetings must
occur by teleconference or other electronic means without providing a physical meeting
place, in compliance with all applicable laws regarding public attendance and comment.
Second, policy body meetings must prioritize any urgent action items necessary for public
health, safety, and essential government functions. Third, before scheduling a meeting, a
policy body that is not established in the Charter must confer with the department that
provides administrative and clerical support to the body, to ensure that the meeting will not
unreasonably require the time of staff who are otherwise responding to the COVID-19
pandemic.

e On June 20, 2020, the Mayor issued another order allowing a narrow exception to the
prohibition on in-person meetings. The June 20 order allows policy body members to meet
in-person without members of the public to consider a personnel-related item with advance
permission from the Mayor. Finally, on July 31, 2020, the Mayor extended the prohibition
on in-person meetings, and the narrow exception. The Mayor’s July 31, 2020 order will
remain in place until the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors terminates it. The Mayor’s order
does not apply to meetings of the Board of Supervisors and its committees.

On September 16, 2021, the Governor signed AB 361, a bill amending State law to allow
policy bodies under certain circumstances to meet remotely without complying with the Brown
Act’s normal rules regarding teleconferencing. The bill authorizes modified Brown Act
teleconferencing rules to allow remote meetings without providing a physical meeting place for
members of the public to attend when the Governor has proclaimed a state of emergency and
either (1) state or local officials have imposed or recommended measures to promote social
distancing, or (2) meeting in person would present imminent risks to the health or safety of
attendees. The bill requires each policy body to make two findings at least once every 30 days to
allow the body to continue meeting remotely without complying with the Brown Act’s
teleconferencing rules: (1) that the policy body has considered the circumstances of the state of
emergency, and (2) that one of the following circumstances exists: (a) the state of emergency
continues to directly impact the ability of members to meet safely in person, or (b) state or local
officials continue to impose or recommend measures to promote social distancing. AB 361
technically took effect on September 16, but the Governor subsequently issued an executive
order that suspended AB 361 until October 1, 2021. AB 361 will remain in effect until January
1,2024.
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B. Questions and Answers Regarding Policy Body Meetings during the Emergency

The orders and legislation described above have changed or suspended a number of rules
that normally apply to policy body meetings. In this section of the memorandum we answer
questions arising from the orders and legislation.

1. May policy bodies hold remote meetings during the emergency?

Yes. Under the Mayor’s July 31, 2020 order, policy bodies may meet remotely without
advance approval from the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors. But beginning on October 1,
2021, policy bodies must regularly adopt findings to continue holding remote meetings. Under
normal circumstances, the Brown Act imposes special requirements for remote (teleconferenced)
meetings—including requirements to provide special notice to the public and to allow members
of the public to attend each teleconference location and observe each policy body member at the
location calling into the meeting. AB 361 suspends those requirements if the Governor has
proclaimed a state of emergency, provided that the policy body makes certain findings.
Specifically, to invoke AB 361°s provisions, so long as the Governor’s emergency proclamation
remains in effect, a policy body must make two findings at least once every 30 days:

(1) it has considered (or reconsidered) the circumstances of the state of emergency;
and either

(2a) the state of emergency continues to directly impact the ability of policy body
members to meet safely in person, or

(2b) state or local officials continue to impose or recommend measures to promote
social distancing.

Each policy body should adopt finding 1 and either finding 2a or 2b (or it could adopt
both 2a and 2b) at its first meeting after September 30, 2021 and again every 30 days thereafter
as long as the body continues to meet remotely. Policy bodies that meet less frequently than
every 30 days should adopt the findings at the start of every meeting. If a policy body has
subcommittees, the policy body may adopt findings governing the body and its subcommittees,
so the subcommittees do not need to separately adopt findings.

A sample motion adopting findings is attached at the end of this memorandum. Policy
bodies may modify the sample motion in consultation with the City Attorney’s Office before
adopting it. The City’s Health Officer has confirmed the accuracy of the finding regarding social
distancing recommendations.

Additionally, under the Mayor’s orders, before scheduling a meeting, a policy body that
is not established in the Charter must confer with the department that provides administrative
support to the body, to ensure that the meeting will not unreasonably require the time of staff
who are otherwise deployed or participating in the City’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic.

2. May policy bodies hold meetings in-person at a physical meeting space?

No. With two exceptions described below, the Mayor’s July 31, 2020 emergency order
prohibits policy bodies from meeting in person, so policy body meetings must occur by
teleconference or other electronic means (whether audio, video, or both) such as Zoom, Cisco
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WebEx, or Microsoft Teams without providing a physical meeting place. The Mayor’s
emergency orders and AB 361 temporarily suspend laws that would otherwise require members
of policy bodies to attend meetings in person and provide a physical space for members of the
public to attend.

The first exception: Under the Mayor’s July 31, 2020 order, policy bodies may meet in
person for the limited purpose of considering a personnel-related item, with advance permission
from the Mayor. Members of the public cannot attend such a meeting in person.

The second exception: The Mayor’s orders do not prohibit the Board of Supervisors or
its committees from holding meetings in person at City Hall or another meeting space. The
Board of Supervisors has held in-person meetings without members of the public on-site since
July 2021 in compliance with local and State health orders.

3. Should policy body meeting agendas provide special information regarding
public access to remote meetings?

When policy bodies hold remote meetings, they must ensure that the public is able to
observe or listen and to offer public comment telephonically or through other electronic means.
The policy body must disclose on any required meeting notice, and on the meeting agenda, the
means by which the public may observe or listen and offer public comment in the meeting. The
agenda should prominently provide precise information explaining how members of the public
can offer public comment during the meeting. And as with any meeting, the policy body must
have a process for a member of the public to request a reasonable modification or
accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act to observe or listen and offer public
comment in the meeting, and that process must be disclosed on meeting notices and agendas.

4. Where must notice and agendas of meetings of policy bodies be posted?

A policy body must post the notice and agenda for a meeting on the policy body’s
website. Also, the policy body must post the notice and agenda at the Main Library. This notice
requirement was infeasible during the first year of the pandemic when the Main Library was
largely closed, but the requirement applies now that the building is accessible to the public.

5. When must notice and agendas of policy body meetings be posted?

Under the Mayor’s March 23, 2020 order, policy bodies must post a notice and agenda at
least 72 hours before any regular meeting and at least 24 hours before any special meeting. And
policy bodies are not required to post a special meeting notice 15 days in advance of holding a
meeting at a location other than the building where the policy body holds regular meetings,
including when a policy body meets by teleconference without providing a physical meeting
place.

6. Can members of the public provide public comment by telephone, video call,
email, or similar means?

As discussed above, policy bodies holding remote meetings must offer a means to allow
the public to provide public comment telephonically or through other electronic means in real
time. Policy bodies may allow members of the public to comment by telephone, Zoom, Cisco
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WebEx, Microsoft Teams, or similar electronic means. Policy bodies should take steps to ensure
that members of the public providing remote public comment have an opportunity to access the
meeting and be recognized. For example, the policy body should pause briefly before closing
public comment to ensure that no remaining commenters are seeking to speak on an item. Policy
bodies also may, but are not required to, allow members of the public to send email messages for
the clerk or chairperson to read aloud during the meeting; but the opportunity for members of the
public to submit written comments cannot replace their opportunity to provide comment in real
time.

7. Must a policy body allow all members of the public the same amount of time to
speak during public comment?

No. Under the Mayor’s March 23, 2020 order, policy bodies are not required to provide
equal time for members of the public to speak during public comment, provided that any
departure from the equal time rule is not designed to favor or discriminate against a particular
viewpoint. Suspension of the equal time rule gives policy bodies greater flexibility in managing
periods for public comment in the face of challenges that may be presented by telephonic or
other electronic means of public comment, or if the emergency presents a need to shorten
meetings. But to our knowledge, no policy body has needed to depart from the equal time rule
during the pandemic. If a policy body is interested in departing from the equal time rule, the
chairperson should first confer with the City Attorney’s Office.

8. May a policy body continue to meet if technical challenges disrupt public
comment?

Remote meetings sometimes present unique challenges caused by malfunctioning
technology. If a policy body discovers during a meeting that members of the public generally
are not able to provide comment in the manner described in the agenda, then the body should
consult with the City Attorney’s Office immediately. The policy body cannot take any action on
an agenda item until public comment on that item is complete; and even a discussion item may
not be concluded without an opportunity for public comment.

While the staff attempts to correct the technical problem hindering public comment, the
policy body may recess the meeting temporarily, may continue to discuss the agenda item
(assuming the public is still able to observe or listen to the meeting), or may move on and discuss
another agenda item, returning later in the meeting to the item that was interrupted. In no case
may an agenda item be completed if there has not been an opportunity for public comment. If
the staff cannot correct the problem, then the policy body should take no action on any
outstanding items as to which there has not been an opportunity for public comment, and should
recess the meeting to a later time or date and allow public comment when the meeting resumes.

9. Must a policy body televise meetings at which members are teleconferencing or
videoconferencing from remote locations?

No. Under the Mayor’s March 23, 2020 order, policy body meetings need not be
televised if the chairperson of the body has determined that televising the meeting is not

reasonably feasible. Before making that decision, the chairperson must consult with the Mayor’s
office or the staff of SFGovTV.
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10. Must a policy body holding a remote meeting act by roll call votes?

Yes. Under the Brown Act, policy bodies must take a roll call vote on every action
during a remote meeting. Policy bodies may not approve actions “without objection” or “same
house same call.”

11. May a policy body receive a briefing regarding the emergency outside a
meeting?

No, beginning October 1, 2021. The Governor’s March 23, 2020 Private Briefing Order
allowed policy bodies to receive briefings from local, state, or federal officials concerning
information relevant to the COVID-19 emergency without compliance with the Brown Act. But
that order terminates on September 30, 2021.

12. Do legal deadlines for action by the policy body apply during the emergency?

State and local laws impose various deadlines on policy bodies. For example, many
policy bodies are required to hold hearings on appeals within a specific number of days from the
date of the notice of appeal. In her March 11, 2020 order, the Mayor suspended deadlines
imposed by City law during the emergency and for 14 days following the termination of the
emergency, if the policy body is unable to meet and take the required action due to the
emergency. But as remote meetings have become commonplace and policy bodies have become
familiar with the technology for video meetings, policy bodies have not needed to invoke this
rule. And deadlines imposed by state law are still in effect. Policy bodies that are bound by
legal deadlines under City law should consult in advance with the City Attorney’s Office if they
believe the Mayor’s order may have waived those deadlines.

13. May there be remote gatherings of passive meeting bodies during the
emergency?

Yes. In this memorandum, we discuss rules that apply to the City’s policy bodies during
the emergency. The Sunshine Ordinance also normally requires limited public notice and public
access to gatherings of “passive meeting bodies” that are not policy bodies, such as, for example,
gatherings of advisory committees or other multimember bodies created by the initiative of a
member of a policy body, the Mayor, the City Administrator, a department head, or an elective
officer. But the Mayor’s March 23, 2020 order suspended the notice and access rules that
normally apply to gatherings of passive meeting bodies. Under the Mayor’s order, these
gatherings may occur, but public notice and attendance rules do not apply. Even though these
gatherings are legally permissible under the Mayor’s order, members generally should not meet
in person for the same reasons reflected in the Mayor’s order prohibiting in-person meetings of
policy bodies.



RESOLUTION MAKING FINDINGS TO ALLOW TELECONFERENCED
MEETINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION
54953(e)

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 54953(e) empowers local policy
bodies to convene by teleconferencing technology during a proclaimed state of
emergency under the State Emergency Services Act so long as certain conditions
are met; and

WHEREAS, In March, 2020, the Governor of the State of California proclaimed a
state of emergency in California in connection with the Coronavirus Disease 2019
(“COVID-19”) pandemic, and that state of emergency remains in effect; and

WHEREAS, In February 25, 2020, the Mayor of the City and County of San
Francisco (the “City”) declared a local emergency, and on March 6, 2020 the
City’s Health Officer declared a local health emergency, and both those
declarations also remain in effect; and

WHEREAS, On March 11 and March 23, 2020, the Mayor issued emergency
orders suspending select provisions of local law, including sections of the City
Charter, that restrict teleconferencing by members of policy bodies; those orders
remain in effect, so City law currently allows policy bodies to meet remotely if
they comply with restrictions in State law regarding teleconference meetings; and

WHEREAS, On September 16, 2021, the Governor signed AB 361, a bill that
amends the Brown Act to allow local policy bodies to continue to meet by
teleconferencing during a state of emergency without complying with restrictions
in State law that would otherwise apply, provided that the policy bodies make
certain findings at least once every 30 days; and

WHEREAS, While federal, State, and local health officials emphasize the critical
importance of vaccination and consistent mask-wearing to prevent the spread of
COVID-19, the City’s Health Officer has issued at least one order (Health Officer
Order No. C19-07y, available online at www.sfdph.org/healthorders) and one
directive (Health Officer Directive No. 2020-331, available online at
www.sfdph.org/directives) that continue to recommend measures to promote
physical distancing and other social distancing measures, such as masking, in
certain contexts; and




WHEREAS, The California Department of Industrial Relations Division of
Occupational Safety and Health (“Cal/OSHA”) has promulgated Section 3205 of
Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, which requires most employers in
California, including in the City, to train and instruct employees about measures
that can decrease the spread of COVID-19, including physical distancing and other
social distancing measures; and

WHEREAS, Without limiting any requirements under applicable federal, state, or
local pandemic-related rules, orders, or directives, the City’s Department of Public
Health, in coordination with the City’s Health Officer, has advised that for group
gatherings indoors, such as meetings of boards and commissions, people can
increase safety and greatly reduce risks to the health and safety of attendees from
COVID-19 by maximizing ventilation, wearing well-fitting masks (as required by
Health Officer Order No. C19-07), using physical distancing where the vaccination
status of attendees is not known, and considering holding the meeting remotely if
feasible, especially for long meetings, with any attendees with unknown
vaccination status and where ventilation may not be optimal; and

WHEREAS, On July 31, 2020, the Mayor issued an emergency order that, with
limited exceptions, prohibited policy bodies other than the Board of Supervisors
and its committees from meeting in person under any circumstances, so as to
ensure the safety of policy body members, City staff, and the public; and

WHEREAS, [Insert name of Board/Commission] has met remotely during the
COVID-19 pandemic and can continue to do so in a manner that allows public
participation and transparency while minimizing health risks to members, staff,
and the public that would be present with in-person meetings while this emergency
continues; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That [insert name of Board/Commission] finds as follows:

1. As described above, the State of California and the City remain in a state of
emergency due to the COVID-19 pandemic. At this meeting, [Insert name of
Board/Commission] has considered the circumstances of the state of
emergency.

2. As described above, State and City officials continue to recommend
measures to promote physical distancing and other social distancing
measures, in some settings.



3. As described above, because of the COVID-19 pandemic, conducting
meetings of this body [and its committees] in person would present
imminent risks to the safety of attendees, and the state of emergency
continues to directly impact the ability of members to meet safely in person;
and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That for at least the next 30 days meetings of [insert
name of Board/Commission] [and its committees] will continue to occur
exclusively by teleconferencing technology (and not by any in-person meetings or
any other meetings with public access to the places where any policy body member
is present for the meeting). Such meetings of [insert name of Board/Commission]
[and its committees] that occur by teleconferencing technology will provide an
opportunity for members of the public to address this body [and its committees ]
and will otherwise occur in a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional
rights of parties and the members of the public attending the meeting via
teleconferencing; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the [clerk/secretary/staff] of [insert name of
Board/Commission] is directed to place a resolution substantially similar to this
resolution on the agenda of a future meeting of [insert name of Board/Commission]
within the next 30 days. If [insert name of Board/Commission] does not meet within
the next 30 days, the [clerk/secretary/staff] is directed to place a such resolution on
the agenda of the next meeting of [insert name of Board/Commission].



From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS)
Subject: Fish and Game Commission communications

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 2:44:00 PM

Attachments: 092321 Fish and Game Commission Notice of Proposed Changes in Requlations.pdf

092321 Fish and Game Commission Notice of Final Consideration.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached two communications from the Fish and Game Commission.

Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-5184
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TO ALL AFFECTED AND INTERESTED PARTIES:
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This is to provide you with a copy of the Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations~>

concerning the Experimental Fishing Permit Program (Phase Il). This notice wﬂll be
published in the California Notice Register on September 24, 2021.

Sincerely,

Jenn Greaves
Associate Governmental Program Analyst

Attachment

California Natural Resources Building
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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, 205, 713, 1022, 1050, 7071, 7078, 7701, 7708, 8026, 8425, 8429.5,
8491, 8500, 8591, 8841 and 8842 of the Fish and Game Code and to implement, interpret or make
specific sections 200, 205, 713, 1022, 1050, 7070, 7071, 7075, 7078, 7083, 7700, 7701, 7702,
7702.1,7703, 7704, 7705, 7706, 7707, 7708, 7709, 7710.1, 7710.5, 8026, 8425, 8429.5, 8429.7,
8490, 8491, 8500, 8591, 8841, 8842, 9000, 9000.5, 9001, 9001.6, 9001.7, 9001.8, 9002, 9002.5,
9003, 9004, 9005, 9006, 9007, 9008, 9010, 9011, 9015, 12159 and 12160 of said Code, proposes to
amend sections 90, 120.1, 149, 180 and 704, add Section 91 and repeal Section 149.3, Title 14,
California Code of Regulations (CCR), relating to implementation of Experimental Fishing Permit
(EFP) Program (Phase Il) and repeal of nonoperational experimental market squid vessel permits.

Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview
Unless otherwise specified, all section references in this document are to Title 14, CCR.

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) is recommending that Commission add
new Section 91, which will establish a state Experimental Fishing Permit (EFP) Program for marine
fisheries. This regulatory proposal will also amend current regulations in sections 90, 120.1, 180, and
704 for consistency with recent changes in the Fish and Game Code (FGC) pertaining experimental
marine fishing activities and amend Section 149 and repeal Section 149.3 to remove nonoperational
experimental market squid vessel permit provisions to harmonize the regulations associated with
experimental fishing activities and avoid confusion with the use of the term “experimental” in
reference to other permits outside the scope of the EFP Program.

The proposed regulations will implement Assembly Bill (AB) 1573, also known as the California
Fisheries Innovation Act of 2018, which became effective on January 1, 2019. This legislative action
repealed the experimental gear permit (EGP) provisions in FGC Section 8606 and added new FGC
Section 1022, providing for an EFP program to facilitate fishery-related exploration and
experimentation to inform state management of commercial and recreational fisheries.

Under current regulations (Section 90), EFPs may be issued only to those applicants previously
approved by the Commission in 2018 to receive an experimental gear permit to participate in a
collaborative research program evaluating the potential of a brown box crab fishery in California (box
crab program). Section 90 regulations (EFP Program Phase |) implement, in part, AB 1573, ensuring
that the current experimental box crab fishery research program can continue while a larger
programmatic rulemaking (EFP Program Phase Il) can be developed to build out an EFP program
pursuant to FGC Section 1022. Requests for new EFPs cannot be accommodated until EFP Program
Phase Il regulations (this rulemaking) are in place.

The proposed regulations will add new Section 91, “Marine Fisheries: Experimental Fishing Permit
Program,” which will establish the procedures for application submittal, Department review, public
notice and comment, Commission approval, and Department issuance and administration of new
EFPs. Specifically, Section 91 will:

o describe the purposes and scope of the EFP Program (subsection 91(a));



o define terms and phrases used within the proposed regulations (subsection 91(b));

o establish the application procedures and fees, including pre-application consultation and
application requirements (subsection 91(c));

e establish the process for reviewing and accepting EFP applications by the Department
(subsection 91(d));

o establish the process for public notice of and comment on an EFP application (subsection
91(e));

o establish the process for Commission action on an EFP application, including the requirement
for grounds for permit denial (subsection 91(f));

o establish the process for Department issuance of an EFP (subsection (91(g));
o establish the permit standard terms are set forth on form DFW 1103 (subsections 91(h));

e establish that permit special conditions may be placed on an EFP for research purposes and
the conservation of marine resources and the environment and are specified on form DFW
1103 (subsection 91(i));

e establish that it is unlawful to operate an EFP in violation of the permit standard terms and
special conditions (subsection 91(j));

o describe the types of updates and amendments that may be made to an approved EFP
(subsection 91(k));

¢ describe the annual and final reporting requirements for EFPs (subsection 91(1));

o establish the permit tiers and annual permit fees, including a permit fee reduction option
(subsection 91(m));

e describe the term of the EFP and the permit renewal process (subsection 91(n));

e describe the causes and procedures for permit suspension, revocation, cancellation, or non-
renewal (subsection 91(0)); and

o establish the process for reconsideration (subsection 91(p)).

In addition, Section 90 is proposed to be amended to add a sunset provision (subsection 90(f))
specifying that this section shall expire on April 1, 2023, which is the project end date of the Box Crab
EFPs. Additionally, the title of Section 90 will be amended to read “Issuance of Box Crab
Experimental Fishing Permits” and a new provision will be added (subsection 90(g)) to make clear



that Section 90 applies only to the EFPs issued for the box crab program, and that the requirements
of proposed Section 91 will not affect the Box Crab EFPs.

Section 704 will be amended to add fee items to the EFP fee schedule pertaining to Phase Il, which
includes an application fee, initial permit issuance fee, annual permit fees for Tiers 1-4 EFPs, and
minor and major amendment fees. In addition, new form DFW 1103 (NEW 04/06/21), Marine
Fisheries: Experimental Fishing Permit Terms and Conditions, is proposed to be incorporated by
reference in Section 704 as it would be unduly expensive and impractical to publish in Title 14, CCR.
This form, containing the EFP number, a description of the authorized activity, a list of all persons and
vessels conducting activities under the EFP, and a list of the permit standard terms and special
conditions, is required for all EFPs and is necessary for compliance with Section 91 and FGC Section
1022.

Amendments to regulations in sections 120.1, and 180 are necessary to reflect changes in the FGC
pursuant to AB 1573 and ensure consistency with the proposed regulations.

Amendments to regulations in Section 149 would eliminate cross reference to Section 149.3 for
experimental market squid vessel permits and nonoperational provisions of Section 149.3 would be
repealed. Future experimental fishing for market squid will be subject to the Phase Il aspect of the
EFP Program.

Other minor, non-substantive editorial changes (subsection renumbering) to Section 704 are
proposed to improve clarity and consistency of the regulations. Non-substantive updates are
proposed to the authority and reference citations for Section 180 to list sections individually.

Benefit of the Regulations

The Legislature has declared that well-supervised, strategic experimentation that tests hypotheses
and/or new management approaches and that aligns with overarching state management goals and
research priorities would likely accelerate the development of innovative scientific and technology
tools for improving state fisheries management. It is the policy of the state to establish an EFP
Program that fosters collaborative and cooperative marine fisheries research that renders critical
information for designing policies and management strategies to better protect California’s ocean
ecosystems and the fisheries and coastal communities they support. The proposed regulations would
establish a state process for integrating innovation, science, management, and leveraging
collaboration with the fishing industry and research entities to fill data gaps and address priority
research questions necessary to manage the long-term sustainability of state fisheries and other
marine living resources. This rulemaking would provide a path for innovation and research in the
existing management system by permitting limited exemptions from state fishing law and regulations
for experimental fishing activities.

The benefits of the proposed regulations include valuable and productive fisheries research for state
managed fisheries to meet the challenges of rapid changes in ocean conditions and the climate;
promotion of collaboration with stakeholders to develop information available for management and, in
some cases, inform the development of fisheries management plans; and consistency with the goals
of the Marine Life Management Act (FGC Section 7050 et seq.). The proposed regulations will
provide benefits by reducing the regulatory burden for stakeholders to pursue on-the-water
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experimentation and exploration that will improve or provide for new opportunities for fishing, provide
stronger protections for marine habitats, and ensure long-term sustainable fisheries in California.

Consistency and Compatibility with Existing Regulations

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations.
Section 20, Article IV, of the state Constitution specifies that the Legislature may delegate to the
Commission such powers relating to the protection and propagation of fish and game as the
Legislature sees fit. The Legislature has delegated to the Commission the power to regulate the
review, approval, and issuance of experimental fishing permits that authorize commercial or
recreational marine fishing activity that is otherwise prohibited by law (FGC Section 1022). No other
state agency has the authority to promulgate experimental fishing permit regulations. The
Commission has reviewed its own regulations and finds that the proposed regulations are neither
inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations. The Commission has searched the CCR
for any regulations regarding the review, approval, and issuance of experimental fishing permits and
has found no such regulation; therefore, the Commission has concluded that the proposed
regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations.

Public Participation

NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing, relevant to
this action at a webinar/teleconference hearing to be held on Thursday, October 14, 2021, at 8:30
a.m. or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard. Instructions for participation in the
webinar/teleconference hearing will be posted at www.fgc.ca.gov in advance of the meeting or may
be obtained by calling 916-653-4899.

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing,
relevant to this action at a webinar/teleconference hearing to be held on Thursday, December 16,
2021, at 8:30 a.m. or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard. Instructions for participation in
the webinar/teleconference hearing will be posted at www.fgc.ca.gov in advance of the meeting or
may be obtained by calling 916-653-4899.

It is requested, but not required, that written comments be submitted on or before 5:00 p.m. on
December 2, 2021 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 December 10,
2021. All comments must be received no later than December 16, 2021, during the
webinar/teleconference hearing. If you would like copies of any modifications to this proposal, please
include your name and mailing address. Mailed comments should be addressed to Fish and Game
Commission, PO Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090.

Availability of Documents

Copies of the Notice of Proposed Action, the Initial Statement of Reasons, and the text of the
regulation in underline and strikeout format can be accessed through the Commission website at
www.fgc.ca.gov. 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, Melissa
Miller-Henson, Executive Director, Fish and Game Commission, 715 P Street, Box 944209,
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Sacramento, California 94244-2090, phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct requests for the above-
mentioned documents and inquiries concerning the regulatory process to Melissa Miller-Henson or
Jenn Greaves at FGC@fgc.ca.gov or at the preceding address or phone number. Marina Som,
Environmental Scientist, Department of Fish and Wildlife, has been designated to respond to
questions on the substance of the proposed regulations. Ms. Som can be reached at

(858) 467-4229 or Marina.som@wildlife.ca.qov.

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

(a)  Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Business, 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.

No businesses are expected to be negatively impacted by the proposed regulations because
the regulations are voluntary to those who will seek an EFP. The actual number of businesses
that may be impacted by the proposed regulations is unknown, but based on estimates and
interest from stakeholders may range around 100 businesses amongst commercial fisheries,
commercial passenger fishing vessels (CPFVs), or partnerships of these types of business
with research organizations. The proposed regulations implement a process for the
Commission to authorize and the Department to issue EFPs. The economic impact to the to
the state is anticipated to be unchanged with no adverse impacts to California businesses or
their ability to compete with other businesses in other states.

(b)  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, the
creation of new business, the elimination of existing businesses or the expansion of
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businesses in California. The proposed regulations would establish a framework for permitting
marine fishing activities that are otherwise prohibited under the FGC or state regulations that
can improve the management of state fisheries, including but not limited to improving the
sustainability of state marine fisheries, efficiency of fishing effort, and reducing capture/discard
of non-target species. Any future management action stemming from the outcome of the EFP
research will need to be addressed in a separate rulemaking process.

The Commission anticipates indirect benefits to the health and welfare of California residents.
Providing opportunities for experimental fishing activities promotes the development of
information available for the conservation and sustainable use of California’s marine resources
which provide valuable economic, aesthetic, recreational, educational, scientific, nutritional,
social, and historic benefits to the people of the state.

The Commission does not anticipate any benefits to worker safety because the proposed
regulations would not have any impact on working conditions.

The Commission anticipates benefits to the state’s environment in the sustainable
management of natural resources.

Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:

The proposed regulations are necessary to fully implement a state EFP Program in
accordance with FGC Section 1022. California businesses may elect to participate in the EFP
program and will likely do so if they perceive that the cost of the EFP fees will yield an
economically beneficial result from the authorized experimental marine fishing activities.
Applicants and EFP holders will incur costs related to application review, EFP issuance, and
oversight on EFP implementation by the Department. The proposed EFP fee items include
application fee ($153.25), initial permit issuance fee ($880.50), permit fee based on the
specific permit tier (Tier 1 $450.50, Tier 2 $1,063.50, Tier 3 $4,471.00, Tier 4 $9,786.50), and
amendment fees (minor $191.50, major $455.75). The proposed fees are necessary to
recovery a portion of the implementation and administrative costs of the Department relating to
the EFP, as provided under FGC subdivision 1022(g).

Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:

There will be ongoing costs for the Department to implement the EFP Program. A portion of
these costs would be offset by the proposed EFP Program fees which were determined using
a “minimum” cost recovery approach. The Department conducted a Cost Recovery Analysis
(Attachment 1 to the Initial Statement of Reasons) to evaluate the full range of cost recovery
for Department and Commission staff time. The analysis includes a “minimum,” “mid,” and
“high” cost recovery for permit fees. Recognizing the potential benefit of the EFP Program to
the state, the Department opted for “minimum” cost recovery of permanent staff time and
enforcement (i.e., recovery of only certain aspects of costs at the lowest level of functioning
service) and not to pursue full cost recovery as provided by Fish and Game Code subdivision
1022(g).



There are no cost or savings in federal funding to the state.
(e)  Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies:
None.
(f) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts:
None.

(9) 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.
(h)  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

Melissa Miller-Henson
Dated: September 10, 2021 Executive Director
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TO ALL AFFECTED AND INTERESTED PARTIES: n il
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This is to provide you with a Notice of Final Consideration concerning the petition to list
Pacific leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) as an endangered specigs under
the California Endangered Species Act. This notice will be published in the California

Notice Register on September 24, 2021.

Sincerely,

Jenn Greaves
Associate Governmental Program Analyst

Attachment

California Natural Resources Building
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320, Sacramento, California 95814
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CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION NOTICE OF
FINAL CONSIDERATION OF PETITION

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN pursuant to the provisions of Fish and Game Code Section 2078,
that the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission), has scheduled final
consideration of the petition to list Pacific leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) as an
endangered species for its October 13-14, 2021 meeting. Consideration of the petition will be
heard October 14, 2021 via webinar/teleconference. Instructions for participation in the
webinar/teleconference hearing will be posted at www.fgc.ca.gov in advance of the meeting or
may be obtained by calling 916-653-4899.

The agenda of the October 13-14, 2021 meeting, and the agendas and video archive of
previous meetings where actions were taken on Pacific leatherback sea turtle are available
online at http://www.fgc.ca.gov/meetings/.

Pursuant to the provisions of Fish and Game Code, sections 2075 and 2075.5, the
Commission will consider the petition and all other information in the record before the
Commission to determine whether listing Pacific leatherback sea turtle as an endangered
species is warranted.

The petition, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s evaluation report, and other
information in the records before the Commission are posted on the Commission website at
https://fgc.ca.gov/CESA#plst.

California Fish and Game Commission

September 10, 2021 Melissa Miller-Henson
Executive Director

California Natural Resources Building
715 P Street, 16" Floor, Sacramento, California 95814



From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Budget Revision Notification - Grant Tuberculosis Epidemiologic Studies Consortium

Date: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 8:58:00 AM

Attachments: BOS Budget Revision Notification Letter.pdf

CCSF_2090TBES10_Budget-Revision-Request_FY20-21_Approved_09-21-2021.pdf

From: Cen, Danna (DPH) <danna.cen@sfdph.org>

Sent: Thursday, September 23, 2021 2:35 PM

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

Cc: Quinonez, Miguel (DPH) <miguel.quinonez@sfdph.org>

Subject: Budget Revision Notification - Grant Tuberculosis Epidemiologic Studies Consortium

Hi,

Attached are the Budget Revision Notification Memo and the approved Budget Revision
documentation for Grant Tuberculosis Epidemiologic Studies Consortium. Please feel free to contact
me if you have any questions. Thanks!

Danna Cen

Fiscal Unit-Grant
Department of Public Health
1380 Howard Street #413b
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415.255-3461
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Date: September 232021

To: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
CC: Controller’s Office Operations Unit
From: SF Department of Public Health, Grant Unit

Subject: Grant Budget Revision

Tuberculosis Epidemiologic Studies Consortium

In accordance with Administrative Code Section 10.170-1(H), this memo serves to notify the
Board of Supervisors of a State grant line item budget revision in excess of 15% requiring
funding agency approval.

We have attached a copy of budget revision documentation submitted to the funding agency.

Attachment: Budget Revision documentation



California Department of Public Health

DocuSign Envelope ID: 1B27FB57-1A27-491D-A320-AED6084BBFAE

Tuberculosis Control Branch

Local Assistance Budget Revision Request FY 2020-2021

JURISDICTION AWARD NUMBER
San Francisco 2090TBES10
TELEPHONE NUMBER FAX NUMBER AWARD PERIOD
FROM : 9/29/2020 TO: 9/28/2021
BUDGET REVISION # 1 SUBMISSION DATE: 9/8/2021
CATEGORY CURRENT BUDGET PROPOSED CHANGE REVISED BUDGET
A. PERSONNEL
Investigator - Susannah $ 5,919.00 $ 45.00 $5,964
Graves (Capped at Federal
1) Executive Level Il)
Investigator - Janice Louie $ 3,946.00 $ 30.00 $3,976
(Capped at Executive Level
2) 1)
Epidemiologist T - Laura $ 37,221.60 $ 778.00 $38,000
3) Romo
4) Research Nurse - Ana LI $ 46,050.50 $ 3,649.50 $49,700
5) Budget Analyst - Perry Zhou | $ 8,013.20 $ (2,003.30) $6,010
Senior Budget Analyst - Rita | ¢ - $ 6,570.00 $6,570
6) Watt
SALARIES SUB-TOTAL| $ 101,150.30 $ 9,069.20 $110,220
B. BENEFITS $ 30,344.50 $ (3,603.00) $26,742
C. PERSONNEL (No Benefits) | $ - $ - $0
D. TRAVEL (In State) $ - $ - $0
E. TRAVEL (Out of State) $ 2,000.00 $ (2,000.00) $0
F. SUPPLIES $ 3,466.00 $ (3,466.00) $0
G. EQUIPMENT $ - $ - $0
G. SUBCONTRACTS $ 77,507.00 $ - $77,507
H. COMMUNICATIONS $ - $ - $0
I. ANTI-TB MEDICATIONS $ - $ - $0
J. OTHER DIRECT COSTS $ - $ - $0
K. INDIRECT COST $ - $ - $0
TOTAL|$214,468 $0 $214,468
JUSTIFICATION - Please complete line item justification worksheet for line items that will change.
Local Jurisdiction Signatures Date CDPH TBCB Signatures | Approved Not Date
Approved
A) Program Director ,—bocusignedby: ) Eiscal Analyst
S e Susanmal] Gros 11'4%@?1;” Crawford 09/13/21
" " " BRBUBSACESO040E o,
(B) Fnzgsgrl_ilalla(r?fflcer ,—H;;‘;l 9/9/2021 | 11:44B)Prggram Liaison
(C) Other i (C) Other :
W%%“ 9/21/2021

m Submit to the CDPH TBCB Fiscal Analyst for approval prior to implementation of the proposed revision and

expenditure.

m Attach revised summary and detail budgets.
m See the Tuberculosis Control Local Assistance Standards and Procedures Manual Part 3, Section 1.6C for

Page 1 of 2

RECEIVED

By Kevin Crawford at 4:25 pm, Sep 13, 2021

August 2020


KCrawford
Received

JCrosby
New Stamp


DocusSign Envelope ID: 1B27FB57-1A27-491D-A320-AED6084BBFAE

California Department of Public Health Tuberculosis Control Branch

instructions.



DocuSign Envelope ID: 1B27FB57-1A27-491D-A320-AED6084BBFAE

California Department of Public Health Tuberculosis Control Branch

Local Assistance Base Award Revision Request FY 2020-2021
Line Item Justification

Jurisdiction: San Francisco
Submission | 9/8/2021

Please complete justification for those items that will chang_;e.

PERSONNEL - With Benefits

Investigator Susannah Graves's Federal Exective Level Il increased to $199,300 startinng July 1st 2021,
requesting a total of 3% x ($197,300 x 3 months + $199,300 x 9 months) = $5,964

Investigator Janice Louie's Federal Exective Level Il increased to $199,300 startinng July 1st 2021,
requesting a total of 2% x ($197,300 x 3 months + $199,300 x 9 months) = $3,976

Epidemiologist Il Laura Romo's salary increased to $134,451 starting July 1st 2021 , requesting a total of

30% x ($124,072 x 9 months + $134,451 x 3 months)= $38,000.
Research Nurse Ana Li's hourly rate was $94.99 from 9/29/20 to 6/30/21 and increased to $99.03 from

7/1/21 to 9/28/21, capped at Federal Executive Level I, requesting a total of 25% x ($197,300 x 3 months
+ $199,300 x 9 months) = $49,700

Budget Analyst Perry Zhou left the program starting July 1st 2021, requesting a decrease of $2,003
Senior Budget Analyst Rita Watt joined the program starting July 1st 2021, requesting a total of 25% x

(Annual Salary $105,118 x 3 months) = 6,570
BENEFITS
Average fringe benefit should be 24.26%, requesting a total of $110,220 x 24.26% = $26,742

PERSONNEL - Salaries Only No benefits

TRAVEL
Reduced travel budget to $0. No travel necessary durimg the Pandemic, moved $2,000 to salaires
budget.

EQUIPMENT

SUPPLIES

Reduced supplies budget to $0. Salaries increase because of COLA, moved $3,466 to salaries budget.

ANTI-TB MEDICATION

SUBCONTRACTS

OTHER

INDIRECT COST
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From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS)
Subject: FW: CLF Reports to the BOS

Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:34:00 PM

Attachments: CLF 6mo report Jul-Dec20 Final.pdf

CLF Annual Plan FY21-22.pdf

Hello,
Please see the attached is the CLF report for the Board of Supervisors.
Thank you,

Board of Supervisors

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

(415) 554-5184

(415) 554-5163 fax
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
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mailto:Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 7, 2021
To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
THROUGH: Disability and Aging Services Commission

FROM: Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director, Department of Disability and
Aging Services (DAS)
Michael Zaugg, Director, Office of Community Partnerships

SUBJECT: Community Living Fund (CLF), Program for Case Management and

Purchase of Resources and Services, Six-Month Report (July-December
2020)

OVERVIEW

The San Francisco Administrative Code, Section 10.100-12, created the Community
Living Fund (CLF) to support aging in place and community placement alternatives for
individuals who may otherwise require care within an institution. This report fulfills the
Administrative Code requirement that the Department of Disability and Aging Services
(formerly Department of Aging and Adult Services) report to the Board of Supervisors
every six months detailing the level of services provided and costs incurred in
connection with the duties and services associated with this fund.

The CLF Program provides for home- and community-based services, or a combination
of equipment and services, that will help individuals who are currently or at risk of being
institutionalized, to continue living independently in their homes or to return to
community living. This program, using a two-pronged approach of coordinated case
management and purchased services, provides the needed resources not available
through any other mechanism, to vulnerable older adults and adults with disabilities.

The CLF Six-Month Report provides an overview of trends. The attached data tables
and charts show key program trends for each six-month period, along with project-to-
date figures where appropriate.

KEY FINDINGS

Referrals & Service Levels

% The CLF Program received a total of 125 new referrals; a lower volume of referrals
than in the prior period and broader trends over the history of the program.
Approximately 59% of clients referred were eligible, and 45% were approved to

receive services.

A total of 344 clients were served with most (248) receiving intensive case
management through the Institute on Aging (IOA). This is consistent with [OA

Community Living Fund 1
Six-Month Report



enrollment trends over the life of the program. Of the total served, 97 clients also
received services from Brilliant Corners through the Scattered Site Housing and
Rental Subsidy program.'

Demographics

Trends in CLF referrals are relatively consistent with slight shifts over time:

*

*

Nearly eight out of every 10 referred clients were seniors aged 60 and up, a
significant increase when compared to overall program trends to date. In 201 | and
2012, referred clients were more equally split between seniors and younger adults
with disabilities (aged 18-59), but seniors typically represent the majority of
referrals.

Trends in the ethnic profile of new referrals remain generally consistent with prior
periods with some slight changes. Referrals for White clients remain steady as the
largest group (40%). Referrals made on behalf of African-Americans remained
steady at about a quarter (24%) and referrals for Latino clients increased to 20% of
all referrals. Referrals for Asian/Pacific Islanders decreased to 9% compared to 14%
of referrals in the prior period.

Referrals for English-speaking clients remain the most common, making up 76% of
referrals in the current reporting period. The second most common primary
language remains Spanish (14%). Approximately 5% speak Asian/Pacific Islander
languages, a decrease that mirrors the ethnicity trends described above.

Males represented over half (58%) of referrals, consistent with the past several
periods. One percent of referred clients identified as transgender or gender non-
conforming.

Referred clients most commonly identify as heterosexual (69% of all referrals; 74%
of referrals with a documented response to the sexual orientation question). Five
percent of all referrals were for persons identifying as gay/lesbian/same-sex loving.
Approximately one in five (20%) referrals were missing sexual orientation data in
their application for CLF services.

The most frequent zip code for referred clients in this period was 94109 (12% of
referrals), which includes the Polk Gulch, Russian Hill, and Nob Hill neighborhoods.
Other common areas were the 94102 (Hayes Valley/Tenderloin) and 94103 (South
of Market) zip codes, which each accounted for 9% of referrals, and the 94116
(Parkside, Laguna Honda) zip code, which accounted for 8% of referrals.

' This program was integrated into the data portion of the CLF Six Month Report in December 2018.
Historic data was populated back to the July — December 2017 period based on when the program data
was fully transitioned into a DAS-managed data system.

Community Living Fund
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¢ Referrals from Laguna Honda Hospital represent 14% of all referrals. This is
consistent with recent periods but remains lower than trends over the entire
program history. Between 2010 and 2016, 35% of referrals on average came from
Laguna Honda Hospital. This likely reflects broader trends in the Laguna Honda
Hospital client population and availability of appropriate housing to support safe
discharge and stability in the community. Many Laguna Honda Hospital residents
need supportive housing, such as Direct Access to Housing (DAH), but there is a
waitlist for this type of housing.

Service Requests

¢ Self-reported service needs remain generally consistent with prior periods, though
there was a notable increase in requests for case management, in-home support,
money management, assistive devices, and home repairs/modifications, and a steep
decline in food needs. The most commonly requested services at intake include case
management (85%), in-home support (77%), and housing-related services (59%).

Program Costs

The six-month period ending in December 2020 shows a net decrease of $174,861 in
CLF program costs over the prior six-month period.

% Total monthly program costs per client” averaged $1,984 per month in the latest
six-month period, a decrease of $49 per month over the prior six-month period.
Excluding costs for home care and rental subsidies, average monthly purchase of
service costs for CLF clients who received any purchased services was $167 per
month in the latest reporting period, an increase of $32 per client from the previous
six-month period.

Performance Measures

DAS is committed to measuring the impact of its investments in community services.
The CLF program has consistently met and exceeded its goals to support successful
community living for those discharged from institution or at imminent risk of
institutionalization. Given this demonstrated success, DAS shifted focus to the below
two new performance measures beginning in FY 15/16:

R/

¢ Percent of clients with one or fewer unplanned (“acute”) hospital admissions within
a six-month period (excludes “banked” clients). Goal: 80%.
With 91% of clients having one or fewer unplanned admissions, the CLF
program exceeded the performance measure target. DAS will continue to
monitor this measure and evaluate the goal threshold.

2 This calculation = [Grand Total of CLF expenditures (from Section 3-1)]/[All Active Cases (from Section
I-1)]/6.

Community Living Fund 3
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K/
£ %4

Percent of care plan problems resolved, on average, after one year of enrollment in

the CLF Program (excludes “banked” clients). Goal: 80%
On average, 51% of service plan items were marked as resolved or transferred.
This performance reflects the recent adoption of a revised, more streamlined
service plan tool in IOA’s database. With input from DAS, IOA has begun — but
not completed — implementation of enhanced reporting to support proactive
service plan monitoring and staff supervision. Once fully implemented, these
tools and practices will ensure progress is made towards service plan completion
to support client stabilization.

Systemic changes / Trends affecting CLF

K/
£ %4

0.
0'0

As of March 2021, there are 54 referrals awaiting assignment. On average, these
clients have been waiting for 202 days. Approximately 67% of clients are waiting for
intensive case management; the others have been referred for a purchase of service
(and have separate community case management). While this waitlist is slightly
shorter than the waitlist in the prior period, clients have been waiting approximately
one-and-a-half times as long to be enrolled. Clients waiting for purchases of service
have spent on average about one-and-a-half times as long waiting for services than
those waiting for intensive case management (an average of 27| days waiting
compared to 167 days waiting).

During this reporting period, the CLF Program transitioned six (6) participants into
Scattered Site Housing units managed by Brilliant Corners. Of the six, five were
discharged from Laguna Honda Hospital and one was discharged from Zuckerberg
San Francisco General Hospital. The CLF Program facilitates monthly Multi-
Disciplinary Team (MDT) meetings hosted at IOA to review the prospective
referrals from Laguna Honda Hospital for clinical appropriateness of independent
community living. CLF-eligible individuals living in institutional care who have no
appropriate housing alternatives and meet Scattered Site Housing criteria are
considered for these units.

In February 2020, CLF developed an outreach plan to be implemented in FY 20/21
with focus on the APl and LGBTQ communities. However, due to COVID-19, the
resulting Rapid Transitions Initiative, staff vacancies, and long waitlist times, the
outreach plan was put on hold. CLF continues to partner with Self Help for the
Elderly (SHE) to dedicate a caseload for bilingual staff to serve the APl population.
However, the case management position has been open since November 2020. SHE
and CLF have begun conversations around agency collaboration and partnering to
better serve this population through both outreach and education. CLF and the
partner agencies are working to fill staff vacancies and enroll off the waitlist to
decrease waitlist times. CLF will then be able to explore an outreach plan that
focuses on the diverse communities of San Francisco for the next reporting period
as appropriate due to a lower waitlist. Additionally, CLF is partnering with
Openhouse to provide additional staff training in cultural humility and issues facing
LGBTQ+ seniors and is exploring an outreach opportunity with the agency.

Community Living Fund
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+¢ Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the shelter-in-place orders, the CLF program
continues to modify its service delivery to provide telephonic and virtual assessment,
monthly contacts, care coordination and support to ensure that clients continue to
receive appropriate services. Recognizing the complexities of each participant, CLF
continues to follow an essential home visit protocol to allow for face to face visits, if
assessed to be necessary for service provision. CLF staff have been trained on
COVID-19 safety, Personal Protective Equipment protocols and engaged in case
consultation to ensure staff and client safety in meeting clients in the community.

¢ In March 2020, CLF through its Rapid Transitions Team collaborated with SF DPH
Transitions Care Coordination and Placement, In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS),
and Homebridge to assist individuals transitioning from Laguna Honda Hospital and
Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital to Shelter-in-Place (SIP) hotel sites
throughout the city. The CLF Rapid Transitions Team uses a modified fast-tracked
process to assess and enroll clients and provide care coordination and purchase of
goods to meet urgent needs. In addition, CLF’s collaboration with Homebridge,
Adult Protective Services, and IHSS formed the CHAI team to assist the transition
and stabilization of homeless and vulnerable individuals also placed in SIP hotel sites.
A total of 13 individuals were referred to the CLF Rapid Transitions during this
reporting period.

% CLF continues to support the DAS Public Guardian (PG) Office through the PG
Housing Fund which provides individuals conserved by the PG, who also meet CLF
eligibility criteria, with housing subsidies and assistance with move-related costs to
licensed Assisted Living Facilities (ALF), supportive housing, or other similar types of
housing. Due to insufficient financial resources and declining health, many individuals
under PG conservatorship are marginally housed for prolonged periods of time
while waiting for appropriate housing options. The PG Housing Fund through CLF is
used to support their safety and housing stability. Since 2019, a total of 14
individuals have been referred to the PG Housing Fund. Referrals during the
pandemic has been slow due to delays in the court process for conservatorship and
the shelter-in-place mandate.
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Community Living Fund
Cumulative Referrals and Clients

Program to Date
6,000
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Notes: Referrals are all referrals to the primary CLF program, operated by the Institute on
Aging (IOA). Referrals are counted by month of referral. Clients served include those
served by the IOA, as well as those receiving received transitional care through NCPHS and
emergency meals through Meals on Wheels. Clients served are counted based on program

Number of CLF Clients Served by IOA Declines Slightly;
Clients Served by Brilliant Corners Remains Steady
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CLF Referrals by Age

Increase in % Older Adults Age 65-74; Decrease in % Adults with Disabilities Age 18-59
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Expenditures at CLF increase, primarily due to growth in Home
Care and Assisted Living costs
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Average Monthly Purchase of Service (POS) Cost Per Client

for CLF Clients with Any Purchases:

Rates higher than prior years due to increase in Home Care and Assisted Living,
as well as a number of higher cost home modifications and assistive devices
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CLF Clients by Age

Slight Decrease Over Time in Younger Adult Clients
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Enrollment and Referral Trends

Active Caseload

All Active Cases* 388 370 343 340 350 344
Change from Prior 6 Months I 2.9% (18) -4.6% (27) -7.3% 3) -0.9% 10 2.9% (6) -1.7%
Change from Previous Year 72 22.8% 7) -1.9% (45)| -11.6% (30) -8.1% (20) -5.8% 4 1.2%
Change from 2 Years 97 33.3% 9l 32.6% 27 8.5% 37) -9.8% (38) -9.8% (26) -7.0%

Program Enrollment

CLF at Institute on Aging 309 80% 287 78% 256 75% 257 76% 257 73% 248 72%
with any service purchases 156 50% 143 50% 138 54% 143 56% 159 62% 122 49%
with no purchases 153 50% 144 50% 118 46% 114 44% 98 38% 126 51%

Scattered Site Housing (Brilliant Corne 102 26% 102 28% 100 29% 101 30% 104 30% 97 28%

Program to Date

All CLF Enrollment* 4,030 4,076 4,133 4,193 4,247 4,278
CLF at Institute on Aging Enrollment 1,883 47% 1,929 47% 1,989 48%| 2,048 49%| 2,106 50%| 2,135 50%
with any service purchases 1,341 71% 1,383 72% 1,434 72% 1,482 72% 1,538 73% 1,559 73%
$ 1,656 $ 1,591 $ 2,012 $ 2,050 $ 2,033 $ 1,984
Average monthly $/client (all clients, all $)
Average monthly purchase of service $ 1,832 $ 1,731 $ 2,362 $ 2,327 $ 2,346 $ 2,772
$/client for CLF IOA purchase clients
Average monthly purchase of service $ 235 $ 159 $ 339 $ 186 $ 199 $ 159

$/client for CLF IOA purchase clients,

excluding home care, housing subsidies

*Includes clients enrolled with Institute on Aging, Brilliant Corners (beginning Dec-2017), Homecoming (through June-2015), and Emergency Meals (through Dec-2015).

Section |: Enrollment and Referral Trends - |
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Referrals

New Referrals** 172 1 158 184 183 125
Change from previous six months (30) -15% 6l) -35% 47 42% 26 16% ) -1% (58) -32%
Change from previous year (29) -14% on) -45% (14) -8% 73 66% 25 16% (59) -32%

Status After Initial Screening

Eligible: 144 84% 88 79% 117 74% 148 80% 133 73% 74 59%
Approved to Receive Service 95 66% 55 63% 103 88% 117 79% 78 59% 33 45%
Wait List 45 31% 31 35% I 9% 24 16% 47 35% 38 51%
Pending Final Review 4 3% 2 2% 3 3% 7 5% 8 6% 3 4%

Ineligible 13 8% 6 5% 15 9% 15 8% 13 7% 9 7%

Withdrew Application I5 9% 17 15% 14 9% I 6% 32 17% 28 22%

Pending Initial Determination 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 14 1%

Program to Date

Total Referrals 4,475 4,586 4,744 4,928 5111 5,236
Eligible Referrals 3,251 73%| 3,339 73%| 3,456 73%| 3,604 73%| 3,737 73%| 3,811 73%
Ineligible Referrals 578 13% 584 13% 599 13% 614 12% 627 12% 636 12%

** New Referrals include all referrals received by the DAAS Intake and Screening Unit for CLF services at IOA in the six-month period.

Section |: Enrollment and Referral Trends - 2
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Referral Demographics

Age (in years) Dec-15 Jun-16 Dec-16 Jun-17 Dec-17 Jun-18 Dec-18 Jun-19 Dec-19 Jun-20 Dec-20
18-59 43% 37% 34% 33% 37% 37% 33% 27% 35% 38% 22%
60-64 13% 15% 18% 12% 8% 18% 14% 15% 18% 16% 13%
65-74 22% 26% 21% 24% 25% 17% 23% 28% 21% 26% 36%
75-84 13% 13% 15% 21% 18% 17% 23% 18% 15% 10% 16%
85+ 10% 8% 1% 9% 1% 12% 8% 1% 1% 10% 14%
Unknown 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Ethnicity

White 45% 37% 43% 40% 41% 34% 38% 41% 39% 39% 40%
African American 28% 29% 25% 21% 28% 23% 31% 21% 32% 25% 24%
Latino 13% 13% 17% 12% 17% 22% 15% 20% 17% 14% 20%
Chinese 6% 7% 3% 9% 4% 9% 6% 9% 5% 8% 5%
Filipino 2% 2% 1% 3% 3% 2% 4% 3% 1% 2% 2%
Other API 3% 7% 5% 9% 3% 6% 1% 4% 4% 4% 2%
Other 3% 3% 3% 4% 2% 3% 5% 2% 2% 4% 4%
Unknown 1% 1% 3% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 2%
Language

English 85% 86% 86% 75% 76% 69% 80% 72% 72% 78% 76%
Spanish 7% 5% 8% 8% 15% 13% 7% 10% 13% 9% 14%
Cantonese 5% 8% 1% 6% 2% 9% 5% 9% 6% 6% 2%
Mandarin 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1%
Russian 1% 1% 0% 2% 0% 2% 3% 1% 2% 1% 2%
Tagalog 0% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2%
Vietnamese 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Other 1% 0% 3% 6% 3% 0% 0% 4% 6% 4% 3%

Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding

Section 2: Referral Demographics and Program Performance - |
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Dec-15 Jun-16 Dec-16 Jun-17 Dec-17 Jun-18 Dec-18 Jun-19 Dec-19 Jun-20 Dec-20

Male 58% 60% 55% 53% 56% 59% 55% 50% 54% 63% 58%
Female 40% 40% 45% 47% 43% 40% 40% 49% 43% 36% 42%
Transgender MtF 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 3% 1% 2% 1% 1%
Transgender FtM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
All Other (Genderqueer, Not listed) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Incomplete/Missing data 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual 46% 48% 50% 55% 69% 69% 65% 68% 68% 64% 69%
Gay/Lesbian/Same Gender-Loving 8% 8% 5% 6% 7% 9% 7% 8% 5% 7% 5%
Bisexual 1% 0% 3% 0% 2% 1% 5% 1% 2% 1% 0%
All Other (Questioning/Unsure, Not Listed) 0% 0% 1% 3% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Declined to State 2% 0% 1% 1% 3% 3% 2% 1% 5% 4% 6%
Incomplete/Missing data/Not asked 43% 44% 41% 33% 17% 17% 20% 22% 18% 23% 20%
94102 Hayes Valley/Tenderloin 16% 17% 16% 12% 17% 12% 16% 14% 10% 15% 9%
94103 South of Market 9% 9% 9% 9% 1% 9% 14% 4% 6% 8% 9%
94109 Polk/Russian Hill/Nob Hill 9% 9% 10% 7% 8% 10% 9% 6% 13% 5% 12%
94110 Inner Mission/Bernal Heights 0% 8% 8% 10% 7% 5% 5% 9% 5% 8% 6%
94112 Outer Mission/Excelsior/Ingleside 4% 3% 3% 4% 7% 6% 4% 4% 4% 5% 6%
94115 Western Addition 5% 6% 5% 6% 5% 4% 9% 6% 5% 2% 6%
94116 Parkside/Forest Hill 21% 1% 9% 7% 10% 1% 9% 14% 7% 8% 8%
94117 Haight/Western Addition/Fillmore 2% 3% 1% 3% 3% 2% 5% 1% 1% 3% 0%
94118 Inner Richmond/Presidio/Laurel 2% 2% 3% 4% 2% 3% 3% 1% 3% 2% 1%
94122 Sunset 5% 3% 2% 4% 2% 2% 4% 5% 3% 7% 1%
94124 Bayview/Hunters Point 5% 7% 4% 4% 4% 6% 7% 3% 6% 4% 7%
94133 North Beach Telegraph Hill 3% 1% 1% 4% 0% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1%
94134 Visitacion Valley 3% 4% 3% 4% 3% 5% 4% 3% 2% 4% 6%
Unknown/Other 19% 25% 26% 19% 16% 24% 1% 31% 35% 27% 28%
Referral Source = Laguna Honda Hospital/TCM | 31% 30% 26% 18% 20% 22% 25% 21% 18% 13% 14%

Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding

Section 2: Referral Demographics and Program Performance - 2



Community Living Fund Six-Month Report

Services Needed at Intake (Self-Reported) Dec-15 Jun-16 Dec-16 Jun-17 Dec-17 Jun-18 Dec-18 Jun-19 Dec-19 Jun-20 Dec-20

Case Management 75% 68% 74% 75% 77% 74% 68% 67% 67% 72% 85%
In-Home Support 54% 54% 61% 64% 74% 62% 60% 57% 57% 64% 77%
Housing-related services 46% 41% 33% 38% 45% 39% 46% 44% 49% 60% 59%
Money Management 26% 21% 40% 34% 42% 37% 30% 39% 36% 41% 50%
Assistive Devices 25% 27% 30% 34% 41% 45% 35% 44% 37% 43% 54%
Mental health/Substance Abuse Services 32% 30% 36% 39% 43% 30% 40% 39% 39% 50% 49%
Day Programs 13% 20% 23% 26% 33% 23% 32% 29% 24% 34% 31%
Food 36% 29% 39% 37% 49% 34% 42% 37% 38% 49% 28%
Caregiver Support 18% 19% 24% 25% 25% 20% 20% 25% 24% 20% 31%
Home repairs/Modifications 18% 20% 15% 23% 29% 37% 28% 28% 33% 22% 43%
Other Services 17% 13% 16% 23% 20% 23% 25% 27% 28% 35% 39%

Program Performance Measurement

Active Performance Measures Dec-15 Dec-16 Jun-17 Dec-17 Jun-18 Dec-18 Dec-19 Jun-20
Percent of CLF clients with | or less acute hospital 93% 89% 89% 89% 96% 92% 93% 91% 90% 94% 91%

admissions in six month period

Percent of care plan problems resolved on average 55% 61% 73% 75% 63% 65% 72% , , 51%

after first year of enrollment in CLF

*Data unavailable due to database system updates

Section 2: Referral Demographics and Program Performance - 3



Community Living Fund Six-Month Report

Expenditures and Budget

Project to
Expenditures Dec-19 Jun-20 Dec-20 Date
IOA Contract
Purchase of Service * $ 1,069508 | $ 1,168,066 | $ 1,136,573 | $ 19,858,246
Case Management $ 805320(% 831,853|% 887315|% 17,585,666
Capital & Equipment $ 13,071 | $ 46,082 | $ -1$ 237,870
Operations $ 265129 3% 198472 |$ 293327 | $ 5,565,600
Indirect $ 159844 |3% 169009 |$% 175633 | $% 3,004,250
Housing and Disability Advocacy Program (HSH Work Order) $ 70,707 | $ 79,659 | $ 38,516 | $ 295,888
CCT Reimbursement $ (1,045)| $ (1,590)| $ (363)| $  (1,603,959)
SF Health Plan Reimbursement for CBAS $ -1 9 - $ (976,840)
CBAS Assessments for SF Health Plan $ -1 9 - $ 676,042
Historical Expenditures within IOA Contract**** $ -1 $ - $ 483,568
Subtotal $ 2,382,534 | $ 2,491,551 [ $ 2,531,001 [ $ 45,126,331
DPH Work Orders
RTZ - DCIP $ 59376 3% 36624|3% 48000 $ 1,196,000
DAS Internal (Salaries & Fringe) $ 265599 |$% 229500 (% 226079 |9% 5,723,668
Homecoming Services Network & Research (SFSC) $ 274,575
Emergency Meals (Meals on Wheels) $ 807,029
MSO Consultant (Meals on Wheels) $ 199,711
Case Management Training Institute (FSA) $ 679,906
Scattered Site Housing (Brilliant Corners) $ 1,440,134 | $ 1,476,595 | $ 1,254329 | $ 12,282,598
Shanti / PAWS (Pets are Wonderful Support) $ 35,000 | $ 35,000 | $ 35,000 | $ 330,000
Historical Expenditures within CLF Program**+* $ 1,447,669
Grand Total $ 4,182,643 | $ 4,269,270 | $ 4,094,409 | $ 69,563,156
Project to
FY1920 FY2021 Date
Total CLF Fund Budget*** $ 8,716,570 $ 8,838,557 | $ 78,494,262
% DAS Internal of Total CLF Fund** 6% 7%
* This figure does not match the figure in Section 4 of this report because this figure reflects the date of invoice to HSA, while
the other reflects the date of service to the client.
** According to the CLF's establishing ordinance, "In no event shall the cost of department staffing associated with the duties and
services associated with this fund exceed 5% [...] of the total amount of the fund." When the most recent six-month period
falls in July-December, total funds available are pro-rated to reflect half of the total annual fund.
*#* FY14/15 Budget includes $200K of one-time addback funding for Management Services Organizations project that will be
spent outside of CLF, which will not be included in the cost per client.
¥+ Historical Expenditures from December 2014 and previously.
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Purchased Items and Services
CLF @ IOA Purchased

Services

Community Living Fund Six-Month Report

Dec-18

$

Clients

Jun-19

$

Clients

Dec-19

$

Clients

Jun-20

$

Clients

Dec-20

$

Clients

Project-to-Date

$

ubDC

Grand Total $829,574 143($1,027,753 140[$1,105,931 143|$1,241,843 156[$1,243,221 122 $20,087,610 1,559
Home Care $313,632 42| $400,704 35 $419,991 42| $473,156 52| $533,373 39 $7,953,662 368
Assisted Living (RCFE/B&C) $397,866 26| $428,352 25 $542,104 30 $599,470 30 $585,240 27 $7,803,659 96
Scattered Site Housing $209,372 4
Rental Assistance (General) $41,594 27| $46,751 23| $53,727 18] $60,845 17]  $51,931 17 $1,283,919 431
Non-Medical Home Equipment $19,175 39|  $26,386 32| $15,130 32|  $13,669 39 $10,232 29 $676,899 84|
Housing-Related $33,461 6] $73,056 7]  $56,923 9] $70,463 18] $48,245 12 $863,099 374
Assistive Devices $11,806 26| $38,616 27 $5,926 31 $12,986 29 $6,366 20 $607,546 648
Adult Day Programs $110,375 20
Communication/Translation $5,230 19 $4,661 17 $7,289 27 $4,491 23 $3,457 18 $162,516 425
Respite $48,686 10
Health Care $5 I $149 I $30 I $92,509 99
Other Special Needs $423 I $1,962 5 $856 4 $359 2 $4,111 3 $43,422 105
Counseling $4,250 16 $5,950 19 $3,100 I $4,140 12 $126,476 204
Professional Care Assistance $20,418 |15
Habilitation $22,788 10
Transportation $932 13 $618 14 $727 14 $2,194 12 $266 9 $35,690 190
Legal Assistance $1,200 I $168 3 $90 I $70 I $10,284 26
Others $38l1 I $39 I $16,293 54

Note: Historical figures may change slightly from report to report. "Other" services have historically included purchases such as employment, recreation, education, food, social

reassurance, caregiver training, clothing, furniture, and other one-time purchases. In June 2016, the Medical Services category was incorporated into Health Care. In December

2016, the Scattered Site Housing category was added to track spending of the FY 15/16 CLF growth (prior to this time, CLF funded a very limited number of ongoing SSH patches).

Note: CLF must contract year-round with a non-profit housing agency to reserve these units and ensure options are available when clients discharge from SNFs. Therefore, the

total purchase amount listed may not be an accurate reflection of average cost per client served.

Client counts reflect unique clients with any transaction of that type.
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Enrolled Client Demographics

Age (in years) Dec-15 Jun-16 Dec-16 Jun-17 Dec-17 Jun-18 Dec-18 Jun-19 Dec-19 Jun-20 Dec-20
18-59 40% 40% 38% 37% 39% 37% 39% 37% 35% 34% 30%
60-64 17% 15% 16% 15% 1% 13% 16% 17% 16% 15% 15%
65-74 20% 23% 22% 21% 23% 22% 16% 18% 24% 26% 28%
75-84 14% 13% 15% 17% 15% 14% 16% 15% 12% 13% 15%
85+ 9% 9% 9% 1% 12% 14% 13% 13% 12% 12% 13%
Ethnicity Dec-15 Dec-16 Dec-17 Dec-18 Dec-19

White 31% 35% 37% 38% 36% 37% 34% 35% 34% 39% 37%
African American 23% 24% 23% 23% 25% 23% 22% 26% 26% 26% 27%
Latino 13% 13% 13% 13% 14% 13% 15% 16% 16% 13% 13%
Chinese 4% 6% 6% 7% 8% 8% 9% 8% 8% 9% 10%
Filipino 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2%
Other API 3% 2% 3% 5% 3% 6% 8% 5% 5% 4% 3%
Other 15% 10% 9% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3%
Unknown 10% 8% 9% 10% 10% 8% 8% 7% 6% 6% 5%
Language

English 76% 79% 80% 79% 76% 77% 77% 79% 78% 79% 78%
Spanish 1% 1% 10% 10% 12% 10% 10% 10% 10% 9% 1%
Cantonese 6% 4% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 6%
Mandarin 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Russian 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Tagalog 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1%
Vietnamese 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Other 2% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 3%
Unknown 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Dec-15 Jun-16 Dec-16 Jun-17 Dec-17 Jun-18 Dec-18 Jun-19 Dec-19 Jun-20 Dec-20

Male 57% 60% 59% 54% 55% 59% 59% 54% 51% 53% 54%
Female 42% 39% 38% 41% 44% 40% 40% 45% 48% 47% 46%
Transgender MtF 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Transgender FtM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
All Other (Genderqueer, Not listed) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Incomplete/Missing data 0% 0% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Sexual Orientation Dec-15 Dec-16 Dec-17 Dec-18 Dec-19

Heterosexual 81% 82% 78% 79% 78% 78% 79% 79% 80% 81% 83%
Gay/Lesbian/Same Gender-Loving 8% 1% 10% 10% 1% 12% 12% 12% 1% 10% 9%
Bisexual 3% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 4% 4% 4% 2%
All Other (Questioning/Unsure, Not Listed) 0% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Declined to State 5% 5% 5% 3% 5% 5% 5% 3% 3% 3% 4%
Incomplete/Missing data/Not asked 2% 0% 2% 3% 3% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 1%
94102 Hayes Valley/Tenderloin 16% 19% 18% 17% 16% 15% 12% 13% 14% 18% 17%
94103 South of Market 7% 7% 7% 7% 6% 7% 8% 10% 8% 8% 6%
94109 Polk/Russian Hill/Nob Hill 7% 9% 1% 10% 7% 6% 8% 9% 10% 1% 10%
94110 Inner Mission/Bernal Heights 8% 10% 9% 6% 6% 4% 6% 4% 4% 5% 6%
94112 Outer Mission/Excelsior/Ingleside 5% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 6%
94115 Western Addition 8% 8% 9% 8% 7% 8% 8% 7% 5% 4% 6%
94116 Parkside/Forest Hill 7% 6% 7% 8% 5% 4% 4% 3% 2% 4% 4%
94117 Haight/Western Addition/Fillmore 4% 3% 3% 4% 3% 2% 3% 3% 4% 4% 5%
94118 Inner Richmond/Presidio/Laurel 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 3% 4% 4%
94122 Sunset 5% 4% 5% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 4%
94124 Bayview/Hunters Point 4% 4% 6% 5% 5% 3% 2% 3% 4% 3% 4%
94133 North Beach Telegraph Hill 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1%
94134 Visitacion Valley 5% 4% 2% 4% 4% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2% 2%
Unknown/Other 20% 19% 19% 22% 35% 39% 37% 39% 37% 27% 26%

Referral Source = Laguna Honda Hospital/TCM 49% 46% 41% 31% 28% 27% 25% 29% 28% 25% 25%
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 7, 2021
TO: Disability and Aging Services Commission
FROM: Department of Disability and Aging Services (DAS)

Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director
Michael Zaugg, Director of Office of Community Partnerships

SUBJECT:  Community Living Fund (CLF) Program for Case Management and Purchase
of Resources and Services

Annual Plan for July 2021 to June 2022

Section 10.100-12 of the San Francisco Administrative Code created the Community Living Fund
(CLF) to fund aging in place and community placement alternatives for individuals who may
otherwise require care within an institution. The Administrative Code requires that the Department
of Disability and Aging Services (formerly Department of Aging and Adult Services) prepare a CLF
Annual Plan that will be submitted to the Disability and Aging Services Commission after a public
hearing process, which will have input from the Department of Public Health (DPH) and the Long
Term Catre Coordinating Council (LTCCC). Attached is the CLF Annual Plan for FY 21/22, which
has been prepared by the Department of Disability and Aging Services (DAS) for the continuing
implementation of the CLF Program.

The Director of Office of Community Partnerships at DAS, Michael Zaugg, continues to actively
develop and maintain relationships with key stakeholders at the Department of Public Health,
including:

+* Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Public Health;

¢ Michael Phillips, Chief Executive Officer, Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) and
Rehabilitation Center;

% Irin Blanco, Assistant Hospital Administrator-Clinical Services, LHH;

% Janet Gillen, Director of Social Setvices, LHH;

% Dr. Wilmie Hathaway, Medical Director, LHH;

** Luis Calderon, Director of Placement, Targeted Case Management;

% BEdwin Batongbacal, Director of Adult and Older Adult Services, Community
Behavioral Health Services;

*¢ Salvador Menjivar, Director of Housing, Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing;

¢ Roland Pickens, Director, San Francisco Health Network
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PROGRAM PURPOSE, TARGET POPULATION, AND ELIGIBILITY

The CLF Program reduces unnecessary institutionalization by providing older adults and younger
adults with disabilities or significant medical conditions with options for where and how they receive
assistance, care, and support. No individual willing and able to live in the community need be
institutionalized because of a lack of community-based long-term care and supportive services.

The CLF Program serves adults whose incomes are up to 300% of the federal poverty level and
unable to live safely in the community without existing supports and funding sources (for detailed
eligibility criteria, see Appendix A). The target population includes two primary sub-populations: (1)
Patients of Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH), Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital (ZSFG),
and other San Francisco skilled nursing facilities (SNFs) who are willing and able to live in the
community and ready for discharge; and (2) Individuals who are at imminent risk for nursing home
ot institutional placement, but are willing and able to remain living in the community with
appropriate supports.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The basic structure of the CLF Program remains unchanged from FY 20/21, as follows.

Overview

The CLF Program provides the resources and services necessary to sustain community living when
those services are not available through any other mechanism. Most CLF participants receive case
management and/or purchased setvices from the CLF lead contractor, the Institute on Aging
(IOA), and its subcontractors.

Program Access and Service Delivery

Prospective participants are screened by the DAS Intake and Screening Unit for program eligibility
and offered referrals for alternative resources when they are available. For example, if participants
need emergency meals, they are referred on to Meals on Wheels for expedited services. Participants
who meet initial CLF eligibility criteria are referred on to IOA for a final review. Participants are
accepted for service or placed on the wait list, depending on their emergent needs and program
capacity at that time. When the referral is accepted, the IOA CLF Director will determine which
care manager is best able to serve the needs of the individual, which will be based on language,
culture and/or service needs (see Appendix B for a summary of partner agencies and their
specialties).

The CLF Care Manager then contacts the participant, confirms the participant’s desire to participate
in the program, completes a formal application, and conducts an in-home or in-hospital assessment.
The initial assessment is the tool with which the CLF Care Manager, the participant and family, or
other informal support systems, determine what is needed in order for the participant to remain
living safely in the community or return to living in the community. A plan to address those needs
is also developed. If the participant is already working with another community care manager, the
CLF Care Manager will coordinate the home assessment with him/her. The entire assessment
process should be completed within one month.
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CLF Care Managers make referrals to other services and follow-up on those referrals to be sure the
participant receives the services required. When there are no alternative resources available to
provide identified services or goods, the CLF Care Manager purchases the necessary services or
items, with approval from the CLF Clinical Supervisor.

Once services are in place, the CLF Care Manager monitors the situation by maintaining regular
contact with the participant and/or family and primary community care manager, if there is one.
CLF Care Managers see clients as often as necessary to ensure they are receiving the services they
need to remain living safely in the community. Participants are expected to have a minimum of one
home visit per month. For individuals who are discharged from Laguna Honda Hospital and other
San Francisco skilled nursing facilities (SNFs), CLF Care Managers have weekly face-to-face contact
for the first month post-discharge, then every other week for the next two months, and then
monthly thereafter. Should new problems arise, they are incorporated into the existing service plan

and addressed.

The CLF Program continues with ongoing efforts to address the challenges of participants with
substance abuse and mental health needs. Every CLF Care Manager participates in psychologist-
facilitated care conferences twice a month. These include an in-depth case review, follow-up on
progress from previous case recommendations, and skill building training. CLF Care Managers
continue to make notable progress in connecting participants to mental health treatment.

In addition to the traditional CLF model of intensive case management with purchase of services,
there are many participants who already have a community care manager but need tangible goods
and purchases to remain stably housed in the community. The CLF Care Coordinator role, which is
a purchasing care manager at Catholic Charities, can assist these participants who have a purchase-
only need. With a caseload size of about 30-40 clients, the CLF Care Coordinator completes a
modified assessment for expedited enrollment which allow participants who meet CLF eligibility and
are enrolled in other case management to access the purchase of goods and services more efficiently.
This flexibility allows CLF to serve more clients and have a more extensive community reach to
prevent premature institutionalization.

ANTICIPATED BUDGET AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

Going into FY 21/22, CLF expenditutes have continued to be stable. The plans for this upcoming
year include:

e The Integrated Housing Model continues into FY 21/22 and will facilitate care coordination
for CLF referrals who meet criteria for Scattered Site Housing (SSH) through the Brilliant
Corners (BC) contract. IOA hosts the monthly multi-disciplinary team including BC, DAS,
and LHH to discuss referrals and transition issues. A robust pipeline is essential for
effective and efficient transitioning of individuals from LHH and other SNFs to the
community. Access to the SSH slots are only available after CLF approval and are based on
participant needs and placement appropriateness. The SSH housing units continue to add
flexibility to the CLF housing portfolio in transitioning individuals who would have
otherwise not been able to return to the community due to lack of appropriate housing
options.
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CLF continues to suppott the contract with Shanti Project/PAWS (Pets are Wonderful
Support) Animal Bonding Services for Isolated LGBT Seniors and Adults with Disabilities.
For many, pets are considered family members, and individuals will often delay or forego
own needs in order to meet their pet’s needs. CLF helps increase the Shanti Project/ PAWS
capacity to assist low-income and frail individuals who meet CLF criteria by funding the
purchases of tangible goods and services such as pet food, pet supplies, medication, and pet
health services. Previous outcomes from FY19/20 included self-reports of positive health
impacts and affirmation that the CLF-funded goods and services have reduced participants’
risk for hospitalization (94%) and prevented isolation (98%). While FY 20/21 outcomes are
not yet available, CLF anticipates continuing support in FY 21/22.

The CLF Program continues to partner with the DAS Public Guardian (PG) Office to pilot
the PG Housing Fund which provides individuals conserved by the PG, who also meet CLF
eligibility criteria, with housing subsidies and assistance with move-related costs to licensed
Assisted Living Facilities (ALF), supportive housing, or other similar types of housing. Due
to insufficient financial resources and declining health, many individuals under PG
conservatorship are marginally housed for prolonged periods of time while waiting for
appropriate housing options. The PG Housing Fund through CLF is used to support their
safety and housing stability. Approximately 5-10 individuals are anticipated to be served
annually by this partnership.

The CLF Program aims to serve a population that is representative of San Francisco’s
diverse population. CLF developed an outreach plan to be implemented in FY 20/21 with
focus on the API and LGBTQ communities. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
the Rapid Transitions Initiative, staff vacancies and long waitlist times, the outreach plan was
put on hold. CLF has identified API and LGBTQ community service providers to expand
outreach and anticipates working with the providers in FY 21/22 to increase the API &
LGBTQ community’s access to CLF.

In response to meeting the growing needs of clients in the community and the COVID-19
pandemic, IOA implemented a mobile/remote workforce initiative in FY 20/21 and will
continue into FY 21/22. The initiative provides CLF case managers with dedicated cellular
phones, mobile printers, and a HIPPA compliant cloud-base storage system. The field-
based and remote nature of the work both under normal circumstances and during the
pandemic requires reliable technology and a secure connection to IOA networks and
electronic healthcare records.

Since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic in March 2020, CLF collaborated with SF
DPH Transitions Care Coordination and Placement, In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS),
and Homebridge to assist individuals transitioning from Laguna Honda Hospital and
Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital to Shelter-in-Place (SIP) hotel sites throughout
the city. The CLF Rapid Transitions Team was formed to provide a modified fast-tracked
process for assessment and enrollment of clients and provide care coordination and
purchase of goods to meet urgent needs. This effort will continue through FY 21/22 until
the CLF Rapid Transitions Team is no longer needed as a response to the pandemic.
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e CLF continues to be a core partner of the San Francisco Aging and Disability Resource
Connection (ADRC) and serves on the ADRC advisory committee. The goal of the ADRC
is to develop long-term support infrastructure to increase consumer access to home and
community-based long-term services and supports and to divert persons with disabilities and
older adults from unnecessary institutionalization. The ADRC brings together key
stakeholders in an effort to streamline community-based services for older adults and people
with disabilities, educate the public about the rich array of services available to support
community-based living and aging in place, and provide human service organizations with an
avenue through which knowledge, resources, and opportunities can be shared.

ACCOUNTABILITY: REPORTING, EVALUATION, AND COMMUNITY
INPUT

DAS’s plans for reporting and evaluation of the CLF Program are detailed below.

Data Collection & Reporting

DAS is committed to measuring the impact of its investments in community services. The CLF
Program consistently met and exceeded its goals to support successful community living for those
discharged or at imminent risk of institutionalization. Beginning FY 15/16, DAAS shifted to focus
on the measures below:

#  Percent of clients with one or fewer admissions to an acute care hospital within a six-month
period. Target: 80%.

The CLF Program is anticipated to continue to exceed this performance measure target of clients
having one or fewer unplanned admissions.

% Percent of care plan problems resolved, on average, after one year of enrollment in the CLF
Program (excludes clients with ongoing purchases). Target: 80%.

The CLF Program will continue to make progress towards this performance measure target in FY
21/22. This measure reflects the complexity of the population setved as participants tend to have
complex needs that take time to resolve or develop new care needs to remain stable in the
community. However, while a subset of participants will always have less than 100% of their care
plan problems resolved due to ongoing care needs, review of participant records has identified that
staff training and enhanced supervision related to database utilization is needed to ensure care plan
items are updated throughout enrollment. In FY 20/21, DAS and the CLF Program continued
prior years’ efforts to enhance staff training to ensure that documentation and operational processes
support data integrity and accuracy of these performance measurements. This includes upgrades to
the care plan tool implemented in FY 18/19 that care managers use to set goals with participants
and track progress toward these goals.

CLF has been meeting the city ordinance that requires collection of sexual orientation and gender

identity data effective July 2017. IOA has adopted DAS’ standardized demographic indicators and
the reporting of sexual orientation and gender identity.
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Consumer Input

The CLF Advisory Council first met in January 2009 and continues to meet quarterly. The Council
is comprised of representatives from consumers, partner agencies, and community representatives.
The Advisory Council reviews the consumer satisfaction surveys, waiting list statistics, program
changes and other issues which may affect service delivery.

IOA obtains consumer input through the Satisfaction Survey for CLF participants. On an annual
basis, clients who are enrolled in the CLF Program are asked to complete a satisfaction survey that
covers satisfaction with general services, social worker satisfaction, service impact, and overall
satisfaction with the entire CLF Program. In 2019, clients overall reported that the CLF Program
meets or exceeds (96%) their needs and expectations with 95% having recommended the program
to others. For 2020, the Satisfaction Survey will be administered in March 2021 and results from the
responses will be available in the next public reporting.

TIMELINE

The DAS Office of Community Partnerships and IOA will review monthly reports of service
utilization and referral trends, as described in the reporting section above. The following table
highlights other important dates for public reporting.

Timeline of Public Reporting — FY 2021/2022

Quarter 1: ®  _August: Prepare Six-Month Report on CLF activities

July — September 2021 from January through June 2021.

Quarter 2: ®  October: Submit Six-Month Report to Disability and

October — December 2021 Aging Services Commission for review and forward to
the Board of Supervisors, Mayor’s Office, LTCCC, and
DPH.

Quarter 3: = February: Prepare Six-Month Report on CLF activities

January — March 2022 from July through December 2021.

*  March: Prepare FY22/23 CLF Annual Plan draft,
seeking input from the LTCCC and DPH.

Quarter 4: *  _April: Submit Six-Month Report and FY22/23 CLF

April — June 2022 Annual Plan to Disability and Aging Services

Commission for review and forward to the Board of

Supervisors, Mayor’s Office, LTCCC, and DPH.

Community Living Fund 7



ANTICIPATED EXPENDITURES

At the conclusion of FY 20/21, it is estimated that the CLF Program will have spent a total of $78
million since the program’s inception. For FY 21/22, the CLF Program is projecting a total of $8.86
million in expenditures.

IOA Contract $ 4,544,379
Brilliant Corners Contract $ 3,091,349
DAS Internal Staff Positions $ 667,998
PG Housing Fund $ 350,000
RTZ Contract $ 96,000
Shant Project/PAWS $ 75,000
Unprogrammed Funds $ 42,149
TOTAL $ 8,859,369

Community Living Fund 8



APPENDIX A: ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

To receive services under the CLF Program, participants must meet all of the following criteria:

1
2.
3.
4

Be 18 years or older.
Be a resident of San Francisco.
Be willing and able to live in the community with appropriate supports.

Have income of no more than 300% of federal poverty level for a single adult: $38,280 plus
savings/assets of no more than $6,000 (excluding assets allowed under Medi-Cal). Reflects
the 2020 Federal Poverty guideline of § 12,760 for individuals.

Have a demonstrated need for a service and/or resource that will serve to prevent
institutionalization or will enable community living.

Be institutionalized or be deemed at assessment to be at imminent risk of being
institutionalized. In order to be considered “at imminent risk”, an individual must have, at a
minimum, one of the following:

a. A functional impairment in a minimum of two Activities of Daily Living (ADL):
eating, dressing, transfer, bathing, toileting, and grooming; or

b. A medical condition to the extent requiring the level of care that would be provided in
a nursing facility; or

c. Inability to manage one’s own affairs due to emotional and/or cognitive impairment;
and a functional impairment in a minimum of 3 Instrumental Activities of Daily Living
(IADL): taking medications, stair climbing, mobility, housework, laundry, shopping,
meal preparation, transportation, telephone usage and money management.

Specific conditions or situations such as substance abuse or chronic mental illness shall not be a
deterrent to services if the eligibility criteria are met.

Community Living Fund 9



APPENDIX B: CLF CONTRACTORS

Agency

Specialty

Average Caseload per
Care Manager

Institute on Aging

Program and case management supervision,
11 city-wide intensive Care Managers

15-22 intensive

IOA Subcontractors:

Catholic Charities CYO

1 Care Manager

1 Care Coordinator

15-22 intensive

30-40 cases

Conard House

1 Money Management Care Manager

40-50 cases

Self Help for the Eldetly

1 Care Manager/Social Worker

15-22 intensive

Community Living Fund
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From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Quarterly Power Report - September 2021

Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:59:00 PM

Attachments: image001.png

9-24-21 Memo for Quarterly Report Sept. 2021.pdf

9-24-21 Attachment Al - List of Interconnection Issues Sept. 2021.pdf
9-24-21 Attachment A2 - WDT3 Projects Released to PGE Retail Sept. 2021.pdf
9-24-21 Attachment B - Map of Interconnection Issues.pdf

9-24-21 Attachment C - Cost impacts Sept. 2021.pdf

From: Castorena, Edith <ECastorena@sfwater.org>

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 2:30 PM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Scarpulla, John (PUC) <JScarpulla@sfwater.org>

Subject: Quarterly Power Report - September 2021

Dear Board of Supervisors staff,

Please see the attached San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Quarterly Report to the Board of
Supervisors (dated September 24, 2021) on the Status of Applications to PG&E for Electric Service.
This report is being submitted in accordance with Resolution No. 227-18.

The following is a list of the accompanying documents:

Quarterly Power Report Memo

Attachment Al — List of Interconnection Applications to PG&E for electric service
Attachment A2 —Projects Released to PG&E Retail

Attachment B — Map of PG&E power connection delays

Attachment C — Cost Impacts

s wnN e

Thank you,
Edith

Edith Castorena (she/her/hers & they/them/theirs)
Policy & Government Affairs
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

ecastorena@sfwater.org

ﬁ San Francisco
) Water
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San Francisco
Water HetCh HetC hy 525 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
) T 415.554.0725
Services of the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission HHPower@sfwater.org

September 24, 2021

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

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

RE: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Quarterly Report to the Board
of Supervisors on the Status of Applications to PG&E for Electric Service.

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

The attached quarterly report has been prepared for the Board of Supervisors (Board) in
accordance with Resolution No. 227-18, approved by the Board on July 10, 2018 (File
No. 180693), adopted on July 20, 2018 and re-affirmed on April 6, 2021. Pursuant to
Resolution No. 227-18, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is
required to “provide the Board a quarterly report for the next two years that identifies
the following: status of all City projects with applications to SFPUC for electric
service, including project schedules and financing and other deadlines; project sponsor
and SFPUC concerns in securing temporary and permanent power, including obstacles
that could increase costs or delay service to City customers; and the status of disputes
with PG&E before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) or in other
forums.”

BACKGROUND AND RECENT DEVELOPMENTS:
The SFPUC provides retail electric service from our Hetch Hetchy Power public utility
to over 4,000 accounts, relying on our Hetch Hetchy generation and other sources for

supply. The City pays PG&E to provide transmission and distribution services i ondion N.Eiread

regulated by FERC. The terms and conditions of the purchased distribution services are Mayor
described in PG&E’s Wholesale Distribution Tariff (WDT). Sophie Maxwell

President
In September 2020, PG&E filed an update to the WDT (WDT3) seeking to Anson Moran

Vice President
significantly increase wholesale distribution rates and amend the terms and conditions

of service. San Francisco, California Public Utilities Commission, and other customers C::TT m?:;:;‘::
and agencies have intervened in the FERC proceeding to challenge many of PG&E’s Ed Harrington
proposed amendments to the WDT. Despite these challenges, under FERC rules WDT3 Commissioner
is now in effect. If FERC rejects any of PG&E’s proposed revisions, it can order PG&E Newsha Ajami
to provide refunds to the City and its other wholesale customers. Sommissioner
Michael Carlin

Acting

General Manager

OUR MISSIONE: To provide our customers with high-quality, efficient and reliable water, power and sewer
services in a manner that values environmental and community interests and sustains the resources entrusted
to our care.
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Prior to this filing, San Francisco was paying $10 million per year for distribution
service. Under an interim agreement with PG&E and its wholesale customers, San
Francisco is now paying nearly double that amount.

The amendments PG&E has proposed in its WDT3 filing are concerning to the City

due to the following anti-competitive requirements and restrictions:

e Elimination of unmetered load — all unmetered load such as streetlights, traffic
signals, and bus shelters would have to be served by primary equipment or be
converted to PG&E retail service by January 31, 2022.

e [Elimination of any interconnections to PG&E’s “downtown network” —
prohibits any new load or upgrades to existing load in SF’s downtown area
(includes all of Market St. from Embarcadero through Civic Center).

e Elimination of all new secondary interconnections — prohibits the connection of
any loads at secondary despite the size. This would also prohibit the City from
providing secondary service to any existing customers with secondary
interconnections if their facilities are being modified for reasons such as building
renovations or decarbonization (increased electrification) of existing buildings.

e  Major Increase in Distribution Rates — the City must now pay double in
distribution costs and may face further increases under PG&E’s newly filed rates.
There are also major concerns about how PG&E’s proposed rate design inequitably
over-allocates costs to wholesale customers.

For some months now, and as required by FERC, the City and PG&E’s other wholesale
customers have been discussing settlement of their disputes over PG&E’s revisions to
the WDT. The settlement discussions are supervised by a FERC Administrative Law
Judge (ALIJ). The settlement discussions will continue until the ALJ finds that the
parties have reached an impasse on one or more issues. At which time, FERC will set
the matter for hearing on those issues that cannot be settled.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AGREEMENT:

After months of negotiations, the City and PG&E have come to an agreement in
principle on interconnections for new affordable housing developments that meet
certain conditions. PG&E will allow affordable housing projects to connect at
secondary voltage. This agreement will be presented to the Commission on September
28, 2021. If approved by the Commission, the agreement will then be introduced at the
Board for the Board’s approval.

VALUATION PETITION:

On July 27, 2021, the City submitted a petition to the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC), requesting a formal determination of the value of PG&E’s
electric assets in San Francisco. This petition serves as an important step in the City’s
efforts to acquire PG&E’s local electric infrastructure to complete the City’s transition
to full public power. Owning the grid would allow San Francisco to deliver clean,
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reliable and affordable electricity throughout the City. The City would have control
over climate goals and equity in electric service and workforce development, while
providing transparency and public accountability in rates, service and safety.

While the CPUC has yet to act on the City’s petition, on September 14, 2021 PG&E
filed a motion with the CPUC asking the CPUC to exercise its discretion to decline to
hear the petition. The City intends to vigorously oppose PG&E’s motion.

REPORT SUMMARY:

As the City continues its efforts in fighting for fair access to the grid and decreasing
dependence on PG&E, important City projects are still being delayed by PG&E’s
obstruction. PG&E continues to impose unnecessary requirements on projects resulting
in delays and additional costs.

Since October 2018, the City has reported on 110 projects that have experienced
obstruction by PG&E. Out of those projects, 36 have been energized, and 6 have been
cancelled due to PG&E’s unnecessary requirements. The total cost impact (additional
project costs and loss of revenue to the City) of PG&E’s obstructions since October
2018 has been over $18M.

For the reporting period of May 2021 through August 2021, the SFPUC has identified
60 projects that have experienced interconnection delays, arbitrary requests for
additional and/or unnecessary information, or increased project costs, as listed in
Attachment A1. Since the last quarterly report, 1 project has been added and 3 projects
have been energized. Updates and changes to projects since the previous quarterly
report are detailed in Column P of Attachment Al.

With the implementation of PG&E’s new WDT, many projects can no longer receive
service from the SFPUC and must apply to PG&E for retail service where they are
charged higher rates. These projects are listed in Attachment A2.

Attachment B contains a map providing the location of each project.

Attachment C contains a detailed report of each category of additional incurred costs
and impacts to the City per project, such as redesign costs, construction and equipment
costs, and additional staff time (also included in the ‘Impacts’ column of Attachment
A). The total cost impacts to the City for these projects is more than $8 million. Total
costs do not include estimated costs for projects that are at a standstill as those costs are
still to be determined.

STATUS OF DISPUTES WITH PG&E BEFORE FERC:
As we previously informed you, on November 21, 2019, FERC issued an order in the
City’s 2014 complaint and related cases rejecting the City’s claim that all of its load is
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eligible for service under the Federal Power Act without adding new facilities because
the City had been serving the same customers for decades. On December 20, 2019, the
City filed a request for rehearing of FERC’s order. On June 4, 2020, FERC issued an
order on rehearing that, for the most part, affirmed its prior order. The City has filed
petitions to review these FERC orders with the Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit. These matters have been fully briefed. We anticipate that the Court
will schedule an oral argument in these matters sometime this year.

In January 2020, the City and PG&E participated in an evidentiary hearing before a
FERC ALJ in a dispute over WDT service to an SFMTA substation at 6 Berry Street.
The issues in that proceeding are: (i) whether PG&E is wrongfully charging the City
for upgrades to its system; and (ii) whether PG&E’s cost estimates lack sufficient
detail. On July 2, 2020, the ALJ issued an initial decision in which the ALJ found for
PG&E on the issue concerning the cost of upgrades and for the City on the issue
concerning the cost estimates. Both the City and PG&E have filed exceptions to the
initial decision asking FERC to reject the ALJ’s rulings against them. We await a
FERC decision.

On April 16, 2020, FERC issued an order dismissing the City’s second complaint
against PG&E in which the City claimed that PG&E violated its WDT by demanding
primary service for small loads. FERC found that PG&E has the discretion to grant or
deny a request for secondary service based on the specifics of each particular request.
On May 18, 2020, the City filed a request for rehearing of FERC’s order. On
September 17, 2020, FERC issued an order on rehearing sustaining its dismissal of the
complaint. The City has filed petitions to review these FERC orders with the Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. These matters have been fully briefed.
The Court has ordered that the oral argument in these matters will be on the same day
as the prior appeal discussed above.

The City received a favorable ruling from FERC following the City’s protest over
PG&E’s rejection of the City’s request to serve a customer that had requested a transfer
from PG&E retail service to SFPUC service. FERC found that “PG&E’s WDT does
not permit it to refuse to grant a customer’s requested reserved capacity when available
distribution capacity exists to meet the request.”

As noted earlier, under WDT3 PG&E will no longer offer secondary service to the City
and other wholesale customers. PG&E has stopped taking applications for secondary
service. In addition, as of January 31, 2022, PG&E will no longer provide wholesale
service to the City’s unmetered loads, which consist primarily of streetlights, traffic
signal lights, and similar small, predictable municipal loads that are billed based on
agreed-upon, FERC-approved usage formulas rather than metered usage. PG&E is
already requiring the City to apply for retail service from PG&E for new streetlights
and other unmetered loads.
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The City is now taking steps to obtain FERC orders requiring PG&E to continue to
provide these services, despite the changes to the WDT in WDT3. Under the Federal
Power Act and FERC rules, FERC has the authority to issue such orders to PG&E
where the request for service meets the requirements of federal law and is the public
interest. In this regard, on August 20, 2021, the City filed an application with FERC for
an order requiring PG&E to provide, starting January 1, 2022: (i) wholesale
distribution service to the unmetered loads that currently receive service under the
WDT; and (2) wholesale distribution service and interconnections for future unmetered
load that would satisfy the criteria for unmetered service. The City is considering filing
similar applications for other services PG&E has denied.

On August 25, 2021, FERC ordered PG&E to file a response to the City’s application
by September 10, 2021. On September 7, 2021, PG&E filed a motion for an extension
of time to respond, which FERC granted and extended to September 30, 2021. In
connection with PG&E’s motion, on September 10, 2021 PG&E and the City agreed
that PG&E would not seek to terminate unmetered load service until January 31, 2022,
in order to allow FERC sufficient time to issue an order on this matter. We understand
that PG&E intends to file a notice of termination of unmetered service with FERC, in
addition to filing an Advice Letter with the CPUC to establish a new retail tariff for the
City’s unmetered loads.

Please find attached copies of the following documents related to this report:

e Attachment Al: List of projects with active interconnection applications to
PG&E for electric service as of September 2021

e Attachment A2: List of projects that were released to PG&E retail as of
September 2021

e Attachment B: Map of projects with PG&E power connection delays as of
September 2021

e Attachment C: Cost impacts

Should you have any questions, please contact Barbara Hale, SFPUC Assistant General
Manager for Power, at BHale@sfwater.org and 415-613-6341.

Sincerely,

Wo 0o Co

Michael Carlin
Acting General Manager
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Attachment A1l: List of Interconnection Issues

PG&E
Initial
. . L L App Deemed . . Did PG&E |Load Size/Can |committed to
. . L Client Project Description (what . Application Initial Service A . .
PG&E NN# |Project Location District # L . Project Status i Complete require Be Served at work w/ SF to Impacts Updates/Changes since Last Report (April 2021)
Organization SF applied for) Submittal Need Date . L
Date Primary? |Secondary energize in
Date
2018
Delays caused by PG&E
600 Arguello Blvd. - Request for shutdown
1 120533309 ) g 1 SFRPD d providing the Service 12/11/2020 2/12/2021 4/4/2021 N/A N/A Overhead/delays costs TBD. Pool will also not be available for public use until work is done. No impacts update.
Rossi Pool (for meter replacement)
Agreement late.
Delays caused by Lo . . - . .
disput K Seismic improvements and architectural upgrades to increase reliability of the pumping station
3455 Van Ness Avenue Remove two existing Ispu j ove; pr'|mstsry Vs have been delayed.
2 112434942 |- AWSS Pump Station 2 SFPUC - Water |services and replace with :;\cjir:\gaflz;w;?::levcvith 12/9/2016 1/5/2017 8/1/2017 Yes 144 kW/Yes X Additional project costs - $75k (interrupter, #7 box, & installation) No impacts update.
No. 2 one secondary service low-side metering, (See :;:Erdiellay)ls caused by PG&E not providing necessary cost detail to the Service Agreement (7
Note 1) VI
Delays caused by
dispute over primary vs.
3 114713666 2110 Greenwich Street 2 SFUSD Up?gr-ading and relocatir‘1g seco'ndary. PI'OJ'ECT. 6/15/2018 4/2/2020 6/1/2019 Yes 300 kW/Yes Proj.e.ct delaye'd - project was in dispute from Jun. 2018 - Oct. 2'019 (14'—15 months) Project‘energized in Aug. 2021. Will be removed off of next
- Tule Elk Elementary existing secondary service [moving forward with Additional project costs - $150k (2 interrupters, 2 #7 boxes, & installation) quarter's report.
low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
Delays caused by
disput i .
2445 Hyde St. - S:;l:]jaorve;f;;nc:ry v Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jun. 2019 - Oct. 2019 (3-4 months). No impacts update
4| 115675911 . ' 2 SFRPD New secondary service naary. Froject 1/9/2019 4/7/2020 12/27/2019 Yes 70 kW/Yes Additional project costs - $75k (interrupter, #7 box, & installation) P pdate.
Francisco Park moving forward with . .
R i The project expects overhead/delay costs of at least $168k (assuming a 30-day delay).
low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
PGRE Delays caused by
102 Marina Blvd. - Fort disput i . Project delayed - ject has b in dispute si Dec. 2018 (20-21 ths).
5 | withholding 2 EVGo New secondary service |0 Pte OVer primaryvs 12/13/2018 7/15/2019 Yes 600 kW/Yes roject aelayed - project nas been In dispute since bec (20-21 months) PGA&E has cancelled this application.
Mason (EVGo) secondary. Project is If required, primary switchgear would cost the project an additional $500k.
NN# still in dispute.
Lake Merced Bivd & Delays caused by grc:jhect d6|aYﬁd —tpkl;oject 'f;azlbefen in g:jspute sitnfel:at;Aug.dZOI& (4-5 months) Prc;ject cancdelled f:luefto :’f&E s ne;\;poli(t:y of requiring .
6| 114088011 [sunsetBivd - 4 SFRPD New secondary service |dispute over primary vs. 12/8/2017 1/15/2019 Yes 10 kW/Yes athroom wili not be avallavle for public use at Lake erced. = uncergrounc service forfhe area. 1he extensive costs o
Primary switchgear will cost the project an additional $500k in equipment costs and take the underground service for this bathroom is not feasible.
Restroom secondary. ' ! X | ‘
space of parking spots. Project will be removed in next quarter's report.
Several New secondary service Delavs caused by PG&E 9.6 kW (per Pedestrian and traffic safety is at risk as PG&E delays the energization of these streetlights.
7 | applications |LTaraval - Streetlights 4 SFMTA : ay M 3/19/2019 4/27/2019 1/1/2020 No service Delays continue as SF has not received construction drawings form PG&E. Further delays caused by PG&E.
. (several streetlights) being unresponsive. ) ‘ |
submitted point)/Yes Project delayed - impacts TBD.
1351 42nd Ave -
. New secondary service Delays caused by 3/30/2020 12/7/2020 417 kW/Yes
PG&E Francis Scott Key . . dispute over primary vs. [SF to submit updated Project delayed - project was in dispute from Apr. 2020 to Sept. 2021 (15-16 months).
i . X MOHCD (MidPen [for perm. Construction . . o (temp) (temp) (temp) ) . ) ! .
8 | withholding |Educator Housing 4 i secondary. Project will |application for Yes Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $118k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. No impacts update.
X Housing) power released to PG&E ) ) 2/24/2020 12/6/2021 678 kW/Yes A " . .
NN# (Construction and | be moving forward with |secondary. $25k in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
retail. erm erm erm
Perm. Power) secondary. (perm) (perm) (perm)
) New secondary service | Pelays caused by
PG&E 78 Haight Street - for perm. Construction dispute over primary vs. [SF to submit updated Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jun. 2020 to Sept. 2021 (14-15 months). Temp.
9 | withholding [Affordable Housing 5 MOHCD (TNDC) ’ secondary. Project will [application for 6/15/2020 12/15/2021 Yes 315 kW/Yes construction power service by PG&E at retail - $38k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $6k in No impacts update.
) power released to PG&E ) - o . L
NN# (63 units) . be moving forward with |secondary. additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
retail. secondary.
Project delayed as PG&E cancelled the original applications. Public safety is at risk as the traffic
Several Delays caused by PG&E signal infrastructure is completed and are just awaiting energization. The public has been
Haight Street Traffic New secondary services :
10| applications Si e | 5 SFMTA | traffi y. | cancelling the initial 4/22/2020 7/16/2020 11/30/2020 Yes inquiring about signal activation status. No impacts update.
submitted ignals (several traffic signals) applications. The traffic signals are moving forward, but there are disagreements on whether or not
unmetered holiday lighting can be added to these poles.
Delays caused by PG&E SFMTA completed the conduit boring under the rails prior to PG&E's approval. As such, parties
being unresponsive, disagree on costs and design requirements. . . . .
. . . X . . . . . No impacts update. Project was energized in June 2020.
6 Berry Street - Upgrade existing primar’ h ts, SFMTA cl that th delay cl ts f tractor due to PG&E's failure t
11| 111729695 V. 6 SEMTA par g primary  |changing requirements 6/17/2016 | 12/12/2016 | 5/1/2017 N/A | 3000 kW/Yes claims that they are Incurring delay claims costs from contractor due to s tallure 1o 1y - project team will be reaching out to connect the power
Substation service and being non- approve design and equipment submittals. (actual costs are still to be determined, but the costs L
i X R . . to the permanent substation in 2021.
transparent with costs continue to increase on a daily basis)
and design changes.
750 Brannan - Main Increase load request Dispute over how to Plans for a new HVAC system at the library repository have been delayed.
12 113826990 ) . 6 SFPW for SFPL q process increase in load 11/14/2017 1/18/2018 1/1/2018 No 500 kW/Yes No monetary impact - however, SF believes that PG&E's requirements for approving load No impacts update.
Library Repository (237 kW to 500 kW) ) ; ) ) ) )
request. increase for muni loads is extensive and will cause delays to projects.
Delays caused by
dispute over primary vs.
399 The Embarcadero - . secondary. Project Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jan. 2019 - Oct. 2019 (8-9 months).
1/14/2019 No i ts update.
13 118152147 Fire Boat #35 6 SFFD New secondary service moving forward with /14/ 2/8/2020 12/27/2019 ves 430 kW/Yes Additional project costs - $150k (2 interrupters, 2 #7 boxes, & installation) 0 Impacts update
low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
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Attachment A: List of Interconnection Issues

PG&E
Initial
. . o . App Deemed ; . Did PG&E |Load Size/Can |committed to
. . L Client Project Description (what . Application Initial Service X i .
PG&E NN# |Project Location District # L . Project Status . Complete require Be Served at work w/ SF to Impacts Updates/Changes since Last Report (April 2021)
Organization SF applied for) Submittal Need Date . L
Date Primary? |Secondary energize in
Date
2018
Delays caused by Project delayed - proj in dispute from Nov. 2018 - Oct. 2019 (11-12 month
) New secondary service dispute over primary vs. roject delayed - project was in dispute from Nov. - Oct. (11-12 months).
555 Larkin (formerly for perm. Construction secondary. Project Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $196k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $24k
14| 115071498 |500 Turk) - Affordable 6 MOHCD (TNDC) 'I dto PG&E |movin fczlliwanj:l with 10/15/2018 | 12/18/2019 7/1/2020 Yes 890 kW/Yes in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates. No impacts update.
Housing (108 units) pow.er releasedto Iow—sige metering. (See Additional project costs - $150k (2 interrupters, 2 #7 boxes, & installation)
retail. Note 1) g 243,000 Ibs. of CO2 emissions (construction period of 22 months)
Delays caused by PG&E
not following WDT
Market St. & 7th St - Project delayed - PG&E late i iding th i tand ive i
15| 116790877 X 6 SFMTA New secondary service  |timelines and not 3/6/2019 4/9/2019 1/4/2021 No 48 kW/Yes roject delaye \vas [ate In provicing the service agreement and was Unresponsive I x5 impacts update.
BMS Switch . providing further cost explanation.
providing cost
explanations.
Delays caused by . . —
o New secondary service dispute over primary vs. Project delayed - project was in dispute from Feb. 2019 to Oct. 2019 (7-8 months).
1064 Mission St. - . X Additional project costs - $150k (2 interrupters, 2 #7 boxes, & installation)
X MOHCD (Mercy |[for perm. Construction secondary. Project . . . . .
16 TBD Affordable Housing 6 . . ) 3/28/2019 12/18/2019 4/1/2021 Yes 678 kW/Yes Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $105k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $23k [No impacts up date.
. Housing) power released to PG&E |moving forward with . o h -
(256 units) . low-side metering. (See in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
retail. Note 1) g 142,000 lbs. of CO2 emissions (construction period of 18 months)
Transbay Transit Two new primary services |Potential dispute over |Energized - PG&E P:ﬁ‘i;ﬁ cl?:érglliydreer\:ii::viggj:si r:gume:t it:cltiea;giziﬂc:/r\:atljfc;esiseI:re:acvzp::iltirz'ltir::\esteanzpr:itid o Delays continue as PG&E has still not adequately
17 N/A Center - Transbay Joint 6 SFPUC - Power 4 P . . g . \ 9/12/2018 2/6/2019 10/1/2018 N/A 10 MW/No P o q ! Y o ) . . ' responded to SF's questions regarding load calculations in
R (5 MW each) reserved capacity. reviewing SF's request. PG&E is holding up the project by not explaining the discrepancies between its System Impact the System Impact Study draft agreement
Powers Authority Study draft agreement to what SF had requested. v P v 8 :
. . Delays caused by PG&E . . . S L
16 Sherman Street - Upgrading existin Park safet t risk as PG&E d delays to th t f these lighting fixtures. Furth
18| 117795024 |77°° o= 6 SFRPD perading existing providing the Service 10/30/2019 | 11/20/2019 | 2/15/2020 N/A 42 kW/Yes arkesatety 1s at risicas Lt caused detays o the energlzation of these 1ghting Thdures. TUrther | o impacts update.
Victoria Park Lighting secondary service Agreement late delays will prevent re-opening of the park and leave SFUSD students without a playground.
New secondary service | Pelays caused by
PG&E 180 Jones Street - for perm. Construction dispute over primary vs. [SF to submit updated Project delayed - project was in dispute from May 2020 to Sept.2021 (15-16 months).
19| withholding |Affordable Housing 6 MOHCD (TNDC) ’ secondary. Project will [application for 4/28/2020 9/5/2022 Yes 576 kW/Yes Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $89k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $20k [No impacts update.
) power released to PG&E ) - . L h .
NN# (70 units) . be moving forward with |secondary. in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
retail. secondary.
Delays caused by
PG&E 266 4th Street - dispute over primary vs. [SF to submit updated
20| withholding |Affordable Housing 6 MOHCD (TNDC) |New secondary service secondary. Project will [application for 6/15/2020 12/1/2021 Yes 700 kW/Yes Project delayed - project was in dispute from June 2020 to Sept. 2021 (14-15 months). No impacts update.
NN# (70 units) be moving forward with |secondary.
secondary.
PG&E 750 Eddy Street - Cit Upgrade and relocation Z_EIay: caused l?y
- Ci .
21| withholding ¥ o ¥ 6 CCSF of existing secondary Ispute over pr'|mar'y v 11/9/2020 12/30/2021 Yes 258 kW/Yes Project delayed - project has been in dispute since Nov. 2020 (8-9 months) No impacts update.
NN# College Building . secondary. Project is
service still in dispute.
Delays caused by
PG&E 600 7th Street - dispute over primary vs. [SF to submit updated
22| withholding |Affordable Housing 6 MOHCD New secondary service secondary. Project will [application for 1/19/2021 5/21/2023 Yes 847 kW/Yes Project delayed - project was in dispute from Feb. 2021 to Sept. 2021 (6-7 months) No impacts update.
NN# (70 units) be moving forward with |secondary.
secondary.
PGRE Delays caused by
2685 Ocean Ave. - EV disput i . Project delayed - ject has b in dispute si Feb. 2019 (30-31 ths).
23| withholding ) ) 7 SFMTA & EVGo  [New secondary service |0 F e OVl Primaryvs 2/4/2019 7/22/2019 Yes 600 kW/Yes roject de‘aved - project as been I ispute since e (30-31 months) PG&E has cancelled this application.
Charging Station secondary. Project is If required, primary switchgear would cost the project an additional $500k.
NN# still in dispute.
2101 Sloat Boulevard -
PG&E Construction Trailers Delays caused by Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jan. 2021-Mar.2021 (2-3 months) The project has been cancelled by SF and will be removed
24| withholding . 7 SFPUC New secondary service dispute over primary vs. [Project Cancelled 12/17/2020 2/1/2021 Yes 75 kW/Yes ) ved - proj P ’ ' prol . v
(Westside Pump from next quarter's report.
NN# Station) secondary.
ation
Remove one existin
2814 Great Highway - secondary service aid DEIayTI'Cau::d bY ’?Ggl(E Project delayed ti ts TBD. PG&E has already given SF notice that th ject will b
i - .
25 TBD Westside Pump 7 SFPUC ¥ cancetliing the origina 9/27/2022 N/A 4000 kW/No roject celayed - cost impacts 15 as already given St notice that the project willve 5 iect added.
Stati replace with two (2) design and requiring SF further delayed due to resource issues on PG&E's end.
ation
primary services to re-apply.
Delays caused by
dispute over primary vs. . . . -
. - . Service Agreement Project delayed - project was in dispute from Dec. 2017 - May 2018 (6 months). . . o
350 Amber Drive - Upgrade existin, dary. P t N ts update. Th t tl hold (SF
26| 113135782 _ 8 SFPW for SFPD | "8 '8 secondary. Froject returned with payment |  8/8/2017 | 5/22/2018 | TBD FYE22 Yes 160 kW/Yes X Additional project costs - $75k (interrupter, #7 box, & installation) o impacts update. This project is currently on hold (
Police Academy secondary service moving forward with by SEPUC paid PG&E for an extension).
low-side metering. (See {/ .
Note 1)
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Project Status

Project went to PG&E
retail.

Service Agreement
issued by PG&E, but
issues remain on land
rights. (Project now on
hold due to COVID
emergency response)

. . L Client Project Description (what
PG&E NN# |Project Location District # L i
Organization SF applied for)
Delays caused by
New secondary service i i
PG&E 681 Florida Street - for perm Cons\(cr ction d'SPUtj ove;pr'lm;taryvs.
. ucti .
27| withholding [Affordable Housing 9 MOHCD (MEDA) | P secondary. Froject
NN 131 uni power released to PG&E [moving forward with
( units) retail. low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
Delays caused by
1990 Folsom Street - New secondary service dispute over primary vs.
for perm. Construction dary. Project
28| 114345033 |Affordable Housing 9 MOHCD (MEDA) | P secondary. Froject
143 uni power released to PG&E |moving forward with
( units) retail. low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
Delays caused by
3001-3021 24th St. - dispute over primary vs.
MOHCD (Merc dary. Project
29| 115148446 |Affordable Housing 9 ( ¥ New secondary service Seco.n ary rojec.
. Housing) moving forward with
(44 units) low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
Delays caused by
PG&E 300 Bartlett Street - dispute over primary vs.
30| withholding o k 9 SFPL New secondary service secondary. Project is
Mission Branch Library ) )
NN# moving forward with
primary service.
PG&E required primary.
800 Amador Street - jecti i
31| 111975801 ) 10 SFPORT New secondary service Project is r'novm'g
Pier 94 - Backlands forward with primary
service.
Delays caused by PG&E
lllinois St. & Terry SEPUC- Relocate existing requiring primary.
32| 112774763 |Francois - Mariposa 10 Wastewater secondary service (for Project went to PG&E
Pump Station construction) retail to avoid anymore
delays.
Delays caused by PG&E
684 23rd Street -
33| 114408260 p North 10 SFPUC - Power |New primary service cancelling the
otrero Nort application.
Delays caused by PG&E
638 23rd Street -
34| 114408263 p South 10 SFPUC - Power |New primary service cancelling the
otrero Sout application.
Delays caused by PG&E
1001 22nd Street - Bus
35 114713787 £l ification Pil 10 SFMTA New primary service being late in providing
ectrification Pilot the Service Agreement.
Delays caused by
dispute over primary vs.
1995 Evans - Traffic dary. Project
36| 114671200 _ 10 SFPW for SFPD  |New secondary service | -c oncary- Froject
Controls and Forensics moving forward with
low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
750 Phelps - Southeast SFPUC- . . POtenFIal dela,y_as PG&E
37 110162018 Pl 10 W New primary service is late in providing SIS
ant astewater agreement.
Delays caused by
2401/2403 Keith dispute over primary vs.
dary. Project
38| 114546573 [Street - Southeast 10 SFPW for SFDPH |New secondary service Seco.n ary rojec.
moving forward with
Health Center low-side metering. (See
Note 1)
Delays caused by
1550 Evans Ave. - Relocation and upgrade diSPUtj ove; pr'imztary VS
39| 115415116 |Southeast Community| 10 SFPUC of existing secondary secondary. Frojec

Center

service

moving forward at low-
side metering. (See
Note 1)

Attachment A: List of Interconnection Issues

PG&E
Initial
L App Deemed . . Did PG&E |Load Size/Can |committed to
Application Initial Service . . .
. Complete require Be Served at work w/ SF to Impacts Updates/Changes since Last Report (April 2021)
Submittal Need Date i L
Date Primary? |Secondary energize in
Date
2018
Project delayed - project was in dispute from Feb. 2019 - Oct. 2019 (7-8 months).
Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $59k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $12k
2/6/2019 8/3/2020 Yes 785 kW/Yes in additional power costs to project due to PG&E's higher rates. No impacts update.
Additional project costs - $150k (2 interrupters, 2 #7 boxes, & installation)
77,000 Ibs. of CO2 emissions (construction period of 15 months)
Project delayed - project was in dispute from Mar. 2018 - Nov. 2018. (7-8 months)
Costs for redesign (primary service with low-side metering) - $2-3k
Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $181k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $38k |Project was energized in April 2021 and will be removed on
2/26/2018 | 3/14/2019 9/1/2020 Yes 920 kW/Yes eme. ¢ P ce by ail - 5 8 3 ) ener P
in additional power costs to project due to PG&E's higher rates. next quarter's report.
Additional project costs - $150k (2 interrupters, 2 #7 boxes, & installation)
247,000 Ibs. of CO2 emissions (construction period of 21 months)
11/1/2018 9/1/2020 Yes 362 kW/Yes Project delayed - project was in dispute from Nov. 2018 to Oct. 2019 (10-11 months). No impacts update.
Project delayed - project was in dispute since from Feb. 2020 - Jun. 2021 Impacts updated to show estimated costs of overhead
2/26/2020 9/1/2020 Yes 190 kW/Yes ject detaved - pro) P . : ipacts upea
Additional project costs - $250k for overhead primary service primary service.
This project is now on hold. This location has been used for
Added costs for primary equipment (overhead) - $500k the emergency shelters for the homeless in response to
8/19/2016 8/28/2018 2/1/2017 Yes 166 kW/Yes X Additional staff time for Port - $50k COVID. The issues regarding the permanent power service
Costs of redesign - $50k still remain. The Port plans to maintain the temporary
service until the permanent service is available.
Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $526k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC.
$245k in additional equipment, labor, and construction costs due to PG&E not providing retail
power in a timely manner Further delays - PG&E is not providing temporary power on
4/13/2017 6/1/2018 Yes 169 kW/Yes X $281k in additional costs for a generator rental while waiting for PG&E retail temp power to be [time. The project team is looking into mitigating
energized construction contract delay costs by using a generator.
$22k in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
554,000 Ibs. of CO2 emissions (construction period of 36 months)
3/12/2018 10/1/2018 N/A 12,000 kW/No :;?lfccst?j:]ayed - PG&E denied this service request citing inadequate capacity and cancelled the No impacts update - PG&E refuses to provide service.
3/12/2018 10/1/2018 N/A 12,000 kW/No :;?lfccst?j:]ayed - PG&E denied this service request citing inadequate capacity and cancelled the No impacts update - PG&E refuses to provide service.
Initially, PG&E was unresponsive in scheduling a pre-application meeting which has caused some
delays. PG&E was also late in providing a deemed complete date for the application and several .
N t date.
6/18/2018 2/14/2019 5/1/2019 N/A 2400 kw/Yes months late in providing the Service Agreement. PG&E caused another 4-month delay to © Impacts Update
redesign for a PG&E error in the original design.
Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jun. 2018 to August. 2019 (13-14 months).
:'jr:spe. ;:::trgl;c)tri:n power service by PG&E at retail has been delayed causing the project team Project was energized in Mar. 2021, but construction is
talled as PG&E conti to del i le that i
5/18/2018 9/3/2019 3/1/2020 Yes 2100 kW/Yes Additional project costs - $75k (interrupter, #7 box, & installation) stalle a:s con ||j1ues o delay moving a pole that is
obstructing construction.
Generator costs for temp power: $578k
Additional delays caused by pole location issues.
IN FLIGHT (Prior If delays continue and jeopardize the project energization date, the project team will incur a No impacts update
to July 2015) 7/14/2018 5/20/2020 N/A 12000 kW/no liquidated damage amount of $3000/day. P pdate.
v Further delays caused by PG&E not providing enough design detail with the Service Agreement.
Project delayed - project was in dispute from May 2018 - Oct. 2019 (16-17 months). No impacts update.
200 kW/Yes
4/27/2018 11/14/2019 7/26/2020 Yes / Additional project costs - $150k (2 interrupters, #7 box, & installation)
Project delayed - project was in dispute from Dec. 2018 - Oct. 2019 (8-9 months). PG&E is now 2
months late in providing the Service Agreement.
11/26/2018 | 5/22/2019 1/4/2021 Yes 800 kW/Yes Added costs for primary equipment - $500k No impacts update.
Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $187k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $9k
in additional power costs to project due to PG&E's higher rates.
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Attachment A: List of Interconnection Issues

PG&E
Initial
. . o . App Deemed ; . Did PG&E |Load Size/Can |committed to
. . L Client Project Description (what . Application Initial Service X i .
PG&E NN# |Project Location District # L . Project Status . Complete require Be Served at work w/ SF to Impacts Updates/Changes since Last Report (April 2021)
Organization SF applied for) Submittal Need Date . L
Date Primary? |Secondary energize in
Date
2018
Del d b
.e ays cause 'y Project cancelled - the additional costs of low-side metering
dispute over primary vs. . S . .
Islais Creek Bridge secondary. Project made the project re-consider its options. The project has
40 TBD Rehab (3rd Street 10 SFPW New secondary service movin f0|:ward with Project Cancelled 4/2/2019 5/1/2021 Yes 104 kW/Yes Project delayed - project was in dispute from Mar. 2019 - Oct. 2019 (6-7 months). now been cancelled as PG&E was requiring payment and
enha r reet) 'g i the project team needed more time to re-evaluate design
low-side metering. (See i Project will b d " rt
Note 1) options. Project will be removed next quarter.
Del d b
PG&E 1150 Phelps - dii‘ alz/tsecz\l;: ri:m vs Project delayed - project was been in dispute from May 2019 to May 2021 (23-24 months). Impacts updated to show additional energy costs since PUC
41| withholding . . 10 SFPUC New secondary service P P . ry ’ 5/1/2019 6/1/2019 N/A 472 kW/Yes Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $2M in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $286k [released the project to apply for PG&E retail service to
Construction Trailers secondary. Project is . s . . .
NN# still in dispute in additional power costs due to PG&E's higher rates. (assuming temp. power for 5 years) avoid further delays.
480 22nd Street - Pier Delays caused by PG&E
42| 114721804 20p Stati 10 SFPUC - Power |New primary service being late in providing 6/14/2018 10/26/2018 1/1/2019 N/A 2000 kW/Yes Project delayed - PG&E should have provided Service Agreement by end of August 2019. PG&E has cancelled this application.
ump >tation Service Agreement.
. Delays caused by PG&E |Energized - Cost . -
1601 Griffith Street - Shutdown & re- Project delayed - PG&E pushed back the energization date by 2 weeks.
- idi izati i ts due to delay i i .
43| 112875227 Griffith Pump Station 10 SFPUC - Water energization providing energization |impacts due to delay in N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Due to PG&E's delay, the project had to use generators for an additional 2 weeks costing $27k. No impacts update
late. energization.
Delays caused by PG&E not responding to SF's questions regarding load calculations in the
Harmonia Street - . . Potential dispute over System Impact Study draft agreement. .
44 114919920 Sunnydale HOPE 10 SFPUC- Power |New primary service reserved capacity. 8/16/2018 4/4/2019 8/1/2020 N/A 1000 kw/Yes Due to the urgency of the project, SF has agreed to move forward with PG&E's lower load calcs No impacts update.
and will apply to PG&E for additional capacity when the load ramps up. Costs of this are TBD.
Delays caused by PG&E not responding to SF's questions regarding load calculations in the
1101 Connecticut . . Potential dispute over System Impact Study draft agreement. .
45 115583820 Street - HOPE Potrero 10 SFPUC- Power  |New primary service reserved capacity. 12/13/2018 4/4/2019 6/1/2019 N/A 4000 kw/No Due to the urgency of the project, SF has agreed to move forward with PG&E's lower load calcs No impacts update.
and will apply to PG&E for additional capacity when the load ramps up. Costs of this are TBD.
603 Jamestown
Avenue - Delays caused by PG&E Delays caused by PG&E not providing the Service Agreement on time
46| 113804831 10 SFPUC-Power |New primary service being late in providing 11/2/2017 | 2/26/2018 | 10/1/2018 N/A | 8000 kw/No v v P 8 the 5 greem e . No impacts update.
Redevelopment N Further delays caused by PG&E not providing enough design detail with the Service Agreement.
Service Agreement.
Project
Delays caused by PG&E . .
702 Phelps Street - being late in providing Delays caused by PG&E not providing the System Impact Study report on time. More delays
47| 116967240 . 10 SFMTA Request to increase loads 2/26/2019 6/28/2019 5/1/2019 N/A 4000 kW/No caused by PG&E not providing the Service Agreement on time. No impacts update.
SFMTA Substation the System Impact . . - .
Further delays caused by PG&E not providing enough design detail with the Service Agreement.
Study report.
1800 Jerrold Avenue - SEPUC- Delays caused by PG&E
48 11742971 |Biosolids (Temp. 10 W New primary service being late in providing 5/16/2019 6/28/2019 10/1/2019 N/A 1441 kW/No Delays caused by PG&E not providing the Service Agreement on time. No impacts update.
power) astewater the Service Agreement.
Delays caused by PG&E . . . . - .
901 Tennessee Street - ) Pedest! d traffic safet t risk as PG&E delays th t f th treetlights and
49| 117974199 . 10 SFMTA New secondary service providing the Service 2/1/2019 11/20/2019 8/1/2019 No 1 kW/Yes © e-s r.lan andirattic satety s atrisk as patila it il i ibad Gl No impacts update.
Streetlights A traffic signals.
greement late.
Request for information
1508 Bancroft Ave. - on existing PG&E power Del d by PGRE potential . S  confirm that th . temi | tected
50 N/A Sustainable Streets 10 SFMTA supply and approval from ehays cause y 4/6/2018 N/A 10/21/2019 No N/A ? entia pow,er ssue- canno‘ con |rm- atthe current power system Is properly protecte No impacts update.
being unresponsive. without PG&E's response to the information requested.
Shops PG&E to use the current
breakers
Delays caused by
1001 Potrero Avenue - i i
New primary service for |disPute over primary vs. 5/20/2020
PG&E UCSF/SFGH Research erm. Construction secondary for (temp) Project delayed - construction power was in dispute from Jun. 2020 to Sept. 2020 (4 months).
51| withholding [& Academic Building 10 UCSF/SFGH P ' construction power. P 1/1/2021 Yes 1356 kW/Yes Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $287k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $30k [No impacts update.
. power released to PG&E ) 4/1/2020 h L A T
NN# Construction and . Construction power in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
Perm Power retail. moving forward with (perm)
PG&E retail.
. . Project has been delayed due to issues with an overhead pole. PG&E's proposed design was not . L
1920 Evans - Arborist ) Del d b F
52| 114529750 ) 10 DPW New secondary service elays causea by Issues 4/16/2018 8/10/2018 10/1/2018 No 37 kW/Yes feasible as it required overhead poles to be installed above underground sewer utilities. Project ur‘ther delays caused by PG&E not providing a redesign in
Trailer/BUF Yard with overhead poles. . o X K a timely manner.
is now further delayed as SF has been waiting for PG&E's re-design for several months.
4840 Mission Street -
) New secondary service | Pelays caused by
PG&E Affordable Housing . dispute over primary vs. [SF to submit updated Project delayed - project was in dispute from Feb. 2020 to Sept. 2021 (18-19 months).
. . ) MOHCD (BRIDGE [for perm. Construction . ) o ) ) . . .
53] withholding |(137 units) 11 ) secondary. Project will [application for 2/5/2020 11/1/2022 Yes 1621 kW/Yes Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $301k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $47k [No impacts update.
; Housing) power released to PG&E ) - . L h .
NN# (Construction and be moving forward with |secondary. in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
retail. d
Perm. power) secondary.
Delays caused by
PG&E Upgrade and relocation i i
. . 35-45 Onondaga Real Estate (for Pel . dispute over pr,lmar,yvs' ) ) . .
541 withholding . 11 of existing secondary secondary. Project is 6/1/2020 3/8/2021 Yes 144 kW/Yes Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jun. 2020 - Mar. 2020 (8-9 months). No impacts update.
Avenue - Health Clinic DPH) . A
NN# service moving forward at
secondary.
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Client Project Description (what .
PG&E NN# |Project Location District # ! . ! i iption (w Project Status
Organization SF applied for)
PG&E 455 Athens Street - Upgrade and relocation Z_EIay: caused l?y
55| withholding [Cleveland Elementary 11 SFUSD of existing secondary Ispute over pr.lmar.y Ve
) secondary. Project is
NN# School service still in dispute.
Delays caused by
PG&E 2340 San Jose Ave. - i i
' . / MOHCD (Mission . dispute over pr'|mary.vs.
56| withholding |Affordable Housing 12 . New secondary service secondary. Project will
. Housing) . )
NN# (138 units) be moving forward with
secondary.
Multiple Locations - SFMTA, SFPW, & |PG&E's guy wires are Project is movi
) ’ uy wi . .
57 N/A Guy Wires (Franchise N/A . ) i . Franchise dispute roject Is moving
SFPUC impeding on SF projects. forward.
Issue)
Delays caused by PG&E
. . requiring unnecessary
Multiple Service
58 N/A P N/A Various City Depts. |Service Transfers equipment or
Transfers . . .
information for service
transfer requests.
10501 Warnerville N/A Remove two existing Z_EIay: caused l?y
59 N/A Road - Substation SFPUC services and replace with Ispute over pr.lmar.y Ve
e . Oakdale . secondary. Project is
Rehabilitation Project one secondary service still in dispute.
951 Antoinette Lane - N/A Remove two existing Z_EIay: caused l?y
60 N/A Well Pump & Control SFPUC services and replace with Ispute over pr.lmar.yvs'
South SF K secondary. Project is
Panel one secondary service still in dispute.
Notes:

Attachment A: List of Interconnection Issues

PG&E
Initial
. App Deemed ; . Did PG&E |Load Size/Can |committed to
Application Initial Service . . .
. Complete require Be Served at work w/ SF to Impacts Updates/Changes since Last Report (April 2021)
Submittal Need Date i L
Date Primary? |Secondary energize in
Date
2018
10/26/2020 6/1/2021 Yes 305 kW/Yes Project delayed - project has been in dispute since Nov. 2020 (9-10 months) No impacts update.
Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jan. 2020 to Sept. 2021 (20-21 months).
11/21/2019 5/1/2020 Yes 800 kW/Yes Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $191k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $34k [No impacts update.
in additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
PG&E's'unresponsiveness in removing guy wires is an obstruction to SF projects. 1) SFMTA Delay continues for two of the requests. SF and PG&E will
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A cannot install a pole replacement to promote safety. 2) SFPW cannot construct a new ADA curb ;
.. R continue to work together to get these resolved.
ramp. 3) SFPUC cannot finish parts of construction at the Southeast Water Treatment Plant.
Additional costs and staff resources can be incurred if PG&E continues to create barriers for SF
service transfer requests.
N/A N/A N/A Del ti ject in at a standstill.
N/A N/A / / / SF continues to experience loss of revenue and increased greenhouse gas emissions as PG&E is €1ays continue as projects remain at a standstl
refusing to transfer over City department loads.
Project was released to PG&E retail service to avoid delays.
12/26/2018 N/A 3/1/2019 Yes 160 kW/Yes Project delayed - project was in dispute from Jan.- May 2019 (4 -5 months). Cost impacts and greenhouse gas emission impacts are
TBD.
11/20/2020 N/A 12/6/2021 Yes 50 kW/Yes Project delayed - project was in dispute from Feb. - April 2021 (1-2 months). No impacts update.

1. Low-side metering is not the same as secondary service. Low-side metering requires extra equipment costs (i.e. an interrupter, approx. $75k). The SFPUC believes that many of these loads should be served with secondary service, but has compromised with PG&E to move projects forward.

2. Cost impacts related to lost revenue are estimates calculated off of projected load values.
3. Not all cost impacts are reflected here as increased facility and construction costs are still to be determined.
3. CO, emissions are calculated using estimated loads with PG&E's 2016 emissions factor.

4. Delay impacts are only calculated off of the time in which PG&E and SF were in dispute. (Other delays are not included)
5. Primary switchgear is estimated to cost an additional $500k.

Key
- Project is currently being disputed or has been delayed due to a dispute/issue and is past the Initial Service Need Date (Column K).

Energized, but still facing issues.

Project is moving forward, but not yet energized. Some are still facing major delays. Please review the impact column for further descriptions.
- Project has been energized - no outstanding issues.
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Attachment A2: WDT3 Projects Released to PG&E Retail

B C D E F G
Project Location District # Client Project Description (what Impacts Updates/Changes since Last Report (April 2021)
Organization SF applied for)
Project has been delayed several months. SF originally applied for service before WDT3 and after
970 47th Ave. - Golden Gate Park 1 SERPD New temporary secondary |months of back and forth, PG&E stated they could not provide the service. Project added
Clubhouse (temporary trailer) service Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $21k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $33k in '
additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
4200 Geary Blvd.- Affordable Housing 1 MOHCD New temporary secondary [Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $45k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $8k in Project added
(construction power) service additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates. '
Seawall Lots 323 & 324 - Hotel & . . |New temporary secondary |Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $132k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $4k in .
. 3 Teatro Zinzanni . e . . Project added.
Theater (construction power) service additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates.
730 Stanyan St. - Affordable Housing c MOHCD New temporary secondary [Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $148k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $28k in Project added
(construction power) service additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates. '
240 Van Ness Ave. - Affordable 6 MOHCD New temporary secondary |Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $87k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $15k in Project added
Housing (construction power) service additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates. '
600 7th St. - Affordable Housing 6 MOHCD New temporary secondary [Temp. construction power service by PG&E at retail - $189k in lost gross revenue to SFPUC. $20k in Project added
(construction power) service additional power costs to the project due to PG&E's higher rates. '
Streetlights N/A . New unmetered service Cost imp?ct TBD. New streetlights have had to apply to PG&E for retail service and will have to pay Project added.
PG&E's higher rates.
. . Cost impact TBD. New traffic controllers have had to apply to PG&E for retail service and will incur .
Traffic Controllers N/A SFMTA New unmetered service Project added.

additional costs due to PG&E now requiring traffic controllers to have meters.
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Attachment C: Cost Impacts

A B C D E | F G H | J
Additional Costs to Project Other Impacts to SF
Primary or Additional
) Low-si‘c,ie Additional Costs to Addition'al Additional Total Additional] Lost gross | CO2 Emissions
Project Location Redesign Metering Construction | Project for Const./Project Staff Time Project Costs revenue to |(lbs.) from PG&E
Costs Equipment Costs PG&E r_etail I;\ﬁgen:; CD:T:; Costs (B+C+D+E+F+G) SFPUC retail service
Costs service
600 Arguello Blvd. - Rossi Pool S -
3455 Van Ness Avenue - AWSS Pump Station No. 2 S 75,000 S 75,000
2110 Greenwich Street - Tule Elk Elementary S 150,000 $ 150,000
2445 Hyde Street - Francisco Park S 75,000 S 168,000 S 243,000
102 Marina Boulevard - Fort Mason (EVGo) S -
Lake Merced Blvd & Sunset Blvd - Restroom S -
L Taraval - Streetlights S -
;iilmizgr)]d Street - Affordable Housing (Francis Scott Key Educator s 25,000 $ 25,000|$ 118,000
78 Haight Street - Affordable Housing S 6,000 S 6,000 | S 38,000
Haight Street Traffic Signals S -
6 Berry Street - Substation S -
750 Brannan - Main Library Repository S -
399 The Embarcadero - Fire Boat #35 S 150,000 S 150,000
555 Larkin (formerly 500 Turk Street) - Affordable Housing S 150,000 S 24,000 S 174,000 | $ 196,000 243,000
Market St. & 7th St. - BMS Switch S -
1064 Mission Street - Affordable Housing S 150,000 S 23,000 S 173,000 | $ 105,000 142,000
Transbay Transit Center - Transbay Joint Powers Authority S -
16 Sherman Street - Victoria Park Lighting S -
180 Jones Street - Affordable Housing S 20,000 S 20,000 | $ 89,000
266 4th Street - Affordable Housing S -
750 Eddy Street - City College (Alemany) S -
600 7th Street - Affordable Housing S -
2685 Ocean Ave. - EV Charging Station S -
2101 Sloat Boulevard - Construction Trailers S 6,000 S 6,000
2814 Great Highway - Westside Pump Station
350 Amber Drive - Police Academy S 75,000 $ 75,000
681 Florida Street - Affordable Housing S 150,000 S 12,000 S 162,000 | $ 59,000 77,000
1990 Folsom Street - Affordable Housing S 2,000 | $ 150,000 S 38,000 S 190,000 | $ 181,000 247,000
3001-3021 24th Street - Affordable Housing S -
300 Bartlett Street - Mission Branch Library S 250,000 S 250,000
800 Amador Street - Pier 94 - Backlands $ 50,000($ 500,000 S 50,000 | $ 600,000
lllinois St. & Terry Francois - Mariposa Pump Station S 245,000 [$ 303,000 S 548,000 [ S 526,000 554,000
684 23rd Street - Potrero North S -
638 23rd Street - Potrero South S -
1001 22nd Street - Bus Electrification Pilot S -
1995 Evans - Traffic Controls and Forensics S 75,000 S 578,000 S 653,000
750 Phelps - Southeast Plant S -




38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

59
60
61
62
63
64

65
66
67
68

Attachment C: Cost Impacts

Additional Costs to Project

Other Impacts to SF

Primary or Additional Additional
' ' Redesign Low-si.de Addition'al Co.sts to Const./Project Additi(')nal Total. Additional] Lost gross | CO2 Emissions
Project Location Costs Metering Construction | Project for Mgmt Costs Staff Time Project Costs revenue to (Ibs.? from- PG&E
Equipment Costs PG&E retail Costs (B+C+D+E+F+G) SFPUC retail service
Costs service Due to Delay
2401/2403 Keith Street - Southeast Health Center S 150,000 S 150,000
1550 Evans Ave - Southeast Community Center S 500,000 S 9,000 S 509,000 [ S 187,000
Islais Creek Bridge Rehab (3rd Street) S -
1150 Phelps - Construction Trailers S 286,000 S 286,000 | S 2,000,000
480 22nd Street - Pier 70 Pump Station S -
1601 Griffith Street - Griffith Pump Station S 27,000 S 27,000
Harmonia Street - Sunnydale HOPE S -
1101 Connecticut Street - HOPE Potrero S -
603 Jamestown Avenue - Redevelopment Project S -
702 Phelps Street - SFMTA Substation S -
1800 Jerrold Avenue - Biosolids (Temp. Power) S -
901 Tennessee Street S -
1508 Bancroft Avenue - Sustainable Streets Shop S -
o ;oo e
1920 Evans - Arborist Trailer/BUF Yard S -
4840 Mission Street - Affordable Housing S 47,000 S 47,000 $ 301,000
35-45 Onondaga Avenue - Health Clinic S -
455 Athens Street - Cleveland Elementary School
2340 San Jose Avenue - Affordable Housing S 35,000 S 35,000 $ 191,000
Multiple Locations - Guy Wires (Franchise Issue) S -
Multiple Service Transfers S -
10501 Warnerville Road - Substation Rehabilitation Project S -
951 Antoinette Lane - Well Pump & Control Panel S -
970 47th Avenue - Golden Gate Park Clubhouse (Temp) S 33,000 S 33,000 | $ 21,000
4200 Geary Blvd.- Affordable Housing (construction) S 8,000 S 8,000 | $ 45,000
Seawall Lots 323 & 324 - Hotel & Theater (construction) S 4,000 S 4,000 (S 132,000
730 Stanyan St. - Affordable Housing (construction) S 28,000 S 28,000 | $ 1,480
240 Van Ness Ave. - Affordable Housing (construction power) S 15,000 S 15,000 | $ 87,000
600 7th St. - Affordable Housing (construction power) S 20,000 S 20,000 |$ 189,000
Streetlights S -
Traffic Controllers S -
TOTAL $ 52,000 |$ 2,600,000 | S 251,000 [ $ 1,571,000 | $ 168,000 | $ 50,000 | $ 4,692,000 | $ 4,753,480 | $ 1,263,000

Total Additional Project Costs

$  4,692,000.00

Total Lost Gross Revenue to SFPUC

$  4,753,480.00

Total Cost Impact to SF (Project Costs + Lost Revenue)

$ 9,445,480.00

Total C02 Emissions (Ibs.)

1,263,000




Attachment C: Cost Impacts

Additional Costs to Project Other Impacts to SF

Primar Additi |

ima 'y or B dditiona Additional N B o

) Low-side Additional Costs to . Additional Total Additional] Lost gross | CO2 Emissions
. ) Redesign ) . A Const./Project . )
Project Location Costs Metering Construction | Project for Mamt Costs Staff Time Project Costs revenue to |(lbs.) from PG&E
Equipment Costs PG&E retail & Costs (B+C+D+E+F+G) SFPUC retail service
) Due to Delay
Costs service

Note: These represent estimates of the costs that the City is aware of at the moment. The projects may incur additional costs going forward.
The projects in RED are projects that are currently at a standstill and may face financial impacts that are TBD depending on how long they will be delayed and how they will move forward.




From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: SFPUC CAC Resolution for Continued Support and Budget for SFPUC Racial Equity Plan and CB
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 3:21:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png
SFPUC CAC Equity Resolution.pdf
image002.png

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

Sent: Thursday, September 23, 2021 2:33 PM

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

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

Subject: FW: SFPUC CAC Resolution for Continued Support and Budget for SFPUC Racial Equity Plan
and CB

Hello,

For distribution and c-pages. Thank you.

Jocelyn Wong

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

T:415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163

jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and | can answer your questions in real time.

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services

S Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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From: Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, September 23, 2021 12:03 PM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)
<eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>

Subject: FW: SFPUC CAC Resolution for Continued Support and Budget for SFPUC Racial Equity Plan
and CB

Morning all:

| received the attached sFPUC resolution with suggestions to forward it to Supervisors.

Thanks.

Victor Young
Assistant Clerk

Board of Supervisors
phone 415-554-7723 | fax415-554-5163

victor.young@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

From: Ruski Augusto Sa, Mayara <MRuskiAugustoSa@sfwater.org>

Sent: Thursday, September 23, 2021 11:59 AM

To: Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org>

Cc: Scarpulla, John (PUC) <JScarpulla@sfwater.org>

Subject: SFPUC CAC Resolution for Continued Support and Budget for SFPUC Racial Equity Plan and
CB

Dear Mr. Young,

The SFPUC CAC has adopted the attached resolution on September 21, 2021. This resolution
supports the SFPUC Racial Equity Plan, Community Benefits, Environmental Justice and Condemning
Systemic Racism policies approved by the SFPUC Commission, as well as the SIP program, among
other requests.

Please forward the resolution to the Supervisors.

Best Regards,

Mayara Ruski Augusto Sa

SFPUC CAC Liaison
Cell: 415-680-6683
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Resolution for Continued Support and Budget for SFPUC Racial Equity Plan and
Community Benefits

WHEREAS, The Mayor of the city and county of San Francisco has urged “Each city
department to develop a Racial Equity Action Plan in alignment with ORE Citywide Racial
Equity Framework Per Ordinance No 188-19; and

WHEREAS, the SFPUC has done extensive work on their racial equity plan over the past 12
months to highlight needed changes and disparities, and develop solutions to combat them
which includes hiring and investment in infrastructure to support the racial equity work; and

WHEREAS, A 2018 report by the Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program concluded that the
national water and wastewater workforce is 85 percent white and two-thirds male, indicating a
severe lack of gender and racial diversity within the industry; and

WHEREAS, The SFPUC’s senior management team is in flux, a number of BiPoc employees
and women are leaving the field, management, and upper management, and the SFPUC
leadership has only one person of color; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, the SFPUC Citizens’ Advisory Committee reiterates its strong support for the
SFPUC’s Racial Equity Plan; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the SFPUC Commission pledges to fully fund the needed
changes, support the creation of positions to support the equity work, to quickly post the
positions, and to fully staff them as soon as possible; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests the SFPUC Commission instructs the GM to fully comply,
implement, and to report back monthly to both the Commission and the CAC on equity goals
related to this resolution; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission implements fully the Community Benefits,
Environmental Justice and Condemning Systemic Racism policies approved by the SFPUC
Commission; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission continues to improve the SFPUC’s
practices as a good neighbor to communities negatively impacted by the agency’s operations,
particularly low-income communities and communities of color; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission follows through, with all of the necessary
resources, on promises made to the Bayview Hunter's Point community through the Mitigation
Agreement and beyond; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission deepens the SFPUC’s pledge in inviting its
partners/contractors, through the Social Impact Partnership program, to contribute in positive


https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ed18d943016244d3e57260c/t/5efbe89e247faf024e6fdaca/1593567402561/ORE+SF+Citywide+Racial+Equity+Framework+Phase+1.pdf
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ways to local communities impacted by the agency’s projects and that the Commission support
expanding the budget for the Social Impact Partnership program to address growing community
needs; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission follows through on the agency’s
commitment to addressing racial inequities and disparities both inside and outside the agency,
for workers and the community; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission ensures that agency leadership is diverse
and representative of the agency’s values as stated in the Racial Equity Action Plan, and also

has a proven track record of doing work in/for the community; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission implements measures for transparency
and accountability across the agency to rebuild trust from the public; and, be it

RESOLVED, the CAC requests that the Commission ensures that all SFPUC employees are
treated with respect and dignity especially by senior leadership.

As adopted by the Full Citizens’ Advisory Committee on September 21, 2021.



From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: CPUC - Verizon Wireless - City of San Francisco-SF_PACHT010 - A-414902

Date: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 9:26:00 AM

Attachments: CPUC_1980.pdf

From: CPUC Team <westareacpuc@vzwnet.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 9:06 AM

To: GO159Areports@cpuc.ca.gov

Cc: westareacpuc@verizonwireless.com; CPC.Wireless <CPC.Wireless@sfgov.org>; Administrator,
City (ADM) <city.administrator@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; jennifer.navarro@verizonwireless.com

Subject: CPUC - Verizon Wireless - City of San Francisco-SF_PACHTO010 - A-414902

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

This is to provide your agency with notice according to the provisions of General Order No. 159A of
the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California (CPUC) see attachment.
This notice is being provided pursuant to Section IV.C.2.
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verizon’

Sep 28, 2021

Consumer Protection and Enforcement Division
California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102
GO159Areports@cpuc.ca.gov

RE: Notification Letter for =~ SF_PACHTO010 - A
SF_PACHTO011 - A
SF PAC HEIGHTS 052 - A
SF PAC HEIGHTS 065 - A
SF LM PH2 SC 109 - A
SF LM PH2 SC 112 - A
SF LM PH2 SC 113- A

San Francisco, CA /GTE Mobilnet California LP

This is to provide the Commission with notice according to the provisions of General Order
No. 159A of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California ( "CPUC") for the project
described in Attachment A.

A copy of this notification letter is also being provided to the appropriate local government
agency for its information. Should there be any questions regarding this project, or if you
disagree with any of the information contained herein, please contact the representative below.

Verizon Wireless

Ann Goldstein

Coordinator RE & Compliance - West Territory
1515 Woodfield Road, #1400

Schaumburg, IL 60173
WestAreaCPUC@VerizonWireless.com



verizon’

JURISDICTION

PLANNING MANAGER

CITY MANAGER

CITY CLERK DIRECTOR OF SCHOOL BOARD

COUNTY

City of San Francisco

CPC.Wireless@sfgov.org

city.administrator@sfgov.org

Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

San Francisco

VZW Legal Entity

Site Name

Site Address

Tower Design

Size of Building or NA

GTE Mobilnet California LP SF_PACHTO010 - A 3979 Sacramento St, San Francisco , CA94118 Pullic Lighting Structure (free staanng) N/A
Site Latitude Site Longitude PS Location Code Tower Appearance Tower Height (in feet) Type of Approval Approval Issue Date
37°47'11.93"N 122°27'31.169"WNAD(83) 414902 Antenna Rad: 35' 36.16' Permitting 09/23/2021

Project Description: Installation (2) Ericssion SM 6701 Antenna; (1) Radio on SFMTA steel light pole

VZW Legal Entity

Site Name

Site Address

Tower Design

Size of Building or NA

GTE Mobilnet California LP SF_PACHTO011- A 3695 JACKSON ST, San Francisco , CA94118 Pullic Lighting Structure (free stancTng) N/A
Site Latitude Site Longitude PS Location Code Tower Appearance Tower Height (in feet) Type of Approval Approval Issue Date
37°47'23.05"N 122°27'20.301"WNAD(83) 414903 Antenna Rad: 26.91' 31.83" Permitting 09/23/2021

Project Description: Installation (3) Ericssion SM 6701 Antenna on SFPUC steel light pole




verizon’

VZW Legal Entity

Site Name

Tower Design Size of Building or NA

GTE Mobilnet California LP

SF PAC HEIGHTS 052 - A

1940 BROADWAY, San Francisco , CA94109

Puflic Lighting Structure (free stancTng) N/A

Site Latitude

Site Longitude

PS Location Code

Tower Appearance

Tower Height (in feet)

Type of Approval

Approval Issue Date

37°47'42.421"N

122°25'44.57"WNAD(83)

414942

Antenna Rad: 26'

31

Permitting

09/20/2021

Project Description: Installation (2) Ericssion SM 6701 Antenna on SFPUC concrete light pole

VZW Legal Entity

Site Name

Site Address

Tower Design Size of Building or NA

GTE Mobilnet California LP

SF PAC HEIGHTS 065 - A

1933 CALIFORNIA ST, San Francisco , CA94109

Traffic Control structure N/A

Site Latitude

Site Longitude

PS Location Code

Tower Appearance

Tower Height (in feet)

Type of Approval

Approval Issue Date

37°47'23.26"N

122°25'34.281"WNAD(83)

414959

Antenna Rad: 26.83'

31.66'

Permitting

9/20/2021

Project Description: Installation (2) Ericsson SM 6701 Antenna on SFPUC concrete light pole
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VZW Legal Entity

Site Name

Site Address

Tower Design Size of Building or NA

GTE Mobilnet California LP

SF LM PH2 SC 109 - A

1680 Mission Street, San Francisco , CA94103

Puflic Lighting Structure (free stancTng) N/A

Site Latitude

Site Longitude

PS Location Code

Tower Appearance

Tower Height (in feet) Type of Approval

Approval Issue Date

37°46'13.941"N

122°25'11.651"WNAD(83)

302024

Antenna Rad: 32.08'

36.16' Permitting

09/23/2021

Project Description: Installation (1) Ericsson SM 6701 Antenna on SFMTA steel light pole

VZW Legal Entity

Site Name

Site Address

Tower Design Size of Building or NA

GTE Mobilnet California LP

SFLMPH2SC112-A

131 10th Street, San Francisco , CA94103

Pullic Lighting Structure (free stantTng) N/A

Site Latitude

Site Longitude

PS Location Code

Tower Appearance

Tower Height (in feet) Type of Approval

Approval Issue Date

37°46'29.752"N

122°24'55.17"WNAD(83)

302028

Antenna Rad: 34.66'

35.83' Permitting

09/23/2021

Project Description: Installation (2) Ericsson SM 6701 Antenna on SFPUC concrete light pole
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VZW Legal Entity

Site Name

Site Address

Tower Design

Size of Building or NA

GTE Mobilnet California LP SFLM PH2 SC 113-A 33 Gough Street, San Francisco , CA94103 Pullic Lighting Structure (free stancTng) N/A
Site Latitude Site Longitude PS Location Code Tower Appearance Tower Height (in feet) Type of Approval Approval Issue Date
37°46'18.48"N 122°25'14.34"WNAD(83) 302029 Antenna Rad: 32.08' 36.16' Permitting 09/23/2021

Project Description: Installation (3) Ericsson SM 6701 Antenna on SFMTA steel light pole




From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: Letter from the Member of the European Parliament - Robert Biedron to the Board of Supervisors of San
Francisco

Date: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 9:28:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

List Skan.pdf

From: RATAJCZAK Jakub Stanislaw <jakub.ratajczak@europarl.europa.eu>

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:34 AM

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

Subject: Letter from the Member of the European Parliament - Robert Biedron to the Board of

Supervisors of San Francisco

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
Honourable Members of the Board of Supervisors of San Francisco,

On behalf of the member of the European Parliament — Robert Biedron, please see attached a letter
to your kind attention. The paper version will follow.

Kind regards,

Jakub Ratajczak

Parliamentary Advisor to R. Biedron MEP ——ma
Doradca Parlamentarny Posla R. Biedronia ' 4T 'L"_ m‘-‘:'?ﬁ\\
0 Rue Wiertz 60 ASP 14G206 / 7 +32(0)22838141 RN
04 jakub.ratajczak@europarl.europa.eu '\;\C": ==

-

|

European Parliament
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European Parliament

Robert Biedron

Member of the European Parliament

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

City Hall, Room 244, San Francisco,
CA 94102-4689
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Honourable Members of the Board of Supervisors of San Francisco,

I am writing to you because I feel concerned about the past street name changes in San
Francisco. A San Francisco supervisor said in 2013 that she was considering introducing
legislation to change the name of a street named after a former Polish president, leader of
Solidarity movement, a Nobel Peace Prize winner - Lech Walesa. This action was a clear
repercussion of the insulting anti-gay comments made by Me Walesa in March 2013.

In that period, Lech Walesa made a contrdversial comment during a TV interview, claiming
that gay people “should not be allowed to hold prominent political posts”. As a gay person
myself, who has been active in Polish politics for many years, I found these words offensive
and completely unjustified. I received this news with great sadness especially since Lech
Walesa for Poles and many other nations, is a symbol of the fight for freedom and democracy'.

Following these unjust words-on 29th July 2014, the Board of Supervisors of San Francisco
unanimously voted to change the name of Lech Walesa Street to Dr. Tom Waddell Place. Let
me assure you that, at the time, I was supportive to this decision, especially since Dr. Waddell
was the founder of the Gay Olympics in the United States?.

However, I would like to make the case that everyone has a right to make mistakes. I have
talked to Lech Walesa many times after the incident and he has repeatedly apologized and
assured me that he had not intended to offend anyone and to date does not think that gay people
should not hold prominent political positions.

Thttps://www.reuters.com/article/us-walesa-gays-idUSBRE92209N20130303
2https://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2013/03/13/san-francisco-street-may-be-renamed-after-walesas-anti-gay-

remarks/
B-T047 Brussels - ASP 14G202 - Tel, 432 2 28-45141
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What is more, Lech Walesa has made public comments on LGBT rights, for instance, he has
stated that “Homosexuality should be respected, and we should not fight against it*3 and many
times have met publicly with representatives of LGBT community (for instance: Elton John).

As one of the representatives of Polish gay politicians, I would like to assure you of the sincerity
of our former President’s apologies and kindly ask you to consider restoring the street name to
Lech Walesa Street, as for all us Poles and for many other nations, he still represents a beacon
of democracy.

Kind regards,
. \ e
: |
; i Robert Biedrof

Member of the European Parliament

Shttps://www.equaltimes.org/lech-walesa-if-we-don-t-give?lang=en#. YUDAX50zY 2w




From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Muni Customer Service Case 444781 Completed [ ref:_00DtOCmd2._500t0qoPVq:ref ]

Date: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 8:55:00 AM

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 8:55 PM

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

Subject: Fw: Muni Customer Service Case 444781 Completed [ ref:_00Dt0Cmd2._500t0qoPVq:ref ]

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

Sorry but thisis not acceptable.

We have a covid-19 situation and with multiple kids from multiple schools having to take the
44 busto get from one side of the city to another in very crowded conditions daily, it isan
incubator vs. asafetrip for al riders currently in the prime peak commute hours. It was
completely overpacked with no ability to separate 6'-0" and no marked seats or limits to how
many people boarded or were alowed on. Film footage of the bus today can easily show
where and which stations are impacted daily during school hours.

Have staff or the SFBOS district supervisors ride the 44 bus when crowded and see why they
need to include the 44 in the emergency services. Too many kids and parents take it daily
inbound and outbound from mission street to san bruno ave and the adjacent schools to the
bayshore.

Sincerely
Aaron Goodman D11

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: MuniFeedback <munifeedback@sfmta.com>

To: amgodman@yahoo.com <amgodman@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021, 02:16:26 PM PDT

Subject: RE: Muni Customer Service Case 444781 Completed [ ref:_00DtOCmd2._500t0qoPVq:ref ]

Dear Aaron,

Thank you for contacting the SFMTA regarding the overcrowding on the 44 O’Shaughnessy and the need to
increase frequency. Your feedback has been documented and forwarded to appropriate staff.

As vou have been experiencing, Muni vehicle and staff?resources?continue to?be heavily impacted by the
pandemic. One of the persistent impacts is that we are not able to run higher frequencies during what had been
the AM or PM peak travel periods prior to COVID-19. While we do have supplemental service scheduled in the
afternoons for schools, we are not currently able to deliver the same capacity in the mornings. We expect that
our next major service change will be in early 2022, where we will aim to add service to our network to help
increase coverage, reduce overcrowding, and improve Muni frequencies and reliability as resources allow.

We have documented your feedback about the need to increase service for students living along the 44, but we
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would also greatly appreciate your feedback on the three potential options we have developed for how we can
best restore and improve Muni service with the resources we expect to have in early

2022. For detailed information about the proposals, please visit SFMTA.com/2022Network.

You can also stay up to date on Twitter page @sfmta_muni?or sign up for real-time alerts to stay apprised of any
service developments.

Thank you for riding Muni. We appreciate your patience as we get through this together.

Sincerely,

Muni Customer Service

ref._00DtOCmd2._500t0qoPVq:ref
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From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Oppose parking fees in GGNRA parking lots in San Francisco

Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:53:00 PM

Attachments: 2021-08-23 SPEAK - Oppose GGNRA parking fees.pdf

From: Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:24 PM

To: goga_business@nps.gov

Cc: ChanStaff (BOS) <chanstaff@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>;
MelgarStaff (BOS) <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Safai,
Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>;
Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Peskin,
Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine
(BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Oppose parking fees in GGNRA parking lots in San Francisco

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

SPEAK SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE 1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507
(415) 976-4816

September 24, 2021
To:  Golden Gate National Recreation Area (goga_business@nps.gov)
CC: San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Re:  Oppose parking fees in GGNRA parking lots in San Francisco

The Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is a 501(c)3 organization
which has been an active voice in the Sunset-Parkside district for over 50 years. We
represent residents in this area that borders Ocean Beach and Golden Gate Park.

We oppose the proposal by the GGNRA to charge for parking at various nearby national
parks in San Francisco.

The GGNRA has proposed to charge $3.00 an hour to park a car to visit these parks with a
maximum charge of $10. We support our parks, but we also support access to our parks
by San Francisco residents. This fee will discourage San Franciscans from coming to
these parks to enjoy the magnificent ocean views, to experience wildlife in a natural setting,
and to get a respite from the stresses of urban life, made even more difficult during the
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COVID pandemic.

We also wonder why there have been no public notices posted in the proposed fee areas.
At any time, but especially during the COVID pandemic, it is vital that government agencies
make every effort to inform the public of any proposed changes that will impact access to
their public lands. Notices should be posted at all of the proposed fee locations, and the
comment period should be extended 30 days from the posting of the notices.

According to the GGNRA website,

"The proposal calls for parking fees to be in effect at these locations between 8 a.m.
and 5 p.m., which means that people visiting outside these hours would not be
charged for parking. Many visitors to the park travel by bicycle or foot, and

public transit which operates in close vicinity to many of the affected parking lots,
including Stinson Beach, Lands End and Baker Beach, offers an inexpensive
alternative to driving."

Let's unpack this statement.

It is accompanied by a photo of a healthy, relatively young person on a bicycle. However,
the majority of people in SF do not bike from one end of the city to the other because of
various reasons -- disabilities, dangerous streets, the cost of a good bicycle, and due to the
hilly nature of the City - a bicyclist has to be in good shape to get around.

"People visiting outside [the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.] would not be charged for parking."
It gets dark at 5:00 p.m. during the winter months and the sun at times does not rise until
7:30 a.m. So the public might have %2 hour in the early morning to park for free. And really,
how many families visit parks in the early morning or in the evening?

Bus service in San Francisco has been severely curtailed during COVID. It is not clear
when it will recover or which lines will survive.

Many people still do not want to expose their health to others on a bus.

Parking fees will also limit access for residents from the southeastern part of San Francisco,
who may have to drive to these areas - especially families with small children. Many are
lower-income. They deserve the opportunity to enjoy parkland without impediments such
as fees. And riding MUNI will cost at least as much as the parking, for 2 adults. Itis not an
'inexpensive’ alternative. (These families may already own cars to get their children to
school and other events and to drive to work.)

MUNI service is not back to full service, due to COVID. Even when - and if - MUNI service
is restored, being forced to go across town by bus is going to make park visitation more
difficult for most San Francisco residents.

Charging fees at the GGNRA lots will force residents to park in the lots at Ocean Beach,
filling up those lots and further limiting access. These fees set a precedent for charging
San Franciscans for access to our beaches. Fees may spread to other park sites,
including City parks such as Ocean Beach.

We therefore oppose these fees and ask you to discontinue this proposal.

Thank you for your consideration.



Sincerely,
Edleen Botoen
Eileen Boken

President



SPEAKSUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE 1329 7th Avenue, San
Francisco, CA 94122-2507 (415) 976-4816

September 24, 2021

To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area (goga_business@nps.gov)

CC: San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Re: Oppose parking fees in GGNRA parking lots in San Francisco

The Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is a 501(c)3
organization which has been an active voice in the Sunset-Parkside district for over 50

years. We represent residents in this area that borders Ocean Beach and Golden Gate
Park.

We oppose the proposal by the GGNRA to charge for parking at various nearby national
parks in San Francisco.

The GGNRA has proposed to charge $3.00 an hour to park a car to visit these parks
with a maximum charge of $10. We support our parks, but we also support access to
our parks by San Francisco residents. This fee will discourage San Franciscans from
coming to these parks to enjoy the magnificent ocean views, to experience wildlife in a
natural setting, and to get a respite from the stresses of urban life, made even more
difficult during the COVID pandemic.

We also wonder why there have been no public notices posted in the proposed fee
areas. At any time, but especially during the COVID pandemic, it is vital that
government agencies make every effort to inform the public of any proposed changes
that will impact access to their public lands. Notices should be posted at all of the
proposed fee locations, and the comment period should be extended 30 days from the
posting of the notices.

According to the GGNRA website,

"The proposal calls for parking fees to be in effect at these locations between 8
a.m. and 5 p.m., which means that people visiting outside these hours would not
be charged for parking. Many visitors to the park travel by bicycle or foot, and
public transit which operates in close vicinity to many of the affected parking lots,
including Stinson Beach, Lands End and Baker Beach, offers an inexpensive
alternative to driving."

Let's unpack this statement.

1. Itis accompanied by a photo of a healthy, relatively young person on a bicycle.
However, the majority of people in SF do not bike from one end of the city to the
other because of various reasons -- disabilities, dangerous streets, the cost of a
good bicycle, and due to the hilly nature of the City - a bicyclist has to be in good
shape to get around.



2. "People visiting outside [the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.] would not be charged for
parking." It gets dark at 5:00 p.m. during the winter months and the sun at times
does not rise until 7:30 a.m. So the public might have %2 hour in the early
morning to park for free. And really, how many families visit parks in the early
morning or in the evening?

3. Bus service in San Francisco has been severely curtailed during COVID. It is not
clear when it will recover or which lines will survive.

4. Many people still do not want to expose their health to others on a bus.

5. Parking fees will also limit access for residents from the southeastern part of San
Francisco, who may have to drive to these areas - especially families with small
children. Many are lower-income. They deserve the opportunity to enjoy
parkland without impediments such as fees. And riding MUNI will cost at least
as much as the parking, for 2 adults. It is not an 'inexpensive' alternative.
(These families may already own cars to get their children to school and other
events and to drive to work.)

6. MUNI service is not back to full service, due to COVID. Even when - and if -
MUNI service is restored, being forced to go across town by bus is going to make
park visitation more difficult for most San Francisco residents.

7. Charging fees at the GGNRA lots will force residents to park in the lots at Ocean
Beach, filling up those lots and further limiting access. These fees set a
precedent for charging San Franciscans for access to our beaches. Fees may
spread to other park sites, including City parks such as Ocean Beach.

We therefore oppose these fees and ask you to discontinue this proposal.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Eileen Boloen

Eileen Boken

President



From: Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Proposed Parking Fees - OPPOSE

Date: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 8:56:00 AM

Attachments: GGNRA - Oppose Parking Fees.docx

From: D4ward SF <d4wardsf@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 9:34 AM

To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>;
Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; ChanStaff (BOS) <chanstaff@sfgov.org>;
Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>;
Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>;
Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MelgarStaff (BOS) <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: Proposed Parking Fees - OPPOSE

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

D4ward

Sunset Rises to Action

www.facebook.com/D4wardSF
D4wardSF@gmail.com

September 24, 2021
To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Subject: Proposed Parking Fees - OPPOSE

D4ward is a 