Petitions and Communications received from May 31, 2011, through June 6, 2011, for
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered
filed by the Clerk on June 14, 2011.

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.

*From concerned citizens, submitting opposition to the proposed Charter Amendment
allowing amendments to or repeals of Initiative Ordinances and Declarations of Policy.
File No. 110401, 25 letters (1)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting notice that the Mayor's Proposed Budget for
FY2011-2012 does not contain funding for consumer price index i increases for nonprofit
corporations or public entities. Copy: Each Supervisor (2)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting Notice of Transfer of Function under Charter
Section 4.132. Copy: Each Supervisor (3)

From concerned citizens, urging the Board of Supervisors to end the sidewalk Sit-Lie
Ordinance. Copy: Each Supervisor, 13 letters (4)

From Office of the Controller, submitting a cost analysis of the MOU between the City
and County and the District Attorney Investigator's Association. Copy: Each Supervisor,
File No. 110652, Copy: Each Supervisor (5)

From Office of the Controller, submitting a cost analyst of the Unrepresented
Employees Ordinance. File No. 110653, Copy: Each Supervisor (6)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting a budget narrative explaining the proposed
budgets for HAS, DAAS, DPH, and DCYF. Copy:. Each Supervisor (7)

From Office of the Controller, submitting the FY2011-2012 Public Education Enrichment
Fund Annual Report. Copy: Each Supervisor (8)

From Office of Contract Administration, regarding the FY2012-2013 Outreach
Advertising Term Contract. File No. 110529, Copy: Each Supervisor, GAO Committee
Clerk (9)

From Department of Public Health, submitting the FY2011-2012 annual list of
membership organizations. Copy: Each Supervisor (10)

From concerned citizens, regarding saving the Sharp Park Wetlands. Copy: Each
Supervisor, 9 letters (11)



From Office of the Controller, submitting an updated status report on the implementation
of the recommendations of the Civil Grand Jury. (12)

*From concerned citizens, submitting support for eliminating the $2,000,000 in service
fees charged to City College. Copy: Each Supervisor, 30 letters (13)

From Department of Technology, Submitting an analysis of possible revenue from
leasing unused City and County fiber-optic network capacity as a leased service. Copy:
Supervisor Chiu (14)

From Barbara Dennes, regarding the use of Segways in Golden Gate Park. (15)

From Alvin Hebert, regarding the Fire Departments response to the recent drowning in
the Bay. (16) ‘

*From Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps, LLP, submitting an amendment to the City
Planning Code to establish the Presidio-Sutter Special Use District.  File No. 110650
(17)

From concerned citizens, regarding the Booker T. Washington Special Zoning District.
File No. 110658, 8 letters (18)

From concerned citizens, concerning the proposed Initiative Ordinance regarding “Male
Circumcision.” 4 letters (19)

From Planning Department, regarding the Japantown Special Use District. Copy: Each
Supervisor (20)

From concerned citizens, submitting opposition to the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena
'Island Redevelopment Project. File No. 110296, 7 letters (21)

From David Tornheim, submitting copy of letter from Mary Miles regarding proposed
Charter Amendment allowing amendments to or repeals of [nitiative Ordinances and
Declarations of Policy. File No. 110401 (22)

From concerned citizens, submitting support for proposed ordinance amending the San
Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, by adding Section 906.5 to establish a

payroll expense tax exclusion for stock-based compensation. File No. 110462, 3 letters
(23)

From James Chaffee, regarding an article in the NY Times regarding the “City Hall
Family.” (24)

From Office of the Mayor, submitting the proposed FY2011-2012 Budget, proposed
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, and the Annual Salary Ordinance. (25)



From concerned citizéns, submitting opposition to the proposed Parkmerced Project.
File No. 1102086, 3 letters (26)

From Eileen Boken, submitting support for the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island
Redevelopment Project. File No. 110296 (27)

From concerned citizens, regarding the North Beach Public Library and Joe DiMaggio
Playground Master Plan. File No. 110614, 13 letters (28)

From Jim Cunnington, submitting opposition to GGNRA's proposed Dog Management
Plan. Copy: Each Supervisor, Land Use Committee Clerk, File No. 110196 (29)

From William & Nancy Kales, submitting support for motion reversing the Planning
Commission's Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the 2004 and
2009 Housing Elements. File No. 110454, Copy: Each Supervisor (30)

From Tim Giangiobbe, regarding various issues. (31)

From SF Homeless Yahoo Group, regarding pedestrian safety issues in San Francisco.
Copy: Each Supervisor (32)

*(An asterisked item represents the cover sheet to a document that exceeds 25 pages.
The complete document is available at the Clerk’s Office, Room 244, City Hall.)



To: Linda Wong/BOS/SFGOV, ' Document is ilvailab]
Cc: : '

Boe: ' - at the Clerk’s Office
Subject: - Please OPPOSE proposed Charter amendment (File #110401) R00m 244 City HaL
B ] o N i b) . |

From:  Judith Hoyem <judy.hoyem@evna.org>
To: Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, Mark.Farreli@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org, Carmen. Chu@sfgov org,
- Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org,
Jane Kim@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, David. Campos@sfgov.org,
- Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, John.Avalos@sfgov.org

Cc: Scott Wiener <Scott. Wiener@sfgov. org> Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 05/31/2011 09:31 PM
Subject: "Please OPPOSE proposed Charter amendment (File #110401)

Honorable Supervisors,

I strongly urge 'you to oppose Supervisor Wiéner's proposed Charter
amendment, (File #110401) that would allow changes to be made after
the fact by later Boards of Supervisors and Mayors to ALL ordinances
passed by the voters, including retroactively any and all that were
passed before November 8, 2011, after 3 or 7 years have elapsed.

Currently only the voters can alter or amend ordinances passed by the
voters, which is a protection against government's negating the will
-of the voters. This Charter amendment would remove that protection,
‘notwithstanding a provision that any changes must further the
purposes of .the initiative, since the purposes of an initiative and
the effects of proposed changes may be subject to interpretation and
manipulation by a government that may wish to weaken an initiative
previously passed by the voters and to do so without their consent.
Requiring that 3 years or 7 years must elapse before any alteration
may be made does not remove the deleterious effect of this amendment.

The wheels of government necessarily move slowly and inefficiently 1n
a democracy. This Charter amendment seems to be a solutien in
search of a problem. There is no problem here, unless it be
democracy itself, for there already exists a process for revising any
initiative, whether it be flawed or merely undesirable, by returnlng
it to the voters once again for recons1deratlon or revision.

I seriously urge you to oppose this probably well- lntentloned but
potentlally damaging proposed Charter amendment.

Slncerely yours,

Judith Hoyem
"Board Member’

Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
( affiliation for identification only)

4042 17th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
415 -552-1259
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Dear Ms. Calvillo: @ 8
' Lo

‘As required under the San Francisco Administrative Code, SEC 12P.3 (ii), this letter
provides notice to the Board of Supervisors that the Mayor’s Proposed Budget for fiscal
year 2011-2012 does not contain funding for consumer price index increases for
nonprofit corporations or public entities for the coming fiscal year, nor for prior years.
Because the City’s Joint Report, issued on April 7, 2011, projects a $306 million

- budgetary shortfall for the coming fiscal year, it would not be feasible to provide this
funding through other budgetary reductions without jeopardizing City operations.

If you have any queStions, please contact my office.

cc: Members of the Board of Supervisors

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 | ', RN
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 : i 2
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 - ) :



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS . San Francisco 94102-4689

Tel. No. 554-5184

Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

MEMORANDUM
~Date: June 1,2011
. !
To: Honorable Members, Board of Supetvisors

From: w%ngela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject:,  Notice of Transfer of Function Under Charter Section 4.132

Putsuant to Charter Section 4.132, Mayor Edwin Lee has issued a notice to the Board
of Supervisors, dated June 1, 2011, announcing a plan to reorganize duties and
functions between departments and other units of government within the executive
branch. The notice attached describes the specific positions being transferred.

Such reorgamzatlon shall become effective 30 days after its issuance unless disapproved
by the Board of Supervisots during that time. If you would like to hold a hearing on
any of these transfer of function items, please let me know by Friday, June 10.
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Re: Notice of Transfer of Function under Charter Section 4.132 ol *3

oy

B E ’
Dear Madam Clerk: ' - , :

This letter constitutes a notice to the Board of Supervisors under Charter Section 4.132 of a
transfer of function between departments within the Executive including:

Twenty-five positions (4.0 FTE 1705, 7.0 FTE 8202, 12.0 FTE 8204 and 2.0 FTE 8205) will

transfer from the Sheriff’s Department to the Department of Public Health to prov1de security
services at the clinics and other DPH facilities.

Thirteen positions (1.0 FTE 0923, 7.0 FTE 1404, 2.0 FTE 1406, 1.0 FTE 1408, 1.0 FTE .
1424, 1.0 FTE 1762) will transfer from the Departrnent of Technology to the City

Administrator so that the City Administrator oversees the City’s Reproduction and Mail
services.

'One position (1.0 FTE 1224) will transfer from the Department ‘of Human Resources to the
Office of the Assessor-Recorder to provide human resource management.

’f'n’:?v*

One position (1 0 FTE 0931) will transfer from the Department of Human Resources to the
Department of Building Inspection to provide human resource management.

One position (1.0 FTE 1043, Limited Term) W111 transfer from the Police Department to the
Department of Technology to support the City’s Data Center Consolidation project.

If you have an'y. quesﬁons please feel free to contact me at 554-6486.

reg \% gner
Mayor’s Budget

- cC: Members of the Budget and Fmance Committee
Harvey Rose

Controller_

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RooM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
ruth johnson to: Board.of.Supervisors ; 05/30/2011 10:15 AM
Please respond to ruth johnson ' '

History: This message has been forwarded.

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot. :

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

ruth johnson
Marion, IL

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.drg and include a link to this petition.




Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
John Shay Jr to: Board.of.Supervisors 05/30/2011 06:50 AM
Please respond to John Shay Jr

This message has been. forwarded.

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 agairist a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot. .

Supporters; especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhddd, éaid it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine. o

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

John Shay Jr
Hagerstown, MD

'Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



End the Sidewalk Sit-Lie Ordinance :
Angie Starling to: Board.of.Supervisors \ 05/29/2011 12:45 PM
Please respond to Angie Starling

History: This message has been forwarded.

Greetings,

It has been a year after the prohibition against sitting or lying on San Francisco sidewalks and
police officers have begun enforcing the law known as Sit/Lie. Being that the Board of
Supervisors mission is to “respond to the needs of the people of the Clty and County of San
Francisco...” it is very contradicting that this law is even in place.

It is extremely important to emphasize on the real needs of many of the residents in San
Francisco. This law is targeting the innocent act of sitting or lying and it happens that the
population that is being targeted is primarily homeless individuals. Many of the individuals
whom are homeless are recent immigrants, seniors, mentally ill, addictively ill, veterans, and
working poor. Many of them are poor and homeless who are trying to adapt to a new language
‘and environment, live off the little income they receive, lack the appropriate health care services,
and/or barely make it through with their wages. Taking that into consideration it is very
conflicting and irrational that fining $50 to $500 and possibly even jail time is going to address
the needs of the community,

- Having police officers give out warnings and citations is not helping address the real problem.
Please consider an attempt to end the discriminatory sidewalk sit-lie ordinance and focus on the
outreach and provide services for those who chronically sit or lie on public sidewalks.

Angie Starling
Hickory, NC

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/end-the-sidewalk-sit-lie-ordinance. To respond, email

responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



End the Sidewalk Sit-Lie Ordinance
Natalie Eckert to: Board.of.Supervisors - 05/29/2011 06:35 PM
Please respond to Natalie Eckert ‘ ‘

History: This message has been forwarded.

Greetings,

It has been a year after the prohibition against sitting or lying on San Francisco sidewalks and
police officers have begun enforcing the law known as Sit/Lie. Being that the Board of"
Supervisors mission is to “respond to the needs of the people of the City and County of San
Francisco...” it is very contradicting that this law is even in place.

It is extremely important to emphasize on the real needs of many of the residents in San
Francisco. This law is targeting the innoccnt act of sitting or lying and it happens that the
population that is being targeted is primarily homeless individuals. Many of the individuals
whom are homeless are recent imrﬁigrants, seniors, mentally ill, addictively ill, veterans, and
working poor. Many of them are poor and homeless who are trying to adapt to a new language
and environment, live off the little income they receive, lack the appropriate health care services,
and/or barely make it through with their wages. Taking that into consideration it is very
conflicting and irrational that fining $50 to $500 and possibly even jail time is going to address
the needs of the community. '

Having police officers give out warnings and citations is-not helping address the real problem.
Please consider an attempt to end the discriminatory sidewalk sit-lie ordinance and focus on the
outreach and provide services for those who chronically sit or lie on public sidewalks.

Natalie Eckert
Merritt Island, FL.

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/end-the-sidewalk-sit-lie-ordinance. To respond, email

responses(@change.org and include a link to this petition.i



To: - BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:

Bcc:
Subject: End the Sidewalk Sit-Lie Ordinance

From: Haiping Chen <mail@change.org>
To: Board.of . Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 05/31/2011 11:35 PM ’
Subject: End the Sidewalk Sit-Lie Ordinance

Greetings,

It has been a year after the prohibition against sittipg or lying on San Francisco sidewalks and
police officers have begun enforcing the law known as Sit/Lie. Being that the Board of
Supervisors mission is to “respond to the needs of the people of the City and County of San
Francisco...” it is very contradicting that this law is even in place. |

It is extremely important to emphasize on the real needs of many of the residents in San
Francisco. This law is targeting the innocent act of sitting or lying and it happens that the
population that is being targeted is primarily homeless individuals. Many of the individuals
whom are homeless are recent immigrants, seniors, mentally ill, addictively ill, veterans, and
working poor. Many of them are poor and homeless who are trying to adapt to a new language
and environment, live off the little income they receive, lack the appropriate health care services,
- and/or barely make it through with their wages. Taking that into consideration it is very
conflicting and irrational that fining $50 to $500 and possibly even jail time is going to address
the needs of the community. '

Having police officers give out warnings and citations is not helping address the real problem.
Please consider an attempt to end the discriminatory sidewalk sit-lie ordinance and focus on the
outreach and provide services for those who chronically sit or lie on public sidewalks.

Haiping Chen
San Jose, CA

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/end-the-sidewalk-sit-lie-ordinance. To respond, email

responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,’
Cc: '
Bec:

Subject: Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban

The Clerk's Office has received three form emails like the one below.

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 Satlsfact|on form by cI|ck|ng
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
----- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 06/01/2011 04:35 PM -----

From: - John Barfield <mail@change.org>

To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/01/2011 08:47 AM

Subject: Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposmon L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters especially busmesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and: $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

John Barfield
Plano, TX

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban -
Tara Butler to: Board.of.Supervisors 05/31/2011 02:40 PM
Please respond to Tara Butler

View: (Mail Threads) -

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supportefs, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 3‘0-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine. ' '

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

Tara Butler

Riverside, CA

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at ‘
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
- Rachel Pointer to: Board.of.Supervisors 05/31/2011 03:51 PM
Please respond to Rachel Pointer : :

View: (Mail Threads)

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
" homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay

©  afine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

Rachel Pointer
Canal Winchester, OH

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.
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Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
David Price to: Board.of.Supervisors 06/02/2011 08:35 PM
Please respond to David Price ' v

History: This message has been forwarded.

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot. ‘

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go

ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.
David Price

Placerville, CA

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
"Don Jessy to: Board.of.Supervisors : 06/03/2011 12:20 PM
Please respond to Don Jessy

This message has been forwarded.

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot. '

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go
ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's
homeless. It makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine. ' ’

* Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.
Don Jessy
Seattle, WA

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



Page 1 of 1

Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
Aaron Olson

to: g

Board.of.Supervisors

06/02/2011 11:05 AM

Please respond to Aaron Olson

Show Details ‘ '

Security:

To ensure privacy, images from remote sites were prevented from downloading. Show Images

Greetings,

As you know, aftér the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against é measure to ban sitting on
city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known as the sit-lie
ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, especially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb loitering
‘and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be "complaint-
driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people. '

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go ahead and
add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's homeless. It -
makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminato'ry sidewalk sitting ban.
Aaron Olson

Bloomington MN, MN

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To respond,

[l

email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.
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To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Sidewalk Sitting Ban

From: ‘ .Andre Rabie <mail@change.org>

To: Board.of .Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/03/2011 02:41 PM

Subject: Overturn San Francisco's Discriminatory Sidewalk Sitting Ban
Greetings,

As you knbw, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban
sitting on city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known
as the sit-lie ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, espeéially businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb
loitering and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be
"complaint-driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people.

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go

ahead and add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's

homeless. It makes no sense to put people in _]all costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay
a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.

Andre Rabie
New York, NY

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To

respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.

From: ) Holly Greene <mail@change.org>
To: Board.of . Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/04/2011 06:55 PM

Subject: End the Sidewalk Sit-Lie Ordinance
Greetings,

- It has been a year after the prohibition against sitting or lying on San Francisco sidewalks and
police officers have begun enforcing the law known as Sit/Lie. Being that the Board of
Supervisors mission is to “respond to the needs of the people of the City and County of San
Francisco...” it is very contradicting that this law is even in place.

It is extremely important to emphasize on the real needs of many of the residents in San
Francisco. This law is targeting the innocent act of sitting or lying and it happens that the
population that is being targeted is primarily homeless individuals. Many of the individuals
whom are homeless are recent immigrants, seniors, mentally ill, addictively ill, veterans, and
working poor. Many of them are poor and homeless who are trying to adapt to a new language
and environment, live off the little income they receive, lack the appropriate health care services,



and/or barely make it through with their wages. Taking that into consideration itis very
conflicting and irrational that fining $50 to $500 and pos51bly even jail time is going to address
the needs of the community.

Having police officers give out warnings and citations is not helping address the real problem.
Please consider an attempt to end the discriminatory sidewalk sit-lie ordinance and-focus on the
outreach and provide services for those who chronically sit or lie on public sidewalks.

Holly Greene
Crescent City, CA

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/end-the-sidewalk-sit-lie-ordinance. To respond, email

responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.
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- Jillian Page

I to:

Board.of.Supervisors
05/27/2011 07:21 AM

Please respond to Jillian Page
Show Details

Security:

To ensure privacy, images from remote sites were prevented from downloading. Show
Images

Greetings,

As you know, after the San Francisco Board of Supervisors voted 8-3 against a measure to ban sitting on
city sidewalks in June 2010, Mayor Gavin Newsom took Proposition L, better known as the sit-lie
ordinance, to the ballot.

Supporters, especiélly businesspeople in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, said it would curb loitering
and aggressive panhandling. But since the police acknowledge that enforcement will be "complaint-
driven," opponents are sure it will be unfairly used against homeless people. ‘

Penalties for repeat offenders include 30-day jail sentences and $500 fines. Officials can go ahead and
add to that jail sentence, since $500 might as well be $1,000,000 for many of the city's homeless. It
makes no sense to put people in jail, costing taxpayers money, because they can't pay a fine.

Please take action once again to end this discriminatory sidewalk sitting ban.
Jillian Page
Boise, ID

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/overturn-san-franciscos-discriminatory-sidewalk-sitting-ban. To respond,

email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ‘
5/ OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER

- _ Ben Rosenfield
F’l (-i I O&‘S o+ Controller

, : Monique Zmuda
v ' . ' Deputy Controller

. June 1, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo

‘Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

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

RE: File Number 110652: Amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the

San Francisco District Attorney Investigator’s Association

Dear Ms Calv1llo

In accordance with Ordinance 92-94, I am subnuttmg a cost ana1y51s of the MOU between the City and
County of San Francisco and the San Francisco District Attorney Investigator’s Association. The
amendmert applies to the period commencing July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012, affecting 40 authorized

positions with a salary base of approximately $4 2 million and an overall pay and benefits base of
‘ approxunately $5.7 million.

Based on our analys1s the ordinance will result in a $240 120 cost savings in FY 2011-12. The savings
‘will be realized through a 4.62% annualized wage reduction in exchange for 12 floating furlough days.

The MOU continues the wage reduction and furloughs that are in effect durmg FY 2010-11, which were
scheduled to explre onlJ une 10 2011.

If you have addltlonal questions or concerns please contact me at 554-7500 or Michelle Allersma of my
- staff at 554-4792. ' '

Sincerely,

Ben Rose
Coutroller

cc: Martm Gran, ERD -
Harvey Rose, Budget Analyst

Ay
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‘ 415-554-7500 City Hall » 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Roomb316 * San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466



Attachment A

SFDA Investigators Association
Estimated Costs/(Savings) FY 2011-2012
Controller's Office . ‘

Annual Costs/(Savings)

Wages

12 floating furlough days in exchange fora

temporary 4.62% (annual) wage concession

Wage-Related Fringe Increases/(Decreases)

Total Estimated Incremental Costs/(Savings)

FY 2011-2012

($193,880)

($46,240)

($240,120)
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO coB.-2 cprqe

"OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER S - Ben Rosenfield
. r’l LZ “0@ $3 Controller

Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller

June 2, 2011

~ Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244 )
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: File Number 110653: Unrepresented Employees Ordinance

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

In accordance with Ordinance 92-94, I am submitting a cost analysis of the Unrepresented Employees
Ordinance. The ordinance covers the period July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012, affecting 136 authorized
positions with an overall pay and benefits base of approximately $12.1 million. As members of the Public
Employees Committee of the San Francisco Labor Council (PEC), employees have agreed to the terms in
the summary letter. T :

Based on our analysis, the ordinance will result in savings of approxnnately $923,000 in FY 2011 12. The
savings will be realized primarily through an exchange through which employees will pay their own
employee retirement contribution, which is set at 7.5% in the San Francisco. Charter and is currently paid
by the City, in exchange for a base wage increase of 5.75%. This swap will result in increased salary costs
of approximately $445,000 offset by savings of approx1mate1y $884 000, for a net savings of $440, OOO in
FY2011-12.

~ Also included in the ordinance are séveral wage concessions. For covered employees other than Mayoral
staff, deferral of a 3.5% wage increase and a 1.25% wage reduction will result in savings of approximately -
$273,000 in FY 2011-12. Mayoral staff wages will be reduced by 4.5%, resulting in approxnrnately :
$191,000 in savings. :

If you have additional questions or concerns please contact me at 554- 7500 or Mlchelle Allersma of my
staff at 554-4792. : :

. - u . N
//Sfﬁzi&.- | S
- < { . \ :—_ mg
Ben Rose P Al
> ny Tl
Controller = o im
SN Z Ofm
cc: Micki Callahan, ERD S g =
: . Harvey Rose, Budget Analyst cn . Qp

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



Ordmance, July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012
Unrepresented Employees

Estimated Costs/(Savings) FY 2011-2012
Controller's Office

Annual Costs/(Savings) ' v ' B ‘ FY 2011-2012

Wagee
_Continued deferral of FY 2008-09 base wage lncreases (3 5% value) ($1 99 979)
for all employees other than Mayoral staff ’ ,
1.25% wage reduction effective July 1, 2011 through March 30, 2012 ($73,249)
for all employees other than Mayoral staff » ’
Mayoral Staff 4.5% wage reduction ' ' : _ - ($191,023)
Base wage increase of 5.75% (except classes 1280, 1281, 1282, : :
1288, and 1293) : _ $444,572
. Subtotal, Wages _ ($19,680)
Retirement Contribution ‘ _
Unrepresented employees shall pay their own 7.5% employee
. retirement contribution (8697,190)
Elected officials shall pay their own 7.5% employee retlrement
contribution ‘ _ ($186,980) _
'Subtotal, Retirement a ($884,170) .

Medically Single Employees

For medically-single employees, the City's contribution will be capped ‘
at an amount equivalent to the cost of the second-highest cost plan ' ($1 8,773)
for medically single/Employee-Only enrollees.

Total Estimated Incremental Costsl(Savings) ($922,623)
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FY 11-12 Budget Information : . ‘
Starr Terrell to: Board of Supervisors : 05/27/2011 05:36 PM
c BOS-Legislative Aides, Steve Kawa, Greg Wagner, Barbara Garcia, ‘
Trent Rhorer, Anne Hinton, Maria Su
This message is digitally signed.

From: Starr Terrel/MAYOR/SFGOV

To: Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV .
Cc: . BOS-Legislative Aides/BOS/SFGOV, Steve Kawa/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV, Greg

\Wagner/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV, Barbara Garcia/DPH/SFGOV@SFGOV, Trent

Rhorer/DHS/CCSF@CCSF, Anne Hinton/DHS/CCSF@CCSF, Maria Su <maria@dcyf.org>

Supervisors:

As you know, the Mayor held a series of meetings in April with CBO leadership representative of citywide
- CBOs. Supervisor Chu attended most of those meetings, as well as some of your legislative aides. The
Mayor held a wrap-up meeting with this same group yesterday, and | wanted to share with you the
information that was presented. Please find attached a budget narrative explaining the proposed budgets
for HSA, DAAS, DPH and DCYF as well as the spreadsheets they distributed at the meeting.

* Greg and | have been making the rounds to update you on where the budget is, but we haven't reached
everyone yet. In the interim, the Mayor wanted to make sure you to had this information - most of WhICh
you likely are already fairly famlllar with. Please feel free to call W|th any questions.

Please note that we are in the process of complllng an updated CBO crosswalk spreadsheet - we hope to
have that out early next week.

Enjoy the long weekend
Starr

HSA _budget spreadsheet 5-26-11.xls DAAS budget spreadsheet 5- 28 11. xls DCYF budget spreadsheet 5- 25 11.4s

DPH_budget spreadsheet 5-25-11.xls

Starr Terrell

Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 294
San Francisco, CA 94102

Direct: 415.554.5262
starr.terrell@sfgov.org



Community, Mayor, Department Budget Collaboration
Outcomes of FY11-12 Budget Engagement Process

Over the past four months, the Mayor, Department leadership and CBO leadership from.across the City
participated in budget “working sessions” involving the Health and Human Services policy area and the
specific budget proposals of the Department of Public Health, the Department of Children, Youth and
Their Families, and the Human Services Agency. These budget “working sessions” led to the following
budget Policy Priorities and in turn, to concrete changes in the Mayor s Flscal Year 2011-12 Proposed
Budget

Budget Policy Priorities
1. Preserve programs and services that meet basic human needs: housing/shélter, food & nutrition,
protection/safety, emergency assistance, and access to healthcare and income support.

2. Prioritize the most vulnerable including those-at the highest rlsk for negative consequences and/or
with multlple issues and barners

3. . Prioritize/Minimize reductions to services and progréms that leverage outside revenues (for
example: state, federal,'private, donations, and client fees). :

4, Prioritize services that dlrectly benefit individuals and prevent higher costs to the Clty and/or hlgher
- service costs. .

5. Prioritize services that will be lost and non-renewable (such as facilities) if they are eliminated.

6. Support the diverse expertise and experience of the system of care — which includes a vériety of
care: neighborhood based populatlon based, Family Resource Centers, and other programs that
support families.

7. Prioritize the commitment to community-based care — for service delivery and outreach; and to
prevent institutionalization, incarceration, and the utilization of high-end care.

8. Consider progratn effectiveness when making budget reductions in speciﬁc programs or initiatives.

Outcomes
While each Department will present in more detail on their changes the foIIowmg table summarizes the
* funding adjustments in the Mayor s Proposed Budget:

. $ millions Proposed Reductions Accepted Reductions . Change % Change
DCYF ’ 5.6 : 28  (2.80) 50%
DPH 12.1 5.5 (6.60) : 55%
DHS 33 S 1.8 (150 | 46%
DAAS. ' 48| - 14 (3.40) | 71%

| Total ,  $25.80 ' $11.50 ©(1430)| . 57%




Outcomes of FY11-12 ‘ : _Page2of5
Budget Engagement Process ' \ :

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDR.EN, YOUTH & THEIR léAMILIES (DEYF)

To remain consistent with the department’s Children’s Services Allocation Plan (CSAP) and Request for
Proposal (RFP) processes, the department initially proposed a percentage reduction to all FY10-11 one-

_time funds to reach their its 10% General Fund reduction target. To reach its 10% contingency target,
DCYF proposed eliminating all one-time funds from 10-11 in order to keep RFP recipients and other
grantees fully funded according to their current contracts with DCYF.

'KEY CHANGES i
After the community engagement process with the Mayor, members of the Board and community
leadership, several specific funding principles and concerns were identified, including the need to:

~ e Preserve Direct Services.
e Prioritize service access and funding for:
o Early Child Care and Education (ECE);
o Family Resource Centers (FRC); and
o YouthWorkforce Development (YWD). ’
e Prioritize service acce_ss‘and funding for special populations including immigrants,
LGBTQQ, and Transitional Aged Youth.

In light of these principles, the Mayor’s Proposed Budget re-prioritizes DCYF's funding to meet these
- criteria and only includes a 10% General Fund reduction, rather than the full 20% target.

$ millions Proposed Reductions | Accepted Reductions Change ) % Change

DCYF ' $5.60 ~¢280 | ($2.80)| 50%

REPRIORITIZED REDUCTIONS
In its re-prioritized reduction strategy, DCYF distributed reductions across each of the department s
service areas. The followmg are the service areas reductlon strategies:

Early Child Education (ECE) Total Proposed Funding: $13 million
o Proposed reduction ($150,000) — Eliminate non-Direct Services. Preserve all direct-
services.
Family Support Total Proposed Funding from DCYF: $4.4 million
o Proposed reduction- ($175,000) — Eliminate non-Direct Services and preserve Family
Resource Centers.
Out of School Time (OST) Total Proposed Funding: $19.5 miilion
o . Proposed reduction {$117,200) — Eliminate Technical Assistance and reduce remaining
services by 45%. :
o Proposed reduction ($457,400) — Reduce 35% of one—tlme funds. Preserve funded
~ programs under $75,000. :
Violence Prevention Initiative (VP1) Total Proposed Fundlng $6.1 million
o Proposed reduction: VPI ($1,042,314) — Extend one-time funded contracts for Six-
months with a 5% reduction. Issue a new RFP in September for any program wishing to



Outcomes of FY11-12 - ‘ Page 3 of 5
Budget Engagement Process .

continue, New contracts to begin January 2012. DCYF has worked extensively with
providers in VPl and have gained their support in this strategy.
e Youth Leadership (Y-Lead) Total Proposed Funding: $18 million :

o Proposed reduction: Workforce ($360,000) - Eliminate programs that did not apply to
the FY10-13 RFP; Apply 15% reductions to all others.

0 Specialized Teen (5341,201) — Reduce 35% of one-time dollars. Preserve all programs

. under $75,000.
o TAY(59,600) — 10% reduction
o Health & Wellness ($30,000) — 100% reduction of one-time dollars

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH (DPH)

DPH is the largest City department, with a budget of $1.5 billion including roughly $348 million in .
General Fund. As aresult, DPH was assigﬁed the largest general fund reduction target of $34.8 million
and a contingency target of $34.8 million. As the provider of last resort, DPH sought to maximize all
revenue options and to maintain as many services as possible. In the majority of instances, General '
Fund dollars are used to leverage other revenues and/or fund the cost of services that revenues do not
completely cover. For these reasons, DPH'’s initial budget proposal included two central strategies:

I._Maximize Revenue and Efficiencies to Maintain Services

DPH was able to project significant additional revenues from the new Medi-Cal Waiver for San Francisco
General Hospital, one-time revenues from a change in prior year Short-Doyle Medi-Cal Reimbursements
for mental health and from changes in payment rates to Laguna Honda Hospital. In addition, DPH
sought efficiencies in the next fiscal year to reduce existing costs, including contracting out Sheriff
security services at the hospitals without any resulting layoffs. This will result in $2.0 million in savings
at DPH alone. The Sheriff’s department would also achieve addltlonal overtime savmgs as Sheriff
deputies are returned to posts at the jails. :

Il. Make Additional Reductions to Unmatched General Fund
Through revenues and efficiencies, DPH was able to meet $57 million of the targeted reduction without
cuts to'services or support. To meet its remaining reduction target, the department, however had to
propose over $10 million of service reduction. The proposals included:

e $3.6 millionin contract reductions to residential behavioral health programs;

_ e $4.2 million in contract reductions to non-residential behavioral health programs;
e Elimination of 10 civil service staff positions in Behavioral Health, worth $1.2 million and
e S$1.1 million in savings in Housing and Urban Health by transferrlng 55 existing housmg units and
70 stabllizatlon beds into new supportive housing units

millions Proposed Reductions Accepted Reductions | . Change % Chan e
$ p p 4 g

DPH 12.1 55| (6.60) 55% |
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After the commuhity engagement process with the Mayor, the Mayor’s Proposed Budget reflects
several changes to DPHs’ contingency plan, including: :

® No reductions to residential behavioral health programs. The Mayor’s Proposed Budget fully
funds all residential treatment programs. Due to the collective decision to prioritize services for
the most vulnerable, the Mayor did not accept any reductions in this service area. This deC|SIon
maintained $3.6 million for various programs across the City. . v
e  $1 million restoration of for non-residential contracts. With a cut proposal of $4.2 million to
non-residential treatment programs, the Mayor’s Proposed Budget retains $1 million in funding
* for these programs. Recognizing that agencies with smaller contracts have less flexibility to
manage reductions, funding for 23 agencies with community behavioral health contract totaling
_ less than $1 million was prioritized. :
e Retention of permanent housing units. As permanent housing-is crltlcal to keeping patients
healthy, 55 housing units at the Star Hotel will be maintained. :
s Retention of 10 civil services positions in behavior health cl|n|cs The department also found
. additional one-time efficiencies to maintain these posmons WhICh are critical for patlent flow
and efﬁaent clinic operations.

'Human Services Agency

As part of the department’s reductions for the FY 2011-12 Budget, HSA submitted $8.1 million in
reduction that would have direct service impacts on health and human service clients. This includes $3.3
million from the Department of Human Servnces (DHS) and $4.8 mI”IOI‘I from the Department of Aglng
and Adult Services (DAAS).

$ millions ' Proposed Reductions | Accepted Reductions | Change | % Change
DHS : : '$3.3 ’ - 1.8 -1.5 46%
DAAS : . - ‘ 4.8 ) 1.4 3.4 . 71%
Total ' 8.1 . 3.2 49| 61%

Feedback provided by CBOs included a desire to preserve core services to the most vulnerable

" populations and maintain funds that leverage non-local support. Also, it was clear that contractors
providing these core services have taken hard budget cuts over the past several-years and, in some
cases, are at a breaking point in their ability to continue operations. As a result of this input, the Mayor
and the department determined that proposed teductions to the following program areas should be
adjusted by the followmg amounts:

Human Services . :

1. Maintain current services at Drop In Centers rather than RFP for shelter reservation services
(5898k);

2. Maintain 24-hour service at the'Next Door Shelter rather than reduce to 15-hours ($181k); and

3. :Reduce cuts to CBOs operating and-providing services at permanent supportive housing sites to
single adults ($270k) and to families (5139k). While DHS’s proposal for supportive housing continues
to impact contracts, this funding reduction is consistent with the department’s effort to standardize
funding levels across programs for similar services without reducing the number of housing units
available to low-income populations ($409k total).
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Aging and Adult Services
1. Rejectincreased health premium co-pays from $10 to $15 and elimination of dental beneflts to IHSS
'Public Authority care providers ($1.9M);

2. Full preservation of funding for vulnerable populations including Hoarders and Clutterers ($100k),
Alzheimer’s Day Care Resource Centers ($186k), Nutrition ($600k) and Senior Companlon ($22k)
services ($908k total);

3. Reduce cuts to services that directly benefit vulnerable populatlons including:

a.

Transitional Care Case Management with a focus consumers who are transitioning from
acute hos‘pitalizétions back to the community ($80k); :
Case Management, with an effort to maintain an equitable distribution of case management
programs across the city (5108k); ‘ ' ‘
Transportation Program Reduction, while the Taxi Voucher program will be eliminated,
transportation to senior centers and grocery shopping trips will be retained ($190k);

Senior Centers and Activity Centers for Adults with Disabilities, DAAS will work with
providers to implement plans that result in doing the least harm to consumers ($153k);
Legal Services Reduction to provide access to legal advice and resources to seniors and
adults with disabilities (595k); and

~ Naturalization Program Reduction for services that aid in completing and ﬁllng of

naturalization applications and/or assist in preparing seniors and adults with disabilities to
pass citizenship tests ($95k).
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$9.33M 10% Reduction Target: '

FY10-11 GF FY11-12 GF FY11-12
FY10-11 Share of Shareof Total GF Remaining
Dpt Program Budget Reduction Reduction Reduction Budget
: Eliminate IDA ' _ Reduction would mean no new IDA's
‘|Program -- 62 : (savings accounts) for FY 11-12.
: existing accounts, 20 . - Would mean about 20 clients could not
. |DHS |CALWORKS |EARN new ~ $50,000 %0 $50,000 ~ $50,000 $0 {open new accounts.
' S ‘ : :  |Reduction would eliminate support for
" |EARN to service already opened
, accounts in FY 11-12 (approx 62
$91,559 $0 $91,559 $91,559 B $0 |accounts).

20% reduction in HSA GF funds.

; . Restructure programs to evidence-
“|Under RFP ' » ' based model and prioritized services.
~ |CHILDREN'S [(Currently w/ {Home Visiting / ' {Reduction to current service model

BASELINE |FSSBA) . [Family Preservation $633,964 $0  $126,793 . $126,793 .. $507,171 {would impact approx 18 families.
_ , ) : , : : 20% reduction in"'HSA GF funds.

Under RFP o E L : - Restructure programs to evidence-
(Currently w/ ' , ' ) based model and prioritized services.
Mt. St. . [Home Visiting / 1 , - Reduction to current service model
Joseph) Family Preservation $199,642 | $0 $39,928 $39,928 $159,714 |would impact approx 13 families.
Urban : ‘ ' Savings from leveraging
Institute Jobs Now LIFT $97,829 $97,829 $0 - - $97,829 = $94,505 |CalWORKs Single Allocation

Reduce funding to allocation amt.

- | Prioritize services for emancipated

foster youth such as college expenses,

. . . . . -. |housing, and IDA's. Lowers stipends

FAMILY AND ' L ‘ awarded per youth, including local

CHILDREN'S : . |Emancipated Youth . : ; . ‘ transit and books stipends, and the

SERVICE . |N/A ) Services ' $100,545 $56,552 $56,552  $113,104 $43,993 |number of stipends available.

_ © [Foster Care Initiative | . ' -

- Savings from FCS

Aid to THP+ and to , _
MBO . $0 $0  $310,410  $310,410 $0 |15 youth; submitted to MBO 4/13

P
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$9.33M 10% Reduction Target:

FY10-11 GF FY11-12 GF FY11-12

Dpt

Program

~|Under RFP

(Currently w/

Kinship Services -
Reduce overmatch
by 20%

FY10-11
Budget

_$743,701

Share of

$0

Share of

Total GF

Reduction Reduction Reduction

$119,000

Remaining

Budget

Contract with Edgewood ends June 30.
Reduce $595k overmatch by 20%.

‘|Prioritize svcs for relatives assoc'd w/

active FCS cases: svcs for KinGAP
relatives and gaps in community progs.

Edgewood)

Under RFP
(Currently w/
APA)

Home Visiting /

. |Family Preservation

$154,431

$0

$119,000

$30,886

$30,886

$624,701

$123,545

20% reduction in HSA GF funds. 7
Restructure programs to evidence-

'|based mode! and prioritized services. |

Reduction to current service model
would impact approx 28 families.

HOMELESS
SERVICES

Bernal
Heights

FSH - Family _
Supportive Housing

$21,643

%0

$2,427

$2,427

$19,216

Monterey Apts. No.change in units.
Savings based on $3,000 per unit cost
for all specialized units (HOPWA,
LOSP and Shelter + Care) and $2,000
for Section 8 units. -

Catholic -
‘Charities

FSH - Family
Supportive Housing

$0

$10,935

$10,935

$134.511

Family Shelter+Care Scattered Sites.
No change in units. Savings based on |
$3,000 per unit cost for all specialized
units (HOPWA, LOSP and Shelter +
Care) and $2,000 for Section 8 units.

. $145.446

$586,908

$0

$35212

$551,696

TISH Multiple. No change in units.
Savings based on $3,000-per unit cost
for-all specialized units (HOPWA,
LOSP and Shelter + Care) and $2,000
for Section 8 units.

$148,297 |

$0

$326

$35,212

$326

$147,971

. |Rita da Cascia. No change in units.

Savings based on $3,000 per unit cost
for all specialized units (HOPWA,
LOSP and Shelter + Care) and $2,000
for Section 8 units.

CATS

SASH - Single Adult

~ |Supportive Housing

' $1.171,829

$0  $104,979  $104,979

C:\DOCUME~1\RCALON~1\LOCALS~1 \Temp\notesFFF692\HSA_budget spreadsheet_5-26-11.xIs

$1,066,850

Coronado. No change in units. Based
on SASH Analysis per unit/per year
maximum level of base funding for

supportive services of $2,578.

20f6
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$9.33M 10% Reduction Target: ' - ’

FY10-11 GF FY11-12 GF

FY10-11 Share of Share of Total GF
Program Budget Reduction Reduction Reduction

Comrhunity> .
" |Housing - FSH - Family _ ‘ ‘
Partnership . |Supportive Housing $233,985 $0 $36,091 . $36,091

FY11-12
Remaining
Budget

Arnett Watson. No change in units.
Savings based on $3,000 per unit cost
for all specialized units (HOPWA,
LOSP and Shelter + Care) and $2,000
for Section 8 units.

$77,780 $0 $4,978  $4,978

$197,894

$72,802

Multiple sites. No change in units.
Savings based on $3,000 per unit cost
for all specialized units (HOPWA,
LOSP and Shelter + Care) and $2,000
for Section 8 units. . :

SASH - Single Adult

$355,325 |- S0 $92443 392,443

Supportive Housing $176,515 | . $0 $62,024 $_62,024

$114,491

$204,062

$945,197

Arnett Watson. No change in units.
Based on SASH Analysis per unit/per
year maximum level of base funding
for supportive services of $2,578.
Essex. No change in units. Based on
SASH Analysis per unit/per year
maximum level of base funding for
supportive services of $2,578.

Multiple sites. No change in units.
Based on SASH Analysis per unit/per ‘|-
year maximum level of base funding

Conard SASH - Single Adult

~ $945,197 $0 $0 $07

$951,944

for supportive services of $2,578.

McAllister. No change in units. Based
on SASH Analysis per unit/per year
maximum leve! of base funding for
supportive services of $2,578.

Episcopal
Community
Services of v
San . FSH - Family

House Supportive Housing $'_I,007,484 : $0 $55,540 $55,540

$274,470

Canon Barcus. No change in units.
Savings based on $3,000 per unit cost-
for all specialized units (HOPWA,
LOSP and Shelter + Care) and $2,000
for Section 8 units.

SASH - Single Adult . ,
Supportive Housing | $1,033,581 $0  $32,113  $32,113

- CADOCUME~1\RCALON~1\LOCALS~1\Temp\notesFFF692\HSA_budget spreadsheet 5-26-11.xls

Francisco Supportive Housing $327,768 $0  $53,298 $53,298_

$1,001,468

Elm. No change in units. Based on
SASH Analysis per unit/per year
maximum level of base funding for
supportive services of $2,578.
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, HSA_budget spreadsheet_5-26-11.xls
$9.33M 10% Reduction Target: . '

FY10-11 GF FY11-12 GF FY11-12
FY10-11 Shareof Shareof Total GF Remaining
Dpt Program Budget Reduction Reduction Reduction Budget

Mentone. No change in units. Based
on SASH Analysis per unit/per year
. , , : maximum level of base funding for
$992,161 $0 = $21,750 $21,750 $970,411 [supportive services of $2,578.
' Hillsdale. No change in units. Based on
SASH Analysis per unit/per year
- maximum level-of base funding for
$980,317 $0 . $5,600 $5,600  $974,717 [supportive services of $2,578.
: ' "|Coast. No change in units. Based on
SASH Analysis per unit/per year '
_ B maximum level of base funding for
$1,232,369 $0 $6,558 1 $6,558  $1,225,811 |supportive services of $2,578.
» : : ' Alder. No change in units. Based on
SASH Analysis per unit/per year
‘ o maximum leve! of base funding for
$1,214,024 $0 $0 : $0  $1,214,024 |supportive services of $2,578.

Cecil Williams Community House. No
ichange in units. Savings based on
: - 1$3,000 per unit cost for all specialized
) FSH - Family . "~ |units (HOPWA, LOSP and Shelter +

Glide - |Supportive Housing $226,834 30 $38,717 $38,717 $188,117 |Care) and $2,000 for Section 8 units. -
I o . Cecil Williams Community House. No
change in units. Based on SASH
Analysis per unit/per year maximum
level of base funding for supportive

SASH - Single Adult

Supportive Housing .$81,435 $0 . $59,846 $59,8464 $21,589 {services of $2,578. .
Housing ' ‘ : : . Bernal Gateway. No change in units.
Services . ' . ' . : : Savings based on $3,000 per unit cost
Affiliates of | o ' ' . for all specialized units (HOPWA, '
Bernal FSH - Family ' ) LOSP and Shelter + Care) and $2,000
Heights Supportive Housing $156,957 %0 $23,899 $23,899 $133,058 |for Section 8 units.

' 17 SHP units. SHP funding $110,064
: . A (Match required 25%=$27,516).

Larkin Street ‘ o Reduced funding still provides
Youth |Geary Street ' _ ~ |$275,376 more than required GF

Services Transitional Housing $336,547 $0  $33,655 $33,655 $302,892 [match:

C:\DOCUME~1\RCALON~1\LOCALS~1\Temp\notesFFF692\HSA_budget spreadsheet_5-26-11.xls , : 40f6



Dpt

Program

$9.’33M 10% Reduction Target:

FY10-11

| HSA_budget spreadsheet_5-26-11.xls

FY10-11 GF FY11-12 GF

Share of

Share of Total GF

FY11-12
Remaining

| Supportive Housing

C:\DOCUME~1\RCALON~1\LOCALS~1 \Temp\notesFFF692\HSA_budget spreadsheet_5-26-11.xls

$272,831

Budget Reduction Reduction Reduction Budget
DHS Veterans ' '
Administration .
N/A Revenue - $386,108 -$386,108 (blank)
o ' Bayview Commons. No change in |
units. Savings based on $3,000 per
SF Housing ‘ unit cost for all specialized units
Development [FSH - Family S (HOPWA, LOSP and Shelter + Care)
Corp. ~ |Supportive Housing $140,796 30 $25,872 $25,872 $114,924 |and $2,000 for Section 8 units.
' ' : - , v Allen. No change in units. Based on
’ . SASH Analysis per unit/per year
Tenderloin  |SASH - Single Adult ‘ _ ’ maximum level of base funding for
Health " {Supportive Housing $671,429 $0 $71,331 - $71,331 $600,098 |supportive services of $2,578.°
: ’ - 113 SHP units of transitional housing
Compass and supportive services. Reduced
Family - ) funding still provides $145,000 more
Services Clara House $247,933 $0 $24,793 $24,793 $223,140 |than required GF match.

» , 20 SHP units. SHP funding for -
services $381,721: (Match required
25%=%95,430). Reduced funding still

Hamilton Hamilton Transitional o ‘ ' ‘|provides $218,945 more than required
Family Center|Housing Program $349,306 $0  $34,931 -~ $34,931 $314,375 |GF match.
Mosaica. No change in units. Savings
. based on $3,000 per unit cost for all
Lutheran specialized units (HOPWA, LOSP and
Social FSH - Family’ . : Shelter + Care) and $2,000 for Section
Services Supportive Housing | $243,655 $0  $71284 = -$71,284 $172,371 |8 units. . ‘ '
' . 1 Church. No change in units. Savings| -
based on $3,000 per unit cost for all
Bridge I o specialized units (HOPWA, LOSP and
Housing FSH - Family : : : Shelter + Care) and $2,000 for Section
Corp. Supportive Housing $60,194 $0 $2,566 $2,566 $57,628 |8 units.
Railton Place. No change in units.
: Based on SASH Analysis per unit/per
Salvation SASH - Single Adult , year maximum level of base funding
Army’ $357,134 $0 $84,303 $84,303 for supportive services.of $2,578.
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$9.33M 10% Reduction Target:

Dpt

Program

HSA_budget spreadsheet_5-26-11.xls

FY10-11
Budget

FY10-11 GF FY11-12 GF
Share of Share of
Reduction Reduction

Total GF
Reduction

FY11-12
Remaining
Budget

Increase IAR revenue by claiming full
grant rather than reduced grant for
homeless clients in shelter and by

9

C:\DOCUME~1\RCALON~1\LOCALS~1 \Temp\notesFFF692\HSA_budget spreadsheet 5-26-11.xls

PROGRAM : ‘ : - claiming rental subsidy for those in .
SUPPORT |Aid SS| Reimbursement | $4,750,734 $0 $427,586° $427.586 $4,323,148 [Master Lease units.
_ - Job Training for ' Eliminates job training services. Other
WELFARE Homeless Adults ' : services available. BoS Addback of
TO WORK  |Arriba Juntos |(Homeworc) $100,363 $0 $93,988  $93,988 $0 |$87, 613 and $12,750. '
' ' Homeless - Reduce GF to minimum required
Community |Supportive Housing - match to leverage Federal HUD
‘|Housing Employment ‘ funding. Total funding HUD+GF
Partnership |Services (SHEC) 30 $116,851 $116,851 $30,722 |remaining is $153,610.
Episcopal
Episcopal Community Services
Community |Vocational Programs | - _ :
Services of |(Rose Hotel/Canon Eliminate services.. 10-11 contract
San Kip - Employment C . also includes $195,418 recovery (086)
_ |Francisco Services) $74,612 $0 $74,612 $74,612 - $0 |from DPH. ,
Prior Year Enc . ,
PROGRAM _|Closeouts - ,
HSA [SUPPORT |N/A Workorders $1,240,894 $1,240,894 (blank)
s ' Prior Year Enc
“{Closeouts - . o
- {Various nonworkorders $385,689 $385,689 - (blank)
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Department of Children, Youth Their Families

Proposed FY 11-12

10% General Fund Reduction (Addbacks)

Agency

Program

Strategy

Sub-Strategy

Grant Amount

Grant Reduction

$200,000 $0

HSA Child Care Subsidies o ECE ECE .

HSA Child Care Facilities ECE ECE " $100,000 $100,000]

Portola Family Connections Early Literacy ECE ECE $30,000 $0

First Five ‘ Business Training To Child Care Providers  |ECE - ECE $50,000 ‘ $50,000

Children's Council Childcare inclusion Project ECE ECE $40,000 $0|
- ECE TOTAL - $150,000

$420,000

AR

I
$125,000 $125,000

"

African American Art & Culture Complex |[Mo Magic Family Support ﬁ?amily Support

Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center Public Safety Coordinator Family Support Family Support $50,000 $50,000

Larkin Street Youth Services Emergency Housing Family Support Family Support $80,000 $0
' ] ) FS TOTAL $255,000 $175,000

£

Good Samaritan Family Resource Center|Family Resource Center FRC FRC $100,000 . $0
Instituto Familiar de la Raza Family Resource Center FRC FRC $231,000] $0
Our Family Coalition Most vulnerable families - services to FRC FRC $50,000 $0
San Francisco Child Abuse Prevention  |SafeStart FRC FRC $179,000 ] $0
South of Market Child Care Family Resource Center FRC FRC $50,000f = _$0

. FRC TOTAL $610,000 $0

Go Kids, Inc.

SFKids.org MISC Systems & Support $50,000| - ‘ $0
Treasurer/Tax Collector KtoC MISC | Systems & Support $257,440 ) $38,616|
] ] - MISC TOTAL $307,440 $38,616

=

S . : b

Mission Neighborhood Center ) Mission Beacon OST Beacon $20,000 $9,000
Richmond District Neighborhood Center |Beacon OST Beacon $50,000 $22,500
YMCA - Buchanan Western Addition Beacon inc. community OST Beacon $90,000 $40,500
YMCA - Urban Services OMVW/Excelsior Beacon Center OST Beacon R $56,000 $25,200
San Francisco School Alliance Beacon TA - OST Beacon . $20,000 $20,000
i OST Beacon Total $117,200

$236,000

Proposed FY 11-12 10% Reduction
5/31/2011



Department of Children, Youth Their Families _
) Proposed FY 11-12
10% General Fund Reduction (Addbacks)

Agency Program Strategy Sub-Strategy Grant Amount Grant Reduction
California Foundation, The Our Kids First OST Comprehensive K-8 Commun $143,00 ,050
Donaldina Cameron House Case Management OST Comprehensive K-8 Community-based - $30,000 . $10,500
Episcopal Community Services Canon Barcus Community House OST Comprehensive K-8 Community-based $58,875 : $0
Jewish Community Center of San Havurah Youth Center OST Comprehensive K-8 Community-based $75,000 $26,250
Mission Learning Center School Literacy Program at Centro del Pueblo |OST Comprehensive K-8 Community-based $50,000 . . $0
Portpla Family Connections Afterschool program for students at ER ~ |OST Comprehensive K-8 Community-based $50,000 - $0
United Playaz K-8 Aifter School Program ) OST Comprehensive K-8 Community-based $125,000 $43,750
YMCA-- Buchanan Rec Connect OST Comprehensive K-8 Community-based $50,000 $17,500
Jamestown Community Center Afterschool Tutoring OST Comprehensive K-8 School-based $60,000 $21,000
Richmond District Neighborhood Center |RDASC - elementary youth programs - 0ST Comprehensive K-8 School-based $174,000 $60,900
CARECEN  |Cuerpo Sano OST: K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year- $50,000 " $0
FLAME Ring of Fire OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $20,000 $7,000
Jamestown Community Center Mission Van Collaborative OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $67,000 $23,450
Jamestown Community Center Soccer Program OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $75,000 $26,250
Korean American Women Artists and Youth Development - {OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $50,000 $50,000
Lifeframes, Inc. " Living Library OST’ K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $60,000 $21,000
Mission Education Project, Inc Tutoring - |OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $100,000 $35,000
Northern California Music & Arts Culture QWREACH Out 0sT K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $50,000 $17,500
Richmond District Neighborhood Center |Muiti Cultural Children Art Progral OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $35,000 $12,250
San Francisco Brown Bombers SF Brown Bombers : OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $30,000 $0
The Marsh The Marsh OST K-8 Specialized (Any Setting Year $50,000 $0
Booker T. Washington CSC Public Housing Afterschool Program OSsT K-8 Summer and School Break $50,000 $17,500
Ingleside Community Center 1CC Aiterschool ) - [OST K-8 Summer and School Break Programn] $50,000 $17,500
- ) OST Total $1,502,875 $457,400

Proposed FY 11-12 10% Reduction

5/31/2011



Department o

f Children, Youth Their Families.
Proposed FY 11-12

10% General Fund Reduction (Addbacks)

Agency Program Strategy Sub-Strategy Grant Amount Grant Reduction
Arriba Juntos Northwest Community Response Network . {VPI Diverson - CRN $150,000 $90,000
Bayview Hunters Point Foundation Southeast Community Response Network VPI Diverson - CRN - $150,000 $90,000
Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center Violence Prevention Case Management VPI Case Management $11,000 $6,600
CARECEN Tattoo Removal VPI Case Management $22,000 $13,200
Ella Hill Hutch Community Center Case Management VPI Case Management $11,000 $6,600
Ella Hill Hutch Community Center - Ella Hill Evening Program VPI Evening Services $75,000 - $45,000] -
Huckleberry Youth Programs ) 'Community Assessment and Referral Center [VPI CARC $77,000 $46,200
Huckleberry Youth Programs Huckleberry House VP{ Other (Shelter) $62,500 $37,500
Hunters Point Family Agency/Girls2000 |Safe Haven VPI Evening Services $125,000 $75,000
ICRI - HOMEY Case Management VPI Case Management $37,500 $22,500
ICRI - HOMEY Safe Haven VPI Evening Services $10,000 $6,000
Instituto Familiar de la Raza Case Management VPl - Case Management $69,000 $41,400
Mission Neighborhood Center Avenidas Case Management @ Precita VPI Case Management - $22,500 $13,500
Mission Neighborhood Center Home Detention @ Precita Center VP! Detention Alternative $37,500 $22,500|
Mission Neighborhood Center Safe Haven Evening Services @ Precita VP! Evening Services $37,500 $22,500]
Mission Neighborhood Center Young Queens @ Mission Girls VPI Young Women Services $15,000 $9,000
United Playaz ) Case Management VP Case Management $22,000 $13,200
Westside Community Services Mental Health/Case Management VPI Evening Services $100,000 $60,000
Arc of Refuge Evening Reporting Center VPI Detention Alternative-ERC $16,500 $16,500
Arc of Refuge Victim Offender Mediation VPI - Detention Based Services $1,650 $1,650
Bayview Hunters Point Foundation. Evening Reporting Center VP! Detention Alternative-ERC $16,500 $9,900
Brothers Against Guns Evening Reporting Center VPI Detention Alternative -ERC $16,500 $9,900
Brothers Against Guns Life Skills Group VPI Detention Based Services $8,250 $4,950
Brothers Against Guns School Site Mentoring VPI Case Management . $16,500 $9,900
California Community Dispute Services |Peer Court VPL Diversion -General $11,000 $6,600
Catholic Charities CYO Pre-Placement Shelter VPI Detention Alternative-Shelter $27,500 $16,500
Center on Young Women's Development | Sisters Rising VPI Young Women Services $17,380 $10,428
Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice [Dentention Diversion Advocacy Program VPI Diversion -General - $27,500 $16,500
Community Works Women Rising VPI Young Women Services $11,000 $6,600
“ICommunity Youth Center Case Management Program VPI Case Management $22,000 $13,200
Delancy Street . Life Learing Academy VPI Alt. Education $47,740 $28,644
Each One Reach One ] VPI Detention Based Services $5,720 $3,432
Family Services of San Francisco Back on Track VPI Diverson - General $22,000 $13,200
Girls 2000 : Multi Support Services for Girls VPI Young Women Services $11,000 $6,600
Girls 2000 . PK/BVSH Boys Case Management VPI Case Management $11,000 $6,600
Horizons Unlimited of San Francisco, Inc.|Females Against Violence VPI Young Women Services -$8,250 $4,950
Kids Turn ) Non-violent Family Skills Program for VPI Detention Based Services $5,500 $3,300
Larkin Street Youth Services Hire UP - VPl Alt. Education $11,000 $6,600
Legal Services for Children Partners for Success VPI Case Management $11,000] . $6,600
Alive & Free VPI Dentention Based Services $5,500 $3,300

Omega Boys Club

Proposed FY 11-12 10% Reduction

5131712011



Department of Children, Youth Their Families
Proposed FY 11-12
10% General Fund Reduction (Addbacks)

Grant Reduction

Health & Wellness

Agency Program * |Strategy Sub-Strategy Grant Amount
Potrero Hill Neighborhood House Peer Counseling/Juvenile Hall VPI Detention Based Services - $8,250 $4,950
SAGE Girls Survivor Services VPI Young Women Services $19,250 $11,550
Samoaon Community Development - Samoan Case Management VPI Case Management $11,000 $6,600
San Franscisco Superior Court Education Center VPI Alt. Education $55,000 $33,000
Special Services for Groups Education & Vocationaal Rehab VPI Detention Based Serwces $8,250 $4,950
Sunset Youth Services Case Management & Violence Prevention VPI Case Management $22,000 $13,200
Tides Center - Youth Justice Institute Detention Based VPI Detention Based Services $8,250 $4,950
Tides Center - Youth Justice Institute Young Women's Gender Responsive Services [VPI Young Women Services $22,000 $13,200
TURF Violence Response Wrap-Around VPI Case Management $11,000 $6,600
Vietnamese Youth Development Center Case Management VPI Case Management $22,000 $13,200
YMCA-Bayview Alternative Education VP! CARE $27,500 $16,500
Department of Public Health UCSF Surgery j VPI Case Management $17,600 $10,560
Youth Guidance Center Improvement Morning Study Program VPI Alt. Education $27,500 $16,500
Inner Clty Youth Evening Services VPI Evening Services $100,000 $60,000
VPI TOTAL $1,725, 090 $1,042,314
Er

$30,000

$30,000

H & W TOTAL

$30,000

Castro on Patrol

TAY TOTAL

Youth Treatment and Education Center

School Partnership Model

i £ 8% = G b i 2
Arrlba Juntos Youth reentry workforce . Y-Lead General populatlon $75,000  $11,250
Bay Area Communlty Resources: ReSet Program Y-Lead General population $90,000 $13,500
Japanese Community Youth Council MYEEP Y-Lead " |General population $50,000 $7,500
Jewish Vocational Services Work Resource Program Y-Lead General population $110,000 $16,500
Larkin Street Youth Services Future Track Y-Lead General population’ $120,000 $18,000
Larkin Street Youth Services Youth Sector Bridge Y-Lead General population $100,000 $100,000
Lavender Youth Recreation and Employment, Case Management, Work 1Y-Lead General population $150,000 $22,500
Richmond District Neighborhood Center |Youth Employment for Beacon program Y-Lead General population $100,000 $100,000
New Door Ventures Youth employment Y-Lead High Risk Youth $50,000 $7,500
Vietnamese Youth Development Center |High Risk Youth Employment Serwces 14-18 y{Y-Lead High Risk Youth $90,000 $13,500

Youth Employment Y-Lead $50,000 $50,000

Proposed FY 11-12 10% Reduction

5/31/2011




Department of Children, Youth Their Families
Proposed FY 11122 .
10% General Fund Reduction (Addbacks)

Agency Program Strategy - Sub-Strategy Grant Amount Grant Reduction
YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TOTAL $985,000 $360,250
African American Art & Culture Complex {Afterschool Collaborative Y-Lead Specialized Teen $56,930 $19,926
Bayview Association for Youth 100% College Prep Y-Lead Specialized Teen $40,000 - $0
Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center. Excelsior Teen Center Y-Lead Specialized Teen $100,000 $35,000(
Boys & Girls Club of SF Excelsior Youth Center Y-Lead - Specialized Teen $200,000 $70,000
Community Works ROOTS Y-Lead Specialized Teen $75,000 $0
“|Elta Hill Hutch. Community Center YAAP Y-Lead Specialized Teen $100,000 $35,000
Ella Hill Hutch Community Center Comprehensive Youth Development (was Y-Lead Specialized Teen $50,930 $17,826
EQC! Family Support Teen Programming Y-Lead Specialized Teen $50,000 $0
Filipino American Development PEP. Y-Lead Specialized Teen $6,000 : $2,100
ICRI - HOMEY Youth Leadership Development Y-Lead - Specialized Teen $60,000 $21,000
Inner City Youth Teen Y-Lead Specialized Teen $70,000 . $24,500
Mission Language & Vocational School |Youth Net Academic Program Y-Lead Specialized Teen $54,137 $0
Potrero Hill Neighborhood House Experiment in- DlverSIty Y-Lead Specialized Teen $71,000 $0
Renaissance Parents of Success Youth Movement - Y-Lead Specialized Teen $75,000 $26,250
San Francisco LGBT Community Center |School Based Services Y-Lead Specialized Teen $15,000] %0
Tides Center Out of Site Y-Lead - Specialized Teen $75,000f $26,250
United Playaz Teen Programming Y-Lead " |Specialized Teen $63,000 . : -$0
Vietnamese Youth Development Center |Empowering Southeast Asian Youth (ESAY) |Y-Lead Specialized Teen $30,000] - $10,500
Westside Community Services Teen Core - Y-Lead Specialized Teen $75,000 $26,250
YMCA - Mission Teen Programming Y-Lead Specialized Teen $76,000 $26,600
) SPECIALIZED TEEN TOTAL|. $1,342,997 $341,201}
Total FY10-11 Add Back $7,510,402
10% Target '$2,790,000
Total Proposed Reductlon $2,741,581
Balance -$48,419

Proposed FY 11 12 10% Reduction
5/31/2011



Reduction ltem

FY10-11
Budget

FY11-12
Proposed
Reduction

FY11-12
Restored
Amount

FY11-12
Restored
Amount GF

FY11-12 Final
Cut All Funds

FY 11-12 Final

GF Cut

Alzheimer's Day Care Resource Centers Catholic Charities CYO $ 61,9521 8% 61,952 | % 61,952 | § 61,952 | § - Full restoration.
Aizheimer's Day Care Resource Centers institute on Aging $ 61,952 1 § 61,9521 % 61,952 | $ 61952 1% - Full restoration.
Alzheimer's Day Care Resource Centers ~_ |Seif-Help for the Elderly $ 61952 | $ 61,952 | $ 61,952 § 61952 $ - Full restoration. _
r The Brown Bag program served an average of 323 consumers per month.
The $21,007 cut will reduce §,384 food bags containing nearly 100,000
pounds of fresh produce and staple foods valued at over $150,000. This is
3rown Bag San Francisco Food Bank $ 21,007 1%, 21,007 | $ - $ - $ 21,0071 % 21,007 |equivalent to food for an estimated 75,000 meals.
> 20 consumers will lose 543 hours of respite care. (Formerly State CBSP

espite Purchase of Services Institute On Aging $ 8511 18$ 8,511 % - $ ~ $ 8511 1§ 8,511 |funded).
Senior Companion Family Service Agency of SF $ 223971 % 22,3971 §$ 22397 (% 22397 1% - Full restoration.

$ 237,771 § 208,253 $ 208,253 | $ 29,518 | $ 29,518
loarders and Clutterers Mental Health Association $ 191,380 | § 100,0001 § 100,000 | $ 100,000 | $ - $ - {Full restoration.

) $ 100,000 $ 100,000 § 100,000 | § - 1% -

ransitional Case Management Senior Center of San Francisco | § 86902 (§$ 8690218 80,000 $ 6,90218% 6,902 |Almost a full restoration - minimal impact to the program anticipated.

$ 86,902 § 80,000 $ 6,902 § 6,902

Bemal Heights Neighborhood -
‘ase Management Center - $ 246,289 | $ 33,2001 § - $ 33,2001 8 21,580
‘ase Management Catholic Charities CYO $ 128,904 | & 174711 % ATATILS 11,356 1 § K -
:ase Management Curry Senior Center $ 240599 | § 32433( % 324331 &% 21,0811 % (0 $ -
‘ase Management Episcopal Community Services - | $ 189,99 | § 26,9591 % 2695818 1752318 0% -
‘ase Management Family Service Agency of SF 1 $ 787151 % 7.0841 % = $ 7084 1% 4,605 This program reduction was based on the contract total: 5% for contracts
‘ase Management Institute on Aging $ 489423 | § 659741 $ - $ 659741 ¢ 42,883 $60Kpor?ess; 9% for $é1—120K contracts, 13.5% > $1 sz c:mlra s,
. Jewish Family and Children's . © . s

‘ase Management Services 5 35000 § 17500 § X $ 1750 | 5 1,1ag {Restorations oceurred in each district.
‘ase Management Kimochi, Ing. $ 76,0001 § 6,840 $ 684018 4446 | § - $ -
‘ase Management Network for Elders $ 173283 { § 23359 § - $ - $ 233591 % 15,183
;ase Management On Lok Day Services $ 193475 1 § 26,080] $ 26,080 | $ 22980 1 § 01$ -
‘ase Management San Francisco Senior Center 3 150,000 | $ 20,1781 $ 20,178 | § 16,952 1 § = $ -
sase Management Self-Help for the Eiderly 3 388523 | $ 52,373 § - $ 5237318 34,042 -
‘ase Management TBA $ 99,299 | § 99,299({ § - $ 992931 8% 64,544

$ 413,000 § 129,961 § 94,338 § 283,040 § 183,975



CBO

Fy10-11
Budg

FY11-12

Proposed

Reduqﬁon

Amount

FY11-12
Restored

FY11-12
Restored
Amount GF

FY'11-12 Final

Cut Al Funds

FY 11-12 Final

GF Cut

enio nd Activity Bayview Hunters Point B
dults with Disabilities Muttipurpese Senior Services 3 205202 { § 19,3511 § 18351($ 18,351.i % 100013 1,000
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for Bemal Heights Neighborhood

dults with Disabilities Center $ 190,038 | ¢ 17,9211 8 169211 % 1692118 1,000 ) § 1,000
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for

dults with Disahiiities Catholic Charities CYO $ 90,038 | $ 7,2031 § 7,203 1§ 7,2031% - 3 -
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for : )

duits with Disabilities ) Centro Lating de San Francisco { § 61,271 { § 4,902 § -- 1% -~ $ 480218 4,502
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for

dults with Disabilities Curry Senior Cenfer $ 67,528 | $ 5402 $ 5402 1% 5402 1% - $ -
ienjor Centers and Activity Centers for . .

dults with Disabilities Episcopal Community Services | § 153875 1 $ 14492| $ 13492 1§ 13492 1§ 1,000 { § 1,000
‘enior Centers and Activity Centers for .
dults with Disabilities Golden Gate Senior Services $ 240967 | $ 22,7231 § 21,7231 % 21723 1§ 10001 ¢ 1,000
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for :

dults with Disabilities Kimoghi, Ing. $ 74379 | § 5,950 § 5950 1§ 59501 % - $- -
ienfor Centers and Activity Centers for Lighthouse for the Blind & :

Lults with Disabilities Visually impaired $ 24467 ) % 12231 $ - $ - $ 1,22318 1,223
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for )
dults with Disabilities Mission Neighborhood Cenfer | $ 169137 1 $ 15,950{ § - $ - $ 15,950 | § 15,950
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for : )

dults with Disabilities . On Lok Day Services $ 243690 | § 22,9801 $ 21,980 | $ 219801 & 10001 % 1,000
enior Centers and Activity Centers for

;:::ﬁ-vé'gr‘\g:'ssa::\lg’:sctivity Centers for gzse;z:—rl\oxs:erican Community £ 185000 | % 17,514 % ~ $ -~ $ 17,514 1 8 17514 This program reduction was based on the contract total: 5% for contracts
duls with Disabiities Services $ 54806 | § 2740} § . 2740 | 8 27401 8 - 1s . (380K or less; 8% for $61-120K contracts, §.4% > $120K confracts.
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for Sarmoan Community Develt Restorations occurred in each district,
Mults with Disabilities Center $ 215311 § 1,077 $ - $ - $ 107718 1,077
ienjor Centers and Activity Centers for . :
\dults with Disabilities San Francisco Senjor Center $ 205521 1 § 19,381/ § - $ - $ 19,3811 % 19,381
‘enior Centers and Activity Centers for ’ ’ . :

dulis with Disabilities Self-Help for the Elderly $ 134079 & 12,6441 $ 12644 1 § 126441 % -~ $ -
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for :

dults with Disabilities Southwest Community Corp $ 52848 | § 2642 $ - $ - $ 2642 1% 2642
ienjor Centers and Activity Centers for St. Francis Living Room }
Qults with Disabilities Foundation $ 78294 | § 6.264| § - $ - $ 6264 | $ 6,264
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for S . : .

dults with Disabilities Veteran's Equity Center of S.F. | § 176,453 | § 16,640] $ - $ - $ 166401 8§ 16,640
ienjor Centers and Activity Centers for Vietnamese Elderly Mutual .
dults with Disabilities Assistance Assoc, $ 655711 § 5,246 § - $ - $ 5246 | $ 5246
ienior Centers and Acfivity Centers for Visitacion Valley Community

dults with Disabilities Center $ 93953 { § 7.516{ 7516 1% 7516 1§ - $ -
ienior Centers and Activity Centers for ’

guits with Disabilities Westemn Addition Senior Center | § 111,000 | § 8,880 § 8880 1% 8880 (% - $. -
ienior Centers and Aclivity Centers for 'YMCA of San Francisco - - - :

duits with Disabilities Mission 3 53507 1 § 26750 $ . 26751 % 26751% - $ -
‘enior Centers and Activity Centers for 'YMCA of San Francisco ~

dults with Disabilities 4 Stonestown % 88801 { § 7,104( $ 7,104 | $ 7104 1§ - $ -
‘enior Centers and Activity Centers for h .
. dufts with Disabilities TBA $ 26,582 § § 265821 § - 3 - $ 265682 | § 26,582

$ 275,000 $ 152,581 $ 152,581 §$ 122,418 $ 122,419



Reduction lﬁem

cBO

FY10-11
Budget

FY11-12

Proposed
Reduction

FY11-12
Restored
Amount

FY11-12
Restored
Amount GF

FY11-12 Final
Cut All Funds

FY 1112 Final

7GE Cut

egal Services | Asian Law Caucus $ 141,220 1§ 37,748 | $ 17,7481 $ 17,748 | 20,000 20,000 |
Asian Pacific Islander Legal ) : Rationale for Legal Cuts: This will eliminate Senior Rights Bulletin which is

egal Services Qutreach (Nihonmachi) $ 108662 | § 30,800 { § 10,800 | § 1080018 . 20,000%% 20,0004, important out?'each and educational foof but this wi(gl’retain direct client
edal Services La Raza Centro Legal $ 156,237 1 § 40713 1 § 20,7131 % 20,7131 % 20,000 | $ 20,000 services . )
egal Services Legal Assistance to the Elderly | $ ‘391,807 | § 90,738 | $ 7073818 70,7351 % 20,000 1 $ 20,000

) ) $ 7200,000 $ 120,000 | $ 120,000 | $ 80,000 | $ 80,000
laturalization _ Asian Law Caucus $ 32388 & 11,2031 % 1,260 { $ 12601 8 994319 9,943

- Asian Pacific Islander Legaf
taturalization Outreach (Nihonmachi) 3 110,713 |1 § 38,2951 % 69331 % 69331% 31,362 1 % 31,362
laturalization Centro Latino de San Francisco | $ 70,9661 % 245471 % 10,3541 % 10354 1% 14193 1% 14,193
Naturalization programs that provide direct one-to-one
. International institute of the Bay , services, ESL and Citizenship classes will take a 20%
faturalization Area §__149,005(% 51540 | $ 21,739 1 § 21730 {8 298018 28,801 {cut; programs that are also Legal Services programs will
' take a 31% cut with assumption that the main Legal
Jewish Family and Chidren's Setvices budgets can absorb natz legal clients.
laturalization Services $ 653881 9% 277831$ 10,048 [ $ 10,048 1 § 13,078 | § 13,078
laturalization La Raza Centra Legal $ 15,000 } $ - $ - $ - $ . A6631% 4,663
Jaturalization Mission Neighborbood Center, | 8 22040 | § 7624198 321618 32161% 44081 8% 4,408
{aturalization Self-Help for the Elderly $ 112760 | & 38,0021 % 16,450 16450 | § 22,5521 % 22,552
$ 206,000 | § 70,000 | § 240,000 | § 130,000 | § 130,000



¥11-12 CBHS and Housing and Urban Health (HUH) Non R iaf Ti Restoration Proposal (5-25-11)
Sectlon Agency Modality Program/Provider Total FY 10-11 Total Non- Original May 2011 Mayoral Revised Total FY10-11 Estimated
Budget (includes { Matched General Proposed . F d q uoc unc
annualizations and | Fund Monles {1) | Reductlon to Non. duction to Non- {impacted Reduction
excludes one-time matched General -matched General | Pragrams Only) { Based on % of|
funding) Fund Fund Revised GF
Reduction
A Adult  {Addiction h & T IMethadone Facef 199,514 150,283 24,787 1
A Adull _ [Addiction R &T Methadone 2,531,669 19,920 3.287 1
3 Aduit ““" on "‘ ea & Tr r Ae 3 . . 2,129,162 18,200 . 3,168 ) 1
L1 Addiction Researh & Treatment Total = 0 i 1T ‘ 188,403 - SRZB L g 2
A Adult  |BAART Beh | Health Svs ! ne BBHS Metahdone Mal . 540,818 88,235 89,235 - -
A Adult__|BAART Behavioral Health Svs _ |Methadone BBHS Jail Outf 130,315 21,502 21,502 - -
A Adult  [BAART Behavloral Health Svs Methadone BBHS MM for Homeless Women 98,218 . 16,206 16,206 - -
A Adult Methadone BBHS OBOT : 21,375 3,527 2D -
: : o "780, " " 13D, 130,470

H-Aduit e 27,350 | 27,360 |
AAdult |BAART Community Health Care | [BCH HIY - - )

7 BAARTC ' i L 127350 27380 L
H-Adult 'AILP {Ass!sted independent Living) 544,180 i 57,689 ’

t: 14,176,334 0 544180 57,689 % [
H Child _{Bayview Hunters Point Foundatior| Admin Fiscal i diary 418,537 - - - -
4 Adult - yview Hunters Point Fi A Vi ic Tr Program: MM 1,232,573 856,947 141,396 141,396 187 21
4 Aduit  |Bayview Hunters Point F A Jall Counesy Dosing Program 237,500 237,500 39,188 39,188 66 A
H-Aduit _|Bayview Hunters Point Foundation Quip: Aduit Health 1,006,560 378,406 53,104 53,104 360 19
H-Adult [Bayview Hunters Point Foundation Owutpatient Anchor Program 201,108 201,106 |- 33,182 33,182 142 23
H Child _{Bayview Hunters Point Foundation Oulpatient ouipatient ) 445,522 - - -
A Child yview Hunlers Polnt Fr i Youth Moving Forward 686,107 398,614 - -
A Adult  [Bayview Hunters Point Foundation Weliness Promation HIV Set Aside: Routine Opt-Out HIV Screenin| 125,000 - - - -
H Child y Hunters Point £ Promotion PEI school-based services 150,000 - - -~
A Child |Bayview Hunters Point Foundatio P b LGBT Youth Services 400,000 100,000 - ~
A Child |Bayview Huniers Point Foundatior] Wellness Promotion Youth Services 105,245 - ~ -
Bayview M i datior School based SED partnershij . 78850
3ayview H ation T : B i 2,243,220 -

Rafiki Case Management and Brandy Moore

909,988 909,988
Catholic Charities IMedical Case Management Rita de Casia and Haze! Betsey
Ut 180,500 -
Cethollc Charities {Medical Case Management Derek Silva
UH . . . 403,788 4,186
Catholic Charities Residential Care Facility / Lang Term Care  {Peter Claver
UH 442,318 442,918
UH ~|Edith Wi 118,180 -
E :atholic Charitie ) g S ) 2,058,344 ‘,1,357,0492 S i
H-Adutt [Central City Hospitali Wellness Promotion Peer-Based Cenf 133,800 : - - - -
H-Adult |Central City Hospitality House  |Wellness Promotion Sixih Street Older Adult 143,778 - - - -
H-Adult | )Central City Hospitality House | Weliness Promotion Employment Vocationa) Rehab 400,000 - - - -
-H-Adult |Central City Hospitality House |} Pramation Otder Adult BH Screen & Response. 122,861 - - ot =
H-Adult [Central City y House Wellness Py Hollstic Wellness P i N 250,000 - - - bl
H-Aduit | Centrai City H House Supportive Services in Supportive Housing | Support Services for Housing - Adult 135,435 - - - -
H-Adut _[Central City Hi House Supportive Services {n Suppartive Housing | Support Services for Housing - Older Adult 276,267 - ~ - -
H-Adult |Central.City y House Wellness Promotion Tenderloln Peer-Based Wellness Recavery C 530,196 630,196 103,982 103,882 2,500 413
H-Adult _|Central City Hospitality Hause Wellness Promation Sixth Street Peer-Based Wellness Recovery 554,525 554,525 91,497 91,497 250 41
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¥11-12 CBHS and Housing and Urban Health (HUH) Non R ial T F

Proposaf (§-25-11)
Sectlon Agency Modaity Program/Provider Total FY 10-11 Total Non- Original May 2011 Mayoral Revised Tota) FY1D-14 Estimated -
Budget (includes | Matched General Proposed Restoration Proposed Budgeted UDC ubc
annualizations and | Fund Monles {1) | Reduction to Non Reduction to Non- {Impacted Reduction
excludes one-time matched General matched General | Programs Only} | Based on % of
funding} Fund Fund Revised GF
i Reduction
T Central Ciy Hospiality House Total - v P 346,959 184,721 71 5 195,479
H-Aduit JCﬂy Coliege of San Francisco ‘Trainlng (WET -MH Certificate Program 186,214 1 - -
AAdult_|City Goliege of San Francisco | Training |SA Certificate Program 126,612 | 129,812 21,386
= % x.City Collége of San Francisco Tota) T S T ; ; \ 295,826 LT 28,612 ' 21,386
Community Awareness & Housing Subsidies DAH program for Chronic Alcoholics at Eddy
UH Treatment Senvices, Inc. Street Apartments 178,110 - ~ -
Community Awareness &
AAdult T Services, Inc. Outpatlent SF ¢ 1 Team 2,504,808 2,504,806 413,293 413,293 &12 84
|Community Awareness & -
H-Aduit _|Trealment Services, inc. Services & Vocational Rehab MH Post Hospitaf F - - -
Community Awareness & i .
A Adult  {Treatment Services, Inc, Transportation Mobite Assistance Patrol 300,000 300,000 - -
Community Awareness & )
Treatment Services, Inc. Transpartation Moblle Assistance Patrol 437,364

A Adult

ommiunity \rh(arene_ss& -
ment Services, Inc;

infern En

201,648 |

H-Aduit | Community \ ional pri T p V. - - -
IH-Adult _;Community V EnterprisegV: ional Services \ Senvices 857,126 761,614 125,666 125,666 400 59
IH-Adult__|Community Vocational Enterpriseg) i Services Disability Program Navigat 147,200 - - B - -
HChlld [C ity Ve Enterpriseg Vi ional Services Vocational Services 14,454 14,454 - -
{H-Adult {Communily Vocational Enterprises Vocational Services 1 Vocational Services 300,000 300,000 - -
{H-Adult  {Cl ity Vocational Enterprises Vi { Services {ME Janitarial Services 423,718 423,718 - -

dutt

1H-Adutl

Community Vocatlonal g
Conard House, Inc.

Vocational St

Jackson Street

200,000

25566

{H-Aduit__[Conard House, inc. REP Payes Rep Payee Services - -
iH-Adult _|Canard House, Inc. REP Payee New Coops Start-up - -
1H-Adult _|Conard House, Inc. jpportive Services In Supportive Housing pp Housing 1,370,131 228,072 226,072 304 50
1H-Adult | Conard House, Inc. | Supportive Services In Supportive Housing | Outpatient Services 3,521,299 24,648 24,648 3,680 26
IH-Adult  }Conard House, Inc. Supportive Housing 1,103,715 -

Supportive Services In Supportive Housing

Older Aduit Integrated Full Servilce Outy

750,718+

JH-Adult_|Curry Senior Center Outpatient 55,803 21,808 3,598 3,598 -

IH-Adult [ Curry Senior Center Qutpal {Behaviaral Health Primary Care | 308,000 - - 3} - -

A Adult  |Cuny Senjor Center Outp Older Adult BH IFSQ 162,270 162,270 26,775 26,775 - -
i 87,622 -

1H-Adult

Senjor Center

i
SF Start-SF Shelter Tx Access & Resource P

814,895
753,248

H-Adult

ervices

SF Start-SF Shelter Treatment Access

Episcopal ty. Services Tot : 248 7

IH-Aduit _|Family Service Agency Outpafient POPS-ASQ 191,688

H-Aduit _)Family Service Agency Qutpatient Geriafric Gough OP / [CM / Co! ity intear] 1,205,956 49,883 1.675 69
H-Adult _|Family Service Agency Qutpati Geriatrics West 956,132 29,844 1,100 34
H-Adult Family Service Agency o] Adult Care Ma 650,267 8,923 540 7
1H-Aduit__jFamily Service Agency OQutpatient Community Afiercare 62,716 654 1,250 13
{H-Adult_|Family Service Agency Quitpatient Aduit FSP - 596,636 - - - -
{H-Adult _[Family Service Agency Quipaj Transitional Age Youth (TAY) FSP 417,940 - - - -
1H-Adult _|Family Service Agency Oul Older Adult FSP ) 778,370 - - - -
\H Child _|Family Service Agency Outpatient Outpatient 725,254 142,691 d -
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AAdult _|Homelss Prenatal

Dependency Drug Court

¥44-12 CBHS and Houslng and Urban Health (HUH) Non Tr R Proposal (5-25-11)
Section Agency Modality Program/Provider Total FY 1011 Total Non- - Original May 2011 Mayoral Revised Total FY410-11 Estlmated
Budget (includes | Matiched General Proposed Restoration Proposed Budgeted UDC upc
annualizations and } Fund Monles (1) | Reduction to Non. |Reduction to Non- {Impacted Reductlon
excludes one-time matched General matched General | Programs Only} | Based on % of
funding) Fund Fund Revised GF
Reduction
H-Adult {Famlly Service Agency Weliness Promotion Senior Orop-~In Center 185,400 - - - -
1H-Adult [Femily Service Agency Wellness Promotion .. __{Prevention & Recovery in Early Psychosls 976,883 - - - -
W Child__|Family Service Agency Weillness Promotion Quality Childcare mental health 229,890 - - -
H Child__[Famnily Service Agency Weliness Promotion Family Planning 5,000 - - -
H-Adult [Family Service Agency _|Training {Older Adult Beh 17,800 - - - -
5" Family Service Agency Total < 11 L 8,997,730 - ' :
AAGUR _|Fort Hetp 1,340,000 |
Apdut [FortHelp 100,000 | - ]
i [ Fort Yelp Total % ; i 1,446,000 - ;20000 " 3,300
AAdult  |Halght Ashbury Buprenorphine Medical Monitoring 50,000 50,000 8,250
1H-Adult - jHalght Ashbury Outpatient HAFC OPDF 75,000 6,535 1,078
" AAdult  tHalght Ashbury Qutpatient Women's Drop-in-OSHUN 778,749 778,749 128,494
A Adult _ {Halght Ashbury Outpatlent AA Famlly Healing Center 340,350 310,350 51,208
A Adutt  |Haight Ashbury Outpatient Poly Drug Substance Abuse Program 320,437 290,437 47,922
A Adult  |Haight Ashbury Outpatient Methamp Substance Abuse Progran] 245,694 245,694 40,540 40,540 114 19
A Adult  |Halght Ashbury Outpatient BASN Outpatient 100,183 - - - -
Haight Ashoury HAFCI Admin Serv 118,5% |

A Adult lHom_elss_ Prenatal

Joutpatient

New Beginnings Project

586,839

2,247,914

Hyde Street

Community Based Wellness Center

MHSA Communilty Services Mode 60
e

H-AdU_|Hyde Street Outpatient Community Services Tenderioin Clinic
H-Adult [Hyde Strest Outpalient MHSA Community Services Mode 15 369,853 -
“iH-Adult {Hyde Street Outpatient 83,783 -

586,830

\H-Adult }Institeto Familiar de la Raza indigena Health & Wellness COLL 250,000 - - - -
TH-Adult  {instituto Famillar de la Reza Outp Adult Quipatient-MH Sves 373,081 260,522 36,108 36,108 630 61
\H-Adult _|Insiituto Familiar de la Raza Outpatient Adult Outpatient-Dual Dlagnosis 159,883 111,651 15,966 15,966 225 22
H-Aduli Instituto Familiar de |a Raza Outpatient BH/PC Integration 91,500 63,898 10,543 10,543 N/A

1H Child _{institulo Familiar de |a Raza Outpatient outpatient 534,038 79,929 - -
1H Child _|Instituto Familiar de la Raza Promotion PEI Violence Trauma Recovery Sves - 123,600 - - -
1H Child _|instiiuto Familiar de la Raza ‘Wellness Promotion Early childhood MH ’ 553,809 1,789 - -
14 Child }institulo Familiar de la Raza ‘Wellness Promotion PE| Early Childhood MH 192,000 - - -
WH Child- }institto Familiar de 1a Raza School based SED partnership 47,451 27,471 - -

i nstitulo i e la nga mentoring servis

ing

385,503
63,340

Pp! 1pp
Supportive Services In Supportive Housing

Supportive Services In Supportive Housing

+-967,084

A73,3

Lutheran Soclal Servi 990 Polk Street Senior Housing 209,535 209,535 32,382 32,382 - -
Lutheran Social Servi Supportive Services In Supportive Houslng  Folsom Dore 262,983 . - - - _
Lutheran Sgg!g[ Serv 3rd Party Payer 441,206 210,436 - -

iA Adult lMléslon Cc;uhcll Outpatient Integrated Full Service Outpatient Set-Aside ’ 250,000 l -
iA Adult__|Mission Council Outpatient 250,000 | 250,000 | 41,250 | 41,250/ -1 -

Perinatal & Family/Parent with Children - SA |
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b

Restoration Proposal (5-25-11}

Y1112 CBHS and Houslng and Urhan Health (HUH)} Non

Section Agency Modality Program/Provider Total FY 10-11 Total Non- Qrlginal May 2011 Mayoral Revised Total FY10-11 Estimated
Budget { ! d 1 Proposed ' i Pl d d Ubc uoc
annualizatlons and ] Fund Monies (1) ] Reduction to Non. Red to Non- {lmp d R
excludes one-time matched General matched General | Programs Only) | Based on % of]|
funding) Fund Fund Revised GF
Reduction
"; | Wission Coungil Total :, R - 500,000 . . fox7 +.500,000 - o 82,5005
Parkview Terraces Permanent Housing for Homeless Frail J
UH B Supportive Services In Supportive Housing  [Senior o 52,074 52074 . 8048 |
i _ Parkview Terraces Total "%, /5 LT Sl g L B2,074 T 62074, 18,0480
Providence Foundation [ lArmsirong Place ] . [ [
UH ) _|Supporiive Services In Supportive Housing ' : 63,410 63,410 9,799
. Providence Foundation Total - e T L T L T T =y S163,410 T 834100 .. 9,799
IH-Adult |RAMS Outpatiént Broderick Street Residential Program 555,330 44 588 7357
IH-Adult [RAMS Outpatient - Adult Outpatient Services Clinic 1,679,752 - - - -
IH Child |RAMS Outpatient outpatient 515,224 151,613 - -
H Child |[RAMS Outpatient outpatient . 988,923 9,292 - -
AChild _|RAMS Outpatient Wellness sub e abuse services 186,510 - - -
H-Adult_[RAMS Outpatlent 551 Advocacy Support Service- PAES 51,200 - - - -
iH-Adult |RAMS Outpatient PAES Counsel. & Pre-Voc Svcs 1,992,865 - - - -
IH Child  |RAMS Wellness Promotion PE! school-based services 150,000 - - -
HChild (RAMS Wellness Promotion MHSA WDET Surmmer Bridge 57,636 - - -
IH Child  |RAMS Weliness Promolion PEl Early Childhood MH 25,000 - - -
H Child-|RAMS Weliness Promotion Early childhood MH 891,234 - - -
RAMS Residential Broderick Street RCF
UH 916,206 916,206 - -
14 Child |RAMS Schaool based SED partnership 181,498 - - -
\H-Adult |RAMS Training Peer Specialist Mental Health Cerlificate 75,000 - - - -
\H-Adult |RAMS _|Vocational Services Employee Development Program 108,254 109,254 18,027 18,027 35 ]
|H-Adult  |RAMS Vocational Services i-Abllity 54,746 54,746 9,033 9,033 15 2
IH-Adult i 61,3

\H-Adult_|SAGE Project

Lompatlent

JSuvaors of Trauma, Vlolencé, and Sexual Al{

497,

70,000 | ]

AAdult |SAGE Project
W

San Francisco AIDS Foundation

Housing Subsidies

, {Renta! Subsidies

léurvivors of Traumna, Violence, and Sexual AH

130,000

UH 3,515,341 3,615,341 - -
1H-Adult _{San Francisco AIDS Foundation Outpatient Lyon Martin 150,000 150,000 24,750 24,750 93 15
1H-Aduit _[San Francisco AIDS Foundation |Outpatient Stonewall Project 75,000 47,398 5,540 5,540 471 35
A Adult  [San Francisco AIDS Foundation |Outpatient Subcontract to Lyon-Martin Health Services 50,000 50,000 8,250 8,250 22 4
AAdult |SanF AlDS F { Outy it Stonewall Project HIV Intervention 157,741 - - - -
A Adult _|San Franclisco AIDS Foundation | Outpatient Stonewall Project IFSO 415,997 407,997 67,320 67,320 2,066 334
A Adult San Francisco AIDS Foundation | Outpatient Stonewall Project PROP 108,999 109,999 18,150 18,150 50 8
San Francisco AIDS Foundation \Wellness Prom: Stonewall Project - HPS Section 100,000 - - - -

1H-Adult  [San Franclscu Slud_y Center

) MH Clients Rights Advocacy

SEMHCRA (SF MH Clients Rights Advocacy)

377,148

62,230

62,230

124,009,

IH-Adult [San Francisco Study Center

Peer & Inlem Employment

Peer & Intern Employment

825,900

|san Francisca Sudy Center

ness P!

)

585,359

74,491

: n Fr ! St X 8,408 .,
A Adult_ {San Francisco Suiclde Prevention Methadone Fiscal Intermediary-Ham Reduction Therapy 34,722 5,729
A Adult  |San Franclsco Suicide Prevention| Training Fiscal intermedlary-Training Fund 45,000 45,000 - -
H-Adult [San Francisco Suicide Prevention|Wellness Promotion Off Hours Coverage for SF BH SOC/BHAC Lil 178,550 178,550 - -
AAdult_|San Francisco Suicide Prevention| Training R Fiscal y-Training Fund 200,750 200,750 16,265 16,265 - -
A Adult )San Francisco Suicide Prevention) Wellness Promotion Drug Line/Relapse Prevention Line 98,576 98,576 - hd
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¥11-12 CBHS and Housing and Urban Health {HUH) Non Resi Tr Restoratlon Proposal {5-25-11)
-Section Agency Modallty Program/Provider Total FY 1011 Total Non- Original May 2011 Mayoral Revised Total FY10-11 Estimated
Budget (includes | Matched General Proposed Proposed upc unpc
annuallzations and | Fund Monies {1} |Reduction to Non Reductlon o Non-| {imp. d R
excludes one-time matched General matched General { Programs Only) {Based on % of|
funding) Fund Fund Revised GF
Reduction
san Franl:lsco Sulcide Preven(lon Total : ; . [ R T ; : Fid §57,598 0 557,59& B -
Self Help for the Eiderly Residential Care Facmty {Long arth Gare lAulumn Glow ‘
UH 428,701 128,701 -
Saif Help for the Elderly Total” I e “128,701 128,701" '
IH-Aduit_|SF Mental Educalion Funds g _ |Mental Health Board | 126,700 | 97,933 |
1H-Adult ]SF Mental Education Funds  [Training {CBHS SOC Training Fund N 88,649 | 58649 | 9,677 | 9,677
- SF Mental Educanon Funds Total : S e . 185,349 $ii N
‘MSC-South Shelter Plus Care ‘ . ( 121142 3
e LR ET2,142-
264,921 |

A Adutt

Swords to P wsh
Tenderloin Health

| lMission Cre‘ék‘

Project Homeless Connect

. 254,921

200,000

UH

1H-Adult

Tenderloin Health

Supportive Services In Supportive Housing

Emergency Housing

269,837

UéSF AIDS Heanh Pro]ect Qutpatient Transgender -
IH-Adult _JUCSF AIDS Health Project Outpatient OQutpati -
A Adult Wellriess Promotion Risk Evaluation and Counseling for Health (Ri

UCSF AIDS Health Project
St Vi o

UCSF Center on Desfness

H-Adult Outpatient Full Service Qutpatient b
A Adult  {UCSF Center on Deafness Outpatient UCSF Centeron D -
{H Child |UCSF Center on Deafness Outpatient SED partnership

IH-Adult |UCSF Citywide CM & CRT Qutpatient Citywide/Citywide Forensic 4,238,888 93,577

{H-Adult |UCSF Citywide CM & CRT Outpatient Citywide Linkage 861,366 68,926 315 25
{H-Adult_|UCSF Citywide CM & CRT Outpatient NOVA 174,000 - - - -
H-Adult JUCSF Citywide CM & CRT Qutpatient .|Roving Team 648,500 - - - -

A Adult Qutpatient UCSF Citywide Outpatient - - - -

UCSF Cltywide CM & CRT

AAdult _JUCSF DSAAM OTOP Vans 716,851 118,280 118,280 308 49
AAdult_|UCSF DSAAM - Office Based Opiate T W(0BOT) 687,200 113,388 113,388 - -
AAdult_JUCSF DSAAM Oplate T Outpatient Program (OTOP) 375,850 62,015 62,015 a7 %

SF DSAA

Page 50f6

" (H-Aduil_ jWalden House Outpatient Adutt Qutpatient 253,260 184,341 27,466 27,466 96 10
IH-Adult  ]Walden House Outpatient Adult Outpati - - - -
IH-Adult__|Walden House Outpatient Adult Qutpatient - - - -
|H-Adult _}Walden House Outpatient Adult O ient - - - -
IH-Adutt -|Walden House Qutpati [ Crisis Intervention 16,772 4,611 761 761 N/A
A Adult  {Walden House Outpatient OASIS Outpatient 670,762 670,762 110,676 110,676 148 24
A Adult  (Walden House O Bridges Outp 821,748 - - - -
A Adult  (Walden House O 2nd Chance Case Mgmt 389,856 - - - -
A Adult (Walden House Outpatient SHOP grant 217,945 - - - -



~ HChild

on Proposal (5-25-11)

¥11-12 CBHS and Housing and Urban Health (HUH) Non Tr

Section Agency Modality Program/Provider Total FY 10-11 Total Non- Original May 2011 Mayoral Revised Total FY10-11 Esfimated
Budget (Includes | Matched General Prop Proposed ubnc unc
annualizations and | Fund Monies (1) |Reduction to Non Reduction to Non- ({impacted Reduction
excludes one-time matched General matched General | Programs Only) | Based on % of
funding) Fund Fund Revised GF
Reduction
A Adult _|Walden House Quipatient Connections Outpatient 200,000 200,000 33,000 33,000 24 4
o Adult . Walden House . patlent Rep Payee Case Mg t 77,437 77,437 12,777 12,777 200 33
el Walden House Total o7 e e 2,647,780 - . 184,680 - 0. £184,680" T2
H-Adult Community Mental Heal{Emergency Crlsls Crisls 1,333,992 492,569 50,086 50,096 68
4 Adult  }Westside Community Mental Heal| A ne Westside Methadone Mall ce 4,381,213 862,511 142,314 142,314 362 37
4 Adult |V ide C Mental Heal| Methadone ide A e Mai Long-term; 18,448 18,448 3.044 3,044 7 1
H-Adult o] ity Mental Heal{ Outpatlent * Westside IFSO Outpatient 1,237,065 456,781 42,809 42,809 325 11
4 Adult Community Mental Heal Outpatient ide CTL (HIV C g, Testing & Lin 125,000 - - - -
H Child _|Westside Community Mental Heal| Outpatient Outpatient - 1,103,968 235,483 - -
H-Adult |\ ide C: Mental Heal| Qutpatlent Westside IFSO ACT 1,729,401 77.626 8,297 8,297 130 1
H-Adult [of: ity Mental Heal| Outpatient CalWORKs PROGRAM - - - -

School based

_iSED partnership

97,402

Addltl

| Unassigned R,

to Meet Target

Page6of 6
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To: Superv1sor Campos. -

7
r:s:s-‘ . e-ari

Ce:' _ Superv1sor Chru Superv1sor F arrell and the Clerk of the Board

From:' ‘ Jenm'fer Browne, Assistant Director

Subject Outreach Advertising Term Contract Follow Up to May 26,2011 Commni_ee - =
Meetmg '

In follow up to the deemment Audit and Oversight Committee meeting of May 26, 2011 the Office
of Contract Administration would like to provide additional mformatlon that addresses some of the

questions ralsed during the meetmg

e For the FY 12-13 term contract bid, OCA will increase invitations to bid by 93% by conducting
~outreach to approximately 54 local newspapers. As in prior years, OCA’s recommendation to
the Board of Supervisors will be based on vendor responsiveness and points awarded durmg bid
evaluation (in accordance with Admin. Code 2.81-3).
s OCA will pursue all legal and appropriate methods to-negotiate reduced prrclng with bidders
e  The total anticipated spend under this term contract is approximately $30K - $40K per year with
. decreases based on legislation that reduced ad size as a cost cutting measure
e  OCA regulations require that we officially recommend only responsive bidders for contract
~award but the Board of Supervisors has historically used its discretion to award the Outreach
Advertrsmg contract to-a broader range of bidders to best serve the City’s outreach advertising

needs ' . ,
Newspapers Invited to Bid 8 : 28 o 54
Bids Received by OCA 8 14 " thd
OCA Recommended Awardees- 5 5 thd
. BOS approved Awardees 8 13 thd

Please find further detail in the attached spreadsheets regarding FY 10-11 awards, FY 11-12 bids and
- recommended awards, bid prices, circulation, and bid evaluation criteria. I have also included the
newspaper database OCA has begun complhng for next year’s term contract bid for your review.

If you have any additional questions, please contact vme.at 41 _5-554-475 1.

cc: Jaci Fong
- Naomi Kelly

T

Home Page: www.sfgov.org/oca Recycled paper, 100% PCW : E-mail: purchasing@sfgov.org |



Summary of Outreach Newsp;aper and Neighborhood N
version 2-Jun-11

ewspapér Bids for FY11-12 (page 1 of 2)

B el G i ; " 5| Proposed - 7 e g S ; ]
- - . :: Community FY-10-11 FY 1112 ST .+ Bid Price . - . Bid Price/

Count .- Newspaper _,‘_Sgi'\'/é‘d - Award- Bids | FXV::\;:IZ *| (peF montly ad) ‘Clrcylatlon 1 Circulation - Cpmmenfs C
1 SF Bay View African American X X X $ 200 10,000 $ 0.020 |printed outside of CCSF, printed monthly
2 Qakiand Post African American
3 Sun Reporter African American -

4 China Press Chinese X X X 3 140 30,800 g 0.005 |printed outside of CCSF, printed weekly

5 Sing Tao Daily Chinese X X X $ 300 122,067 § 0.002 |printed outside of CCSF, printed weekly

6 World Journal Chinese X X X b 260 67,300 b 0.004 [printed outside of CCSF, printed weekly

7 International Daily News - Chinese

8 El Reportero Hispanic X X X $ 444 7,300 | § 0.061 |printed weekly
9 El Mesajero Hispanic X' X 3 375 10,676 $ 0.035 |printed outside of CCSF, printed weekly
10 El Avisador Magazine Hispanic :
11 El Bohemio News Hispanic

12 Bay Area Reporter LGBT X X X $ 380 23,130 $ 0.016 |printed monthly

13 Bay Times LGBT :

14 Bay Guardian Other X vendor withdrew bid

15 Mission Local Other

16 Philippine News Other

17 Small Business Exchange  |Other

18 West Portal Monthly Neighborhood X X X 3 250 21,000 $ 0.012 lprinted monthly

19 Western Edition Neighborhood X X X $ 588 20,000 $ 0.029 |printed monthly

20 El Tecolote Neighborhood §

21 Sunset Beacon Neighborhood

22 Central City Extra Neighborhood X X 225 8,000 0.028 |printed monthly

23 Marina Times Neighborhood X X 255 20,000 0.013 |printed monthly

24 Northside S.F. Neighborhood X X 324 40,000 0.008 |printed monthly

25 Potrero View Neighborhood X X 3 355 - 10,000 0.036 |printed monthly

26 Westside Observer Neighborhood :

27 Castro Courier Neighborhood

28 Ingleside Light Neighborhood

8 14 13




Summary of Outreach Newspaper and Neighborhood Newspaper Bids for FY11-12 (page 2 of 2)
version 2-Jun-11 : )

‘Superyisors based onvendor '
nin Foreign Langdages ., « /= 7%

Bid Evaluation Criteria as defined by Administrative Code 2.81-3

- Criteria " | Points Available
Advertising price 16
Circulation : 10
Newspaper cost to public 5
Locally owned and operated 2
Published in a foreign language 5

37



Bid Evaluation
Outreach Advertising, FY 11-12 -

Contract 95315
Outreach communities
African-American " Chinese ‘LGBT  Hispasic "
(evaluation rating factors per Admin, Code Sec. | Possible | . . ) : ; : Bay Area BRSO RN
2.81-3) ] - points- S: F. Bay View China Press . | Sing Tao Daily | World Journal || Reporter El Mel"lsaj ero | El Reportero

Advertising price . 15 S 15 15 7.0 8.1 15 15 12.7

Circulation 10 10 2.5 10 5.5 10 10 6.8

Newspaper cost to public 5 5 0 0 0 5 5 5

Locally owned and operated 2 2 0 0 0 2 2

Published in a foreign language 5 0 5 5 5 0 5 5

Chapter 14B LBE preference 10% 3.2 .0 0 0 0 0 0

Score ' 352 225 22.0 18.6 32 35 315

Ranking 1 1 2 . 3 1 1 2

Bid price $200 $140 . $300 - $260 $380 $375 $444

Bid status Non-responsive Non-responsive | Non-responsive | Non-responsive | “Responsive | Non-responsive Responsive

Recommended vendor Bay Area El Reportero

(responsive) ) Reporter :

‘Why bidder is non-responsive Not printed in SE | O printed in | Notprinted in | Not printed in Not printed in SF.

) SE. SE. SE.

Board's designated papers, FY 10-117 yes yes yes yes yes no yes

Vendor Number 42524 38378 17128 43373 03036 74138 49571

Equal benefits Complies Complies Complies Complies Complies Complies Complies

Business tax 316792, 6-11 318227, 6-11 110243, 6-11 | 439009, 6-11 066881; 6-11 397127; 6-11 321612, 6-11
_{Certified LBE Yes No No No No No No

SF circulation 15,000 44,000 122,067 67,300 23,310 10,676 10,000

Outreach community circulation 10,000 30,800 122,067 67,300 23,310 ‘ 10,676 7,300

Printed in SF? No No No No Yes - -No Yes

Price to the Public Free 25¢ 50¢ ($1 Sunday) 50¢ Free free Free

Language English Chinese Chinese Chinese English Spanish Spanish

Locally owned Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes

Office of Contract Administration

4-22-11




) Bid Evaluation
Neighborhood Newspaper Advertising, FY 11-12

Contract 95315
g Neighborhood Newspapers® -
Central = Northern San Francisco Potrero Western Addition | = 'West Portal. -
(evaluation rating factors per Admin. Code | Possible T . AR I - - N BES B .
Sec. 2.81-3) Joints Central City Extra | - Marina Times Northside S. F. Potrero View Western Edition |West Portal Monthly
Adbvertising price 15 15 15 11.8 15 15 15 :
Circulation 10 10 3.8 10 : 10 10 10
Newspaper cost to public 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Locally owned and operated 2 2 2 2 2 2
Published in a foreign language 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chapter 14B LBE preference 10% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Score ) 32 25.8 28.8 32 32 32
Ranking 1 . 2 1 1 . 1 1
Bid price $225 $255 $324 $355, $400 $588, $500 $250
Bid status Non-responsive Responsive Responsive Non-responsive Norn-responsive Responsive
Recommended bidder (responsive) - Marina Times Northside ‘West Portal Monthly
S.F. :

‘|Why bidder is non-responsive bid was late o/ o/ bid was late bid was late n/a
Board's designated papers, FY 10-11? no no no . no yes yes
Vendor 16386 84835 tbd 56769 81567 C03264
Equal benefits Complies tbd ) tbd tbd thd Complies
Business tax . non-profit not yet registered not yet registered 353804, 6-11 not yet registered 947033, 6-11
Certified LBE no no no 1o no no
SF circulation 8,000 15,000 40,000 20,000 21,000 (monthly)

. (monthly) (monthly) )
Outreach community circulation 10,000 15,000 40,000 7,000 16,000 21,000 (monthly)
(monthly) - (monthly) (monthly) monthly .
Printed in SF yes yes yes no . yes no
Price free free free free free free
Language English English English English . English English
Locally owned Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Office of Contract Administration

5-25-11



Outreach Advertising Term Contract [Work In Progress)
Local Newspaper Database

version

Currently on CCSF Qutreach st

6/2/201117:10

Counit Contact Name ContactPhane § _ |E-mail Website Clrc. Full Pg Jr. Full Pg. 1/2Pg 1/4Pg 1/8pg | PO RN COVeToEE Araas P SR TR P SRS Y. |
S:an Fra:nc)s:oo Bey \ﬁew::Bayvluw D:Isld:cL H:nnlers Paint, Visllaclon vm:l ,:
1 |san Francisco Bay View Mary Rateliff 415-671-0769 20,000 | § 1,800} § 13501 § s00) % 450 | § 225 [botrero Hill, OML (94124, 4134%, 84107*, 84135, 84132, 84112)
2 |Oakland Post
3 Sun Reporter 415-671-1000 bal.net .
4~ Ichina Press )
5 Sing Tao Daily Florence Tso 650-808-8828 122067 - Chinese, Prinled in Chinese
6 [Wonld Joumal Joe Chou 650-269-2047 i 67,500 | § 1560 $ 2,100] § 80| § 308 455 |Chinese, Prinled In Ghinese
7 Daily News SF 4155555338 probably an ofd number i
8 __|EiReportero Marvin Ramirez 415:648-3711 i L.com 730 _|§ 1,542 s EH D 456§ 228 | Hispanie, Printed In Spanish
- 415-206-7230 m|chiel.how=rd@=lmens_i]= ro.com 10,676
9 __|E)Mensajero Micheel Howard - Hispanic, Printed In Spanlsh
10__|El Avisador Magazine
11 |E1 Bohemlo |Rasalina Conlreras _|415-570-8850 - ix.netcom.com Hispanic, Printed In Spanish
12__|Bay Area Reporter |Mike Yamashita 415-861-5019 m. bar.com 23310 {$ 15253 1378] § 1,060 § 6361 § 265 | Printed In English -
13 |Pay Times -
Dally, online edition of the local altermative weekly. The San Franclsco Bay
' 106,708 | % 3500| % 29108  1001] § srz|$ 599 | Guardian covers the arts, entertainment, and polltics, with Interactive forums
14 |San Francisco Bay Guardian Jim Tamelt 415-255-3100 [Im@stbg.com and more, www.sfbg.com
15| wission Loca) -
6__|Philippine News
17___|Smail Business Exchange - )
Glenn Gullmes’ 415-566-8393 |sftimes@mac.com - Wes! Porial Monthly: St. Frands Wood, Forest Hill, Lakeside, Dizmond Heights,
21,000 {8 1200 ¢ ors| § e75 )8 s | § 225 [Ingleslde Terrace, Parkside, Taraval and Miraloma Park. (34127, 84112", 04118,
18 |Wes! Porlal Monthly - 841317, 84132")
publisher@thewesternedition.com San Franclsco (Western Addition)
19 |Westem Edition Cedric M 415-430-8319 $ 1,200 $ 500 | § 60| $ 300 $ 150 .
: - [ETTecoiote: Mizsion Distict (Engish/Spanish), Excelsior, Bemal Felghts™, Noo |
20 [Bi Tecolole Franclsco Barradas  |415-648-1045 ofg 10000 | § 1,000 na $ 00| 8 150§ 75 | Valley, Potrero HIl (94102, 94107, 94110, 94112, 94114)
Sunset Beacon: Stanyan and Argusllo Strasts fo the Pachis Ocsan, Golden Gale
21__|sunsel Bazcon editor@sfrichmondreview.com 26500 |8 1.200] ¢ 90| 8 &5 8 Sl 200 {park 1o Sloat Blvd, (4122, 54116)
di@studycenter.org Ceniral Clly Exira: Cvic Center, Saulh of Merkel, Tenderioln, (64102, 94103,
22 _|central City Extra Held Swilinger 415-626-1650 peld@studyzenter o 8000 s Boo| s 850) s bl I 25)8 120 loyingy oo
” [Marina Times: The Marina, Gow Hollow, Pciic Helghts, Fort Mason, The
23 |Marina Times Earl Adkins 415-815-8081 publisher@northsldesf.com 20000 | § 1080 § 675| 8 55| 8 330 200 L’L’l’,’;ﬂ&m 94’:‘15"3 ©4109", B4128). N "
24__|Northside San Francisco Earl Adkins [415B15-8081 publist s 1,350] 5 831} § 3] 8 362
25__|Potrero View Paut McDoneld 4156266723 pmedon0000@actcom 10000 | § 1,000{ § 700} § 700]$ 300[ § 150 [Potrero View. Polrero Hill, Dogpateh, Mission Bey and SOMA. {94107)
[Westside Observar, West Portal, St: Francls Wood, Twin Peaks, Westwoor Park,
20000 | § 12001 8 925! 8 850§ s 8 200 {Eorest Hill, Parkside, Ingleside Torrace, Glen Park, Lakesids, Miraloma Park,
25 [Weslside Observer Milch Bull 415.517.6331 bull com Park Merced, Leks Merced, and the Ouler Sunsel (84127, 84131, 94132), -
Casira Courler: Castro, Upper Markel, Gorona Helghts, Eureka Valley, Duboca
27 _ |castro Gourter itch Bu 415.617.6331 buil com o000 [§ 1400} ¢ wois sl ws|s 200 in o sty i ”
Tngleside Light: Inglesids Temacas, Westwood Park, Inglesids, Oceanview,
10,000 |8 85| 8 65| § s05| & 265 § 145 |Merced Helghts, Grocker Amazon, Excelslor and Sunnysids. (94127, 84112°,
25 |ingleside Light | Avex Mutlaney m 941324
Added to CCSF Outreach List far FY 12-13 Term Contract
Count Newspaper Contact Name Contact Phone 8 |E-mall Webslte Circ. Full Pg. Ir. Full Pg. 2/2Pg 1/4pe 1/8Pg T AEENAARRRE Coverag & Areo: BOUAESERE]
i hiip:/Awww.blzjournalsmediakit.com/sa Find the latest breaking business news with the San Franclsco Business Times.
1 |san Frandlsco Business Times - San Franclsco - o | #4002 $OBOWO[ S 4B5IS  2540| L ioumals.com/sanfranclco
2__|Cathollc San Frandisco Joe Pena 4i5 6145642 penal@: or 75400 | § 2,454 3 232§ 11s2|8 576 .
3__|SF Weekly-San Franclsco 4155388122 Erin] 56500 | 2115] 8 2772|2008 8§ 10443 511 |Online version of the weekly news and arts paper. www.sfweekly.cam
4___|J-The Jewish News Weekly 415:263-7200 20,000 | § 35288 1764 ] § 82| § 441 *|Jewish, Printed [n English
; New Filimore: Paciic Helghts, The Fllimore Jazz Distct & Japaniown, (4115, |
5 |ew Filmora Barbara Kate Repa  |441-8070 edhors@newfilimore.com - com/ 20000 ;% 1.400| § 12001 § 70| § s00f ¢ 250 | 94408+, 94123") -
Richmiond Review, Fresidio & Masoric Avenuss 1o the Paciic Ocean, Golden |
6 ReView om 25000 | § 1200/ § 900] § 875 % 375 % 200 Gale Park fo the Prestdlo, Sea Ci. {84118, 94121)
iaTwem nosveleyvalca GoriZ0T 1M
7__ |Noe Valiey Volce Steve Steinberg 415-239-1114 ®juno.com Blendex.sh(ml i 10,000 985) 8 6951 505 | $ 2651 $ 145.|noe Valley Volce: Nos Vallsy area. (94131, 93114, 941104
B |Pakislan Times USA 4157406300 el " 500 s 0] 8 350 v Pakistanl, Prinied in Urda
- hlipd/sinna.comipapersisw-bemal- New Bemal Joumal: Bemal Heights: Gesar Ghiavez St. 1o Alsmany Bvd., San
9 |NewBemal Journal - Katlxa Aboitiz. 415-648-0703 o ]oupmall i 8000 % 525( § 410§ 290 | $ 150 § 100 | jose Ave. to Bayshore Bivd. (94“11:1) Y




City Gallege student paper

indta West [Arfali Nirula 510-383-1140 anjali@indlawesi.com 850 480§ 400 240 120 60 [indlan, Prinied In English
[Accion Lalina seme a3 El Tacolole?
Apropos Kstall 415:750-1417 oulgeing msg sald caltlater
Chinese Times [415-358-3500
14 [Bl Latino [415-648-1570 Hispanic, Printed In Spanish
15 [Halght Ashbury Beat no listing « webstle doesn't help haightbeat.com/ San Franclsco {Halght Ashbury)
16 |iish Herald John J. Gallagher __|650-344-3765 editor@irish-hersld.com g Irish, Printed In English
N - hiltp/jwww.Koreadally.comindex hlmi? i
Kores Dally 510-487-3333 busy signal branch=sF Korean, Prinled Jn Korean
IU's all in Korean; websile
Korea Times Is LA no contact info {In English) http:isk. com/ | Korean, Printed In Koresn
ip:ffwww Jeest.orpinewsinaw-Tite-
New Life Russlan, 416-292:1239 newlfe@jcest.org russt monihily for Jewish emigres
Nawsleiter Ink 415-345-1266 B
Nob Hj)l Gazelle Emest Pricco 4152271501 m hiip:fwwew.nobhllgazelle. comi -
Richardson Jullan Assogiates 415-346-3411
23 |Russlan Lifs Weekly |§ -5830
24 |San Frandsco Adverliser 415-661.8370 bt coml
25 |San Franclsco Arls Monthly | net farts orght -
26__|san Frencisco Bay Times Kim . ]
NOT DN OUFREACH LIST: CLOSED, [NTERNET ONLY OR NOT APPROPRIATE FOR COMMUNITY OUTREACH
Count Newspaper Contact Name ContactPhone#  |E-rnail Website Clre. Full Pg. Jr. Full Pg if2pg 1/4Pg i/8Pg
1__ |Sea Fog Press going out of business .
2 | Hokubel Malnichi Shinbun closed In 2010 Prinled In Japaness and English i
closed In 2009 Crilness, Printed n Chinese
Monthly newspaper dedicated to politics, arts and entertainment and humer.
San Franclsto Frontiines - San Francisco last seen n 2008 sf-frontl) m
5 Jsan Francisco Call - San Franciseo no longer publishing hitp:/fenenw.sfcall.com/ Connecting wrw sfeall.com
Japanese American bllingual daily newspaper sarving the Northern California
&___|Nichl el Times closed In 2009 wyww.nichibeitimes.com
7___ {Aslan Week on-ine only, as of January 2009 Printed In English, Aslan
[San Franclseo (Mission)
6 " |Misslon Dispach on-ine only htlp:i cominews!
9 {San Franclsco Herald, The - Sen Franclsco Intemet only, no print edition With muslc reviews, soclety page, comics, snd more, www.stherald.com
10___|San Francisco Sentinel - San Franclsco Intemet only, no print ediilon Focusing on local polltical and soclal lssues. www.sanfranciscosentinel.com
Links to Bay Area news, sports, medla, columns and newsletters,
41 _]San Franclsco Times - San Franclsco Intermet anly, no print editfon [st{sF-news. bl -
12__|Joumal nol sure which Joumnal this rmlght be
13 |Golden Gale Xpress no ljsting [San Franclsco State, Printed in English
14__|india Post couldn'l find it Indian, Printedin English
15 [Un James can't find
16 |Good News can't find N
17__|6an Frantisca Downlown couldn't find It |San Franclsce {Downtown
18__[The Reporter couldn't find It
19" [West Portal Daily couldn't find It
20 |The Dispatcher 7750533 ~|dossnt accept ads (WU paper}
. wholesale news dealer, whaiever thal
21 Malnland Newspaper Inc means
22__|Dally Joumal Ari Gutlerrez 415-295-2456 t's a legal B
23" |Teamsters' Jolnt Councl
24 _ |synapse UCSF student newspaper
25 _ |San Francisco Foghom ludent
2%

Printed in Engllsh




City and County of San Francisco
Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

June 1, 2011

The Honorable Mayor Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Angéla Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Ben Rosenfield, Controller

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 316
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: Fiscal 2011-2012 Membership List

Ladies and Gentlemen:

R0s

coshy-

San Francisco Department of Public Health

Barbara A. Garcia, MPA
Director of Health

As required by the San Francisco Administrative Code Section 16.6, | am submitting the annual list of . -
membership organizations for Fiscal Year 2011-2012. If you have any questions, please contact me at
554-2610.

Sincerely, .‘

Gregg Sass

Chief Financial Officer
Department of Public Health

wg g Ha 2-NAC O

The mission of the San Francisco Department of Public Health is to protect and promote the health of all San Franciscans.
We shall ~ Assess and research the health of the community ~ Develop and enforce health policy ~ Prevent disease and injury ~
~ Educate the public and train health care providers ~ Provide quality, comprehensive, culturally-proficient health services ~ Ensure equal access to all ~

barbara.garcia@sfdph.org ¢ (415) 554-2526 ¢ 101 Grove Street, Room 308, San Francisco, CA 94102




California Conference of Local Health Officers

1New and Continuing DPH Membership Organizations FY 2011-12 FEE for
: FY 201112

" |Aging Services of California (formerly known as California Association of Homes and . $ 5,000
Services for the Aging") :
AIDS Action Council (UCHAPS - Urban Coalition for HIV/AIDS Preventlon Services) $ 10,000
Alliance to Protect 340B $ 10,000
American Association of BicAnalysts $ 1,500
American Association of Nurse Assessment Coordinators (AANAC) $ 1,100
American Association of Nursing Executives $ 400
American Board of Industrial Hygiene $ 200
American College of Health Care Executives 3 1,625
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) $ 600
American Diabetes Association ' $ 200
American Dietetic Association 3 500
American Health Consultants $ 499
American Healthcare Association of Radiclogy Administrators 3 150
American Hospital Association (AHA) / Callforma Hospital Association (CHA) or CAHHS $ 86,552
American Journal of Psychiatry $ 230
American Occupational Therapy Association $ 100
American Pharmaceutical Association’ $ 250
American Physical Therapy Association $ 210
American Public Health Association (APHA) $ 940
American Society for Microbiology 3 1,000
American Society of Health-System Pharmacists $ 440
American Society of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene (ASTMH) $ 195|
American Speech and Hearing Association (ASHA) $ 400]
American Thoracic Society $ 375
Association of American Medical Colleges $ 16,115
Association of Bay Area Health Officers (ABAHQO) $ 600
Association of California Nurse Leaders (ACNL) 3 2,560
Association of Professionals in Infection Control & Epidemiology $ 350
Association of Public Health Laboratories $ 1,000
Baby Friendly USA, Inc. _ $ 1,050
Bay Area Automated Mapping Assomahon % 25
Bay Area Mass Prophylaxis Working Group (BAMPW@ n/a
Bay Area Regional Health Inequities Initiative $ 1,000
Beacon Health Institute $ - 795
Biological Therapies $ 86
Board of Certified Safety Professionals $ 390
Board of Registered Nurses $ 600
Building'a Healthier San Francisco Collaborative n/a
California Agricultural Commissioner and Sealers Association $ 2,000] .
California Association for Health Services at Home (CAHSAH) $ 3,150
California Association of Communicable Disease Controllers $ 50
California Association of Hospital / Hospital Services for Continuing Care (HSCC) $ 1,050
California Association of Medical Staff Services (CAMSS) 3 35
California Association of Public Health Lab Directors - $ 1,000
California Association of Public Hospitals and Health Systems $ 150,369
California Breastfeeding Coalition $ 200
California Conference of Environmental Health Directors $ 1,295
California Conference of Local Directors of Health Education (CCLDHE) 3. 250
California Conference of Local Health Department Nutritionist $ 200

$




California Conference/Coalition of Local AIDS Directors (CCLAD) $ 50
California Dietetic Association $ 150
California Healthcare Association & Hospital Council of Northern and Central California $ 243,394
(CHA/HCNCC)
California Healthy Cities Network 3 250
- |California Medical Association $ 610
California Mental Health Directors Association $ 44 123
California Pharmacists Association $ 390
California Psychology Internship Council (CAPIC) $ 1,125
California Society of Health-System Pharmacists 1 8% 290
California TB Controllers Association n/a
California WIC Association $ 1,400
California Worker's Compensation Instltute $ - 550
Cities Advocating Emergency AIDS Relief (CAEAR Coalition/Ryan White CARE Act $ 7,500
Coalition) '
Coast Agricultural Commissioners & Sealers Assoma’uon $ 200
College of American Pathologists $ 2,500
Commission of Dietetic Registration $ 800
Council of State and Territorial Epidemiologists (CSTE) $ 50
County Alcohol and Drug Program Administrators Association of Callfornla $ 8,220
County Health Executives Association of California (CHEAC) $ 10,838
County Regional Integrated Services System (CRISS) - $ 6,700
County Tobacco Control Coordinators $ 1,000
Directors of Public Health Nursing (formerly Cahfornla Conference of Local Public Health $ 375
Nursing Directors)
Directors of Public Health Nursing (formerly Cahforma Conference of Local Public Health $ 200
Nursing Directors) Associate Membership - NEW
ECRI Health Device Alerts $ 9,254
Gerontology Society of America $ 100
Health Officers Association of California 3 12,715
Healthcare Compliance Association (HCAA) $ 590
Healthcare Financial Mlanagement Association $ 3,000
Healthcare Information and Management Systems Society - NEW $ 140
" |Industrial Claims Association (ICA) $ 500
Infectious Disease Society of America $ 250
Institute for Medical Quality 3 650
Insyst Users Group $ 31,730
International Board of Lactating Consultant Examiners (IBLCE) 3 650
International Lactation Consultant Association $ 400
International Society for Vaccines (1SV) $ 100
International Society of Travel Medicine (ISTM) $ 175
International Union Against Tuberculosis and Lung Disease (IUATLD) 3 80
Journal of Clinical Psychiatry $ 156
KUMC Research Institute, Inc. / National Database of Nursing Quality Indicators (NDNQI) | $ 5,600
March of Dimes n/a
Maternal, Child & Adolescent Health Action 3 1,100
Medical Group Management Association/American College of Medical Practice Excutive $ 365
Mosquito and Vector Control Association of California 3 1,080
National Association for Home Care (NAHC) $ 5,043
National Association of County and City Health Officials (NACCHO) $ 1,545
National Association of Medical Staff Services (NAMSS) $ 335
National Association of Public Hospitals and Health Systems $ 45,200
National Coalition of STD Directors (NCSD) $ 2,500




National Consortium of Breést Centers

$ 250
National Fire Protection Association $ 115
National Foundation for Trauma Care/Trauma Center of America 3 5,000
National Health Care for the Homeless Council $ 1,000| .
National Hospice & Palliative Care Organlzatlon $ 249
National Minority Aids Council $ 2,500
National Safety Council $ 315
National TB Controllers Association $ 75
National WIC Association (NWA) $ 400
Natural Medicines Comp.Database Web Access $ 92
Neuroscience Education Institute 3 199
Northern California Health Information Management Systems Society $ 260
Pharmacy Technician's Letter $ 219
Psychiatry Drug Alerts $ 89
Safety Net Hospitals for Pharmaceutical Access $ 7,500
San Francisco Adult Day Health Network $ 1,000
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce $ 8,145
San Francisco Medical Society $ 6,390
Society for Healthcare Epidemiology of America $ 175
Society for Nutrition Education . $ 225
Society of General Internal Medicine 3 240
Society of Public Health Educators 3 500
‘| Stanford University / California Perinatal Quallty Care Collaborative (CPQCC) $ 5,500
Trauma Managers Association of California $ 75
Trauma Resource Network $ 1,500
UCSF Association of Clinical Faculty $ 50
UCSF Center for the Health PrOfessions (Regents of University of CA, CHCLN-CA Health | $ 300
Care Leaders Network)
University Health System Consortium Services Corporatlon (UHCSC) $ 92,000
Wilderness Medical Society (WMS) $ . 195
DPH Memberships To Be Discontinued in FY 2011-12
Bay Area Regional Registry n/a
Cailifornia Public Health Association - North (CPHN-N) $ 50
Pebble Project, The Center for Health Design $ 25,000
National Family Planning Reproductive Health Association (NFPRHA) _ $ 1,000




Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands
JAMI HAMILTGH %o Board.of.Supervisors 06/03/2011 01:41 AM
Please respond to jami_h . .

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
Course over to its next door neighbor, "the National Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endangered California
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
the City of San Francisco is currently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and
violating state and federal laws. ) i

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic
troubles, and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the
National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its
current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and -would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This would not ornly improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property.

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration.

JAMI HAMILTON

PALMDALE, CA 93552
.Us .



To:
Cc: .
Bcc:

BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Subject: Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands emails

From:

To: Board.of . Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: -06/02/2011 01:11 PM

Subject: Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands

David Fiacchini <david.fiacchini@libero.it>

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf

Course over to its next door neighbor,
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other
" rapidly disappearing in California and
the City of San Francisco is currently
-Sharp Park Wetlands dry,
violating state and federal laws.

killing endangered frogs in the process,

the National Park Service. The Sharp
for the endangered California
wildlife. Both frogs :and wetlands are
worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
using taxpayer dollars to pump the

and

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic

troubles,
change course.
National Park Service, the City of San
current financial,

legal and environmental burden,

and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the

Francisco would relieve itself of its
and it would also clearly

mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would

be a safe haven for threatened wildlife

and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco

residents and tourists alike.
for San Francisco’s residents,
of the property.

This would not only improve the gquality of life
it would increase the long-term economic value

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife,‘thanks fbf your

consideration.
David Fiacchini

Ostra Vetere, ot\60010

IT

From: "Shawn O'Neill" <rainforestencouﬁters@comcast.net>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/02/2011 01:14 PM ;

Subject: Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf

Course over to its next door neighbor,
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other
rapidly disappearing in California and
the City of San Francisco is currently

the National Park Service. The Sharp
for the endangered California
wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
using taxpayer dollars to pump the

Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and

violating state and federal laws.

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and ecocnomic

troubles,

and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to

change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the

National Park Service, the City of San

Francisco would relieve itself of its



current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This would not only improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property. :

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration. '

Shawn O'Neill

Newport, NH 03773
. Us
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Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands o
Charlene Rush to: Board.of.Supervisors : 05/29/2011 10:40 AM
Please respond to numnuts3 ' ‘ :

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City. of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
"Course over to its next door neighbor, the National Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endangered California
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
the City of:San Francisco is currently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and
violating state and federal laws. v '

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic
troubles, and the time:.has clearly come for the City of .San Francisco to =
change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the
Naticnal Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its
current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable récreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This would not only improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property.

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration.

Charlene Rush

‘Allisoh Park, PA 15101
us
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Please Save The Sharb Park Wetlands

Chris Haldeman to: Board.of.Supervisors ' 05/27/2011 03:12 PM
Please respond to christopherjameshaldeman ’

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
Course over to its next door neighbor, the National Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endangered California
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it 1s disconcerting that
the City of San Francisco is currently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and
violating state and féderal laws.

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic
troubles, and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the
National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its
current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This would not only improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase- the long-term economic value
of the property.

'On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration.

Chris Haldeman

Clovis, CA 93611
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Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands
Jeff Cornwell to: Board.of Supervisors ' 05/26/2011 04:22 PM
Please respond to tcornwell

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
Course over to its next door neighbor, the National Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endangered California
Red-Legged Frog and'a variety of other wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
the City of San Francisco-is currently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and:
violating state and federal laws.

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic
troubles, and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the
National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its
current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This. would not only improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property. : )

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration.

Jeff Cornwell

Clovis, CA 93612
us



Please respond to toddthesnakeman

Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands
Todd Cornwell 1o: Board.of Supervisors

05/26/2011 04:21 PM

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf

Course over to its next door neighbor,
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat
Red-Legged Frog .and a variety of other
rapidly disappearing in California and
the City of San Francisco is currently
Sharp Park Wetlands dry,
violating state and federal laws.

killing endangered frogs in the process,

the National Park Service. The Sharp
for the endangered California
wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
using taxpayer dollars to pump the
and .

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic

troubles,
change course.
National Park Service,
current financial,

the City of San

legal and environmental burden,

and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the

Francisco would relieve itself of its
and it would also clearly

mark, itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would

be a safe haven for threatened wildlife

and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco

residents and tourists alike.
for San Francisco’s residents,
of the property.

This would not only improve the quality of life
it would increase the long-term economic value

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your

consideration.
Todd Cornwell

Fresno, CA 93725
Us



Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands
Lesley Shores to: Board.of.Supervisors 06/04/2011 11:42 AM
Please respond to Lesley_Shores

View: (Mail Threads)

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
Course over to its next door neighbor, the National Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endarigered California
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
the City of San Francisco is currently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and
violating state and federal laws. : ‘

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history -of environmental and econcmic
troubles, and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the
National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its
current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This would not only improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property. »

'On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration. :

Lesley Shores

Manteca, CA 95336
USs



Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands
Veronica Ordonez to: Board.of. Supervisors . 06/04/2011 05:47 PM
Please respond to luluvesbasketball :

View: (Mail Threads)

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
Course over to its next door neighbor, the Naticnal Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endangered California
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
the City of San Francisco is currently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and
violating state and federal laws. '

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic
troubles, and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the
National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its
current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This would not only improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property. :

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration. i )

Veronica Ordonez

La Verne 91750
Uus -
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1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rm. 244 iy

~ San Francisco, CA 94102 ' ““&\\H

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

My name is Julie Dull and I live at 1043 Crestwood Drive in South San Francisco. 1
am writing to urge the City and County of San Francisco to close Sharp Park Golf
Course and create a new public park at Sharp Park in partnership with the National
Park Service. A new public park will protect our environment, return financial
resources to San Francisco’s neighborhood parks, and create recreational amenities
that everyone can enjoy.

- Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental problems, largely
because of its poor design and unfortunate placement. The current operation of the
golf course harms the habitat and causes take of two species protected by the
federal Endangered Species Act: the California red-legged frog and the San Francisco
garter snake. San Franc1sco is not permitted by the federal or state government to
cause this harm. :

Closing the golf course and managing the property in conjunction with the National
Park Service will free up city resources that can be redirected to neighborhood
parks and community services in desperate need of financial resources. Closing the
golf course is also the most fiscally prudent method for optimizing recreatlonal uses
“of Sharp Park ‘

Congresswoman Jackie Speier has requested a $5 million federal bailout for Sharp
Park Golf Course. Although this would only cover part of the massive capital
expenditures needed to continue operating a golf course at the site, this use of
federal money is inappropriate. [ oppose a federal bailout for the golf course: if
federal money is going to be part of the solution at Sharp Park, taxpayers deserve an
asset in return, and the best asset would be a new National Park that protects
endangered species while providing recreational opportunities everyone can enjoy.

A new public park at Sharp Park will provide access to hiking trails, picnicking spots,
camping facilities, as well as environmental education opportunities. These are the
amenities that modern Bay Area residents consistently request in survey after
survey, including surveys conducted by the Recreation and Parks Department.

A new public park will also ensure the continued existence and abundance of two
endangered species that San Francisco is charged with protecting; it will improve
public access to coastal recreation; and it will make the coastline more resilient to
the storm surges and flooding events that are expected to be exacerbated by global
warming.



I ask that the City close Sharp Park Golf Course and create a new public parkin |
partnership with the National Park Service. Thank you for this opportunity to
express my concern and to give my support for a new public park at Sharp Park.

Since;‘ely,

Julie A. Dull, CPA
1043 Crestwood Drive
South San Francisco, CA 94080

cc:  Phil Ginsburg
General Manager
San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department
501 Stanyan Street
San Francisco, CA 94117

Senator Leland Yee
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 14200
San Francisco, CA 94102

Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi
90 7th Street, Suite 2-800,
San Francisco, CA 94103

Congresswoman ]ackie Speier
400 S. El Camino Real, Suite 750
San Mateo, CA 94402 |

Mayor Gavin Newsom

City Hall, Room 200

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

David Chiu, President, Board of Supervisors
City Hall

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

Mark Buell, President, Recreation and Parks Commission
San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission

501 Stanyan Street

San Francisco, CA 94117
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Invest in City College! , - ‘
Robert  to: Board.of.Supervisors ) ~ 06/02/2011 06:47 PM

To Mayor Lée and. Supervisors: City College provides. critical educational
opportunities to 100,000 working students every year. Our future depends on
quality, affordable education. Students have it hard enough as it.-is -~ let's
give students a break by eliminating‘thé $2 million in service feés charged.
to City College. ' '

Sincerely,

Robert
‘San Francisco, 94109
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City & County of San Francisca 0 . South Van N A nd El
ne south Van Ness Avenue, 2n oor
Department of San Francisco, CA 94103-0948

TEChnOIOQy - Office: 415-581-4001 » Fax: 415-581-4002

Powered by Innovation

Date: May 26, 2011
To: Clerk of the Board-and David Chiu

Subject: REFERENCE: 20110426-003 City Fiber Revenue Opportunities

This letter is in regards to the requrest by David Chiu, President of the Board, on _
4/26/2011 that the Department of Technology to provide analysis of possible revenue
from leasing unused City and County fiber—optic network capacity. :

and challenges of the City and County of San Francisco providing dark fiber services to
customers as a leased service. DT notes in the report that the department analysis and
“industry trends show this to be a feasible revenue opportunity for the city and
recommends moving forward to sign lease agreements with customers. The first lease .
- for this type of service was signed on 5/18/2011 between the City and CENIC / UCSF
for dark fiber. The attached report outlines other potential customers DT is in
discussions with and the potential one-time and annual revenues this service could
provide to the City. :

v Regard's,

Jon Walton
Chief Information Officer

City & County of San Francisco

1 South Van Ness, San Francisco, CA, 94103
415-581-3928
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City & County of San Francisco

. Departm ent of _ \ ' One South Van Ness Avenue, 2nd Floor
] T h , I o . San Francisco, CA 94103-0948
- 1ecnnoliogy - _ Office: 415-5681-4001 » Fax: 415-581-4002

Powered by Innovation

May 25th, 2011

To: 1 Jon Walton, Chief lnformatioh Officer
From: Ron Vinson, Director of Media
Subject: Revenue Generation Potential from Dark Fiber

MEMORANDUM

The Department of Technology (DT) has owned, maintained, and operated its own
communications infrastructure for more than 100 years. A key part of this infrastructure is a fiber
optic network, comprised of over 110 miles of fiber optic cable. DT is continually expanding its

- fiber infrastructure, and in the past year alone has installed approximately eight new milesof -~ -+ - - -
fiber to connect thirteen additional facilities operated by five departments. Fiber optic
communications operates by transmitting light through strands of glass that is approximately the
thickness of a strand of hair. Fiber is “lit” when network equipment at either end of the fiber
transmits and receives light, and “dark” when installed but not used. The owner of the fiber, in
this case the City, would be responsible for maintaining fiber optic infrastructure and the
customer would be responsible for maintaining the network equ1pment that would send and
receive data on the this infrastructure. v

As the fiber network expands, DT’s has placed more strands of fiber that needs immediate
demand, in order to avoid the need to pull new fiber cables or dig new trenches. For example, .
DT typically installs 312 strands of fiber cable for backbone for each new extension, even
though current usage rarely exceeds 12 strands. This approach is cost effective because the -
cost of labor is over 85% of the cost of installing fiber.

Leasing this unused fiber to non-City entities represents an opportunity to generate revenue for
the City. These strands are fully isolated from fiber used for City purposes. The City would
lease “dark fiber” where the third party would be responsible for placing optical equipment at
each end of the fiber to send and transmit data through laser transceivers. The City would be
responsible for maintaining the physical fiber, but not the data riding over the fiber infrastructure.

Research indicates that there is a growing demand and a strong potential market for dark fiber
in San Francisco. DT has conducted research in this area, including commissioning two
- comprehensive and widely acclaimed “Fiber Studies” completed by Columbia
' Telecommunications Corporation (CTC), as well as applying for a federal stimulus grant for
broadband infrastructure. We rely heavily on this prior work for this analysis’. In addition, we
have experienced a growing number of inquiries and requests to use City fiber from a diverse
group of nonprofit and commercial entities.

1 The fiber feasibility study cah be found here: http://www.sfgov3.org/index.aépx?page=1442 . The broadband

infrastructure grant application here:
http://www.sfgov3.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/dtis/tech_connect/CCI%20final%20application.pdf.



This Memorandum will focus primarily on the market for dark fiber and fiber-based services that
would maximize DT’s existing dark fiber and potentially create a revenue source for the City.

Business Description

DT has installed dark fiber for a limited number of external institutions, including City College,
San Francisco State University, the California Institute for Regenerative Medicine, California
Academy of Sciences, the Bay Area Video Coalition (BAVC) and the Internet Archive. DT has
begun to accelerate this effort, entering into a recently signed agreement with the Corporation
for Educational Networks in California and the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) to
install dark fiber to key UCSF facilities. The City UCSF and CENIC are currently discussing two
additional phases of this network, one that would connect all of the City Department of Public
Health (DPH) neighborhood and jail based clinics to-allow UCSF physicians to serve patients
remotely, and a second that would connect UCSF facilities throughout the City.

From construction to operations and maintenance, DT staff has the skills necessary to expand
the citywide network to serve a larger percentage of external clients, including community
anchor lnstitutlons other government entltles and busmesses DT maintains an extremely high
management DT network staff can be seen as having roles similar to those undertaken by a -
large facilities-based Internet service provider, including attending to the needs of customers,
making physical connections, managing network electronics, connecting to outside service
providers, keeping information secure, hosting information, managlng |nfrastructure and growing
the network to serve increasing demands

Current Market for Dark Fiber

San Francisco’s private broadband infrastructure is fairly typical of urban areas. The City's
central business district (Financial District and South of Market) is well served by multiple -
. broadband providers with fiber rings, including AT&T, Level 3, AboveNet, Verizon and others
offer facilities based high speed networks. Gradually, the incumbent phone and cable providers
have been extending fiber deeper into residential neighborhoods to server relatively large
institutions, such as schools, and aggregation points for residential services (also known as fiber
to the node FTTN). The traditional providers do not offer dark fiber, but only managed services
where the provider supplies both the fiber and manages the network equipment that transmits
data, while some of the newer providers offer dark fiber.

- There are some exceptions to this general pattern:

+ In new developments, such as Mission Bay, AT&T has deployed fiber to the premises

. (FTTP).

« The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD), Department of Publlc Health and
Library, can get fiber-based managed Ethernet services, such as AT&T’s Opt-E-Man.

» Large institutions with heavy bandwidth needs, such as Lucas Film, can afford to obtain
special fiber builds when they are reasonably close to the path of a regional route.

Evidence indicates that there is a high demand for affordable dark fiber in San Francisco. Dark
fiber remains very expensive in the neighborhoods where it is available, and is unobtainable in
other neighborhoods. For many anchor institutions and small businesses, these high costs have



stifled all initiatives to develop local networks or appllcatlons that require dark flber or dedicated
private networks.

City leased fiber will provide lower price points and more flexibility than services currently
offered by the incumbent carriers. Direct leasing of City dark fiber to the anchor customer would
be capable of speeds of 10-100 of Gbps with the right equipment and optics.

Potential Customers

1.

Education, Health Care and Digital Media

Dark fiber will be of particular interest to industries that require high bandwidth, such as
education, health care, biotechnology and digital media. Dark fiber would offer these
industries nearly infinite bandwidth, only limited by their investment in optical and electronic
equipment at the end of the fiber. City fiber would allow customers to create value- added
services not supported by managed services.

Economic Development Areas

The availability of dark fiber in economic rehabilitation zones, such as the Central Market
Street and Tenderloin area,that the City has identified for economic development incentives
could provide another inducement for bandwidth intensive industries to stay or locate to
these areas. The City could offer a standard service package in a restricted area, by
conducting advance research on the cost of praviding service and working with the Mayor’s
Office of Economic and Workforce Development on marketing the service to potential and
existing occupants. :

Competitive Last Mile Internet Service Providers (ISPs) and Wireless (ISPs)

The City’s fiber network can act as critical backbone for last mile providers. In connection
with our Broadband Technology Opportunity Program (BTOP) infrastructure grant
application, the City received letters from a variety of last mile ISPs, including Sonic, Raw
Bandwidth, WebPass and Tower Stream, expressing strong interest in leasing fiber from the
City. Sonic, a regional ISP has expressed an interest in interconnecting with the City’s
middle mile network as part of a proposed FTTx network build in San Francisco’s
neighborhoods. Without much fanfare, the company is currently bU|Id1ng an open access
FTTxin nearby Sonoma County?.

Sonic states that “Interconnection with the City’s network will allow Sonic.net to obtain

- middle mile connectivity that will reduce our cost of doing business and result in lower cost,

much higher speed Internet service to City customers.”

In San Francisco, evidence indicates that competitive last mile service providers are not
adequately served by existing commercial broadband services, primarily due to the
excessive cost of connecting end users network. For example, in its attached letter, potential
last mlle partner Raw Bandwidth states:

2

http://www .pressdemocrat.com/article/20100321/BUSINESS/3211022



“‘Over the past decade providing broadband services, I've watched as the Internet bandwidth
we obtain in well-connected datacenters has dropped substantially in cost, while the middie
mile bandwidth (ATM) to connect to our existing ADSL customers provisioned on AT&T's
legacy wholesale platform has actually risen since that time to the point it costs us
significantly more to move bits across town than it does to move them across the country
and internationally. There is nothing other than the existing virtual monopoly for middle-mile
bandwidth (and in the case of middle-mile bandwidth to connect wholesale DSL circuits
leased from AT&T to us, a true monopoly) that causes this to be.”

By creating a purely wholesale middle mile network, charging a cost based rates for middle mile
services, the proposed middle mile network would have opened up competition for San
Francisco residents.

Current Requests for City Fiber

The City has received requests from a variety of institutions for dark fiber, including KQED, the
Independent Television Services (ITVS), The Warﬂeld entertainment venue, and the Chronicle
Building. ,

'Unigue Opportunities with City Fiber

City fiber could provide other unique capabilities not offered by carriers, such as cross connects
to peering fabrics or cross connects to various providers. Again, this offers higher reliability and
quality and lower cost for services. Once this network connects to the peering point, last mile
service providers may find it attractive to make bulk deals for their services-- which could be
Internet, but could also be connectivity to their applications--perhaps databases, search
engines, conferencing networks, VolP--to any of the users on the network. This is also a low- -
cost yet effective way to connect any eligible entity with dedicated natlonal networks, such as
LambdaRail or Internet(2). ’

Technical and P'olicLConc‘ernS'

Route Diversity |

Sophisticated potential clients for dark fiber will want to ensure that fiber reaches their facmty on
from two directions, following two paths, so that a physical rupture in one path does not cripple
their network. They will require documentation of the location of the fiber they are using which -
demonstrates this route diversity. DT will need to develop a more robust fiber inventory and
mapping system in order to document fiber routes. ‘ ’

City Use Primary

Any discussions with potential customers will need to clarify that City useis primary and that
third party use will only be made available after all current and future City use is accounted for. -
In addition, during any disaster or emergency incident and related response and recovery
period, City resources, including City fiber will be prioritized for public safety use, and any non-
government use will have secondary status dunng that period.



vD:emand exceeding limited City Resources to Deploy and Maintain

DT will need to be cautious in oommitting to new fiber deployments to ensure that we have '
sufficient staff to perform fiber on contractually defined timelines.

City Liability for Service Outages

Fiber leases will need to explicitly protect the City against liability for service outages, much as
commercial providers are protected. Working with the City Attorney, DT has a draft lease that
addresses this issue.

Rights to Structures and Pre-existing Fiber

In consultation with the City Attorney’s Office, DT must verify that we can use existing facilities,
such as conduit or existing fiber, for this new purpose which differs from the original purpose.

Pricing and Revenue Projections

Pricing Models

There are two components to pricing dark fiber: (1) a one-time installation fee that covers the
cost of bringing fiber to a location from the nearest existing fiber and (2) an ongoing recurring
fee to cover maintenance and occupancy er the fiber.

The one-time installation fee depends entirely on the proximity to current fiber and the
availability of structure such as existing conduit or utility poles. [f a location is far from existing
fiber, or more significantly, if it requires trenching and the placement of new condauit, installing
fiber will tend to be more costly. The typical cost range within the City is between $5,000 and
$75,000. Both public and private sector providers tend to charge a fixed one-time fee for dark
fiber installation, although some may subsidize this charge through higher ongoing charges.

There are two approaches to pricing ongoing [recurring] maintenance and occupancy costs for
dark fiber: (1) a price based on mileage, strand counts, contract duration and other factors and
(2) a flat price per connection. Municipal entities tend to use the mileage/strand based system.
However, due to San Francisco’s compact geography and the simplicity of the approach, a flat
fee may merit consideration within a finite geography, such as the Central Market Street and
Tenderloin area.

Prices and Revenue

We suggest recurring pricing on a per month, per mile, per fiber strand basis as is typical in the
industry with a smaller fixed charge. A dark fiber contract typically consists of a year .
“indefeasible right to use” (IRU) are typical for the industry and the prices we recommend are for
a 20 year IRU. These agreements would have some type of escalation to account for inflation
as well. We are presenting a range of prices starting at the low end of what other municipal
utilities charge and ending at the high end. '



Ongoing Prices for Using Dark Fiber.
Per Strand, Per Mile, Per Month

. Low $ 100

Medium $ 150
High $ 200

We expect a mix of clients, some interested in connecting multiple facilities within the City
directly with fiber, others in a single connection to the outside. For our revenue projections, we
assume 4 “Big Rings” large clients seeking to connect an average of 8 locations in a 30 mile.
ring within the City, 6 “Medium Rings” seeking to connect an average of 4 locations in a 20 mile
ring and 12 “Single Sites” connecting a facility to an Internet point of presence.

Revenue from anomq Charges for Dark Fiber
- End of Third Year ‘

Big - Medium Single Annual

Ring - 3 - Ring 6 - - Site. - 12 SR Revenue
Total . Total o ) '
Miles  $/Month  Annual Miles  $/Month  Annual Miles $/Month Total
Low 30 $6,000 $216,000 20 $4,000 $288,000 15 $3,000 $432,000 $ 936,000
Medium 30 $9,000 $324,000 20 $6,000 $432,000 - 15 $4,500 $648,000 1,404,000
High. 30 $12,000 $432,000 20 $8,000 $576,000 15 $6,000 $864,000 1,872,000

Revenue will also depend on our capacity for adding new locations.

Comparison

Companies, and even some public agencies, are reluctant to disclose dark fiber prices.
However, during the preparation of our Fiber Feasibility Study we d|d develop some information
on what other municipal entities charge for dark fiber.

We had proposed to charge a rate of $100 per strand, per month in our BTOP grant application.
This was assuming that the build out for the network would be paid for by the grant.

There are several municipalities in California that provide dark fiber. While structured

differently, these prices range from $100/fiber/mile/month for San Rafael, $165/fiber/mile/month -
for Burbank $290/fiber/mile/month for Palo Alto and Los Angeles. For the most part, these cities
have electric utilities. Nationwide the range is between $13 and $500/fiber/mile/month.

Another consideration is the price for managed Ethernet service. AT&T currently charges the
City $1880 per month for 1 Gigabit “Opt-E-Man” managed Ethernet service.



Next Steps

The next steps for making excess dark fiber available for a fee:

cooooo0o

Proceed with dark fiber installations for UCSF immediately.

Release a Request for Interest (RFI) to determine private sector demand. - This RF1 will
include a template contract and costs for ongoing occupancy and maintenance. The
process will follow this schedule:

30 days release draft for internal review:

60 days issue RFI to public

Make fiber maps available by appointment at 1 So. Van Ness Ave.

90 days responses due.

100 days select proposals for further consideration.

120 days complete installation cost estimates for candidate installations.
Repeat quarterly with reduced timeframes.

Develop maps of fiber availability and prices for Central i\/iarket Street and Tenderioin

in the area within 90 days.

Address potential legal and policy concerns in consultation with City Attorney’s office.

#HE#






To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Segways Golden gate park

From: Icpacific@aol.com
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org -
Date: 06/01/2011 02:51 PM

Subject: " re: Segways Golden gate park

Please for'ward}to all Supervisors.

Dear Supervisors: (Reply. Requested)

1 was in the park the other day and those noisy Segways came through the lovely, just replanted, peaceful
Rhododendron Dell! It was extremely disturbing to have these electric motor machmes gomg through this peaceful
area of the park. These machines should stay on the roadways.

A friend told me he saw/heard them while he was jogging on Strawberry Hill! This is crazy - one of the quietest
places in the park and now motorized vehicles! These must stay on the roadways.

If for some small chance, a person is renting this machine due to physical walking limitations, then have that person

have their blue card and they can ride thru those places. All others in the tour group must park on the road and walk.

Please write to tell me what you intend to do about this issue.
Sincerely,

Barbara Dennes

6517 California St.

94121



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:

Bcc:

Subject:  Murder 1ii!

From: Alvin Hebert <alvinjhebent@gmail.com>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/01/2011 03:16 PM

Subject: Murder 111!

This is a copy of the email I sent to your Fire Department. It says what I have to say to you very
clearly. Thank you for your consideration.

"What kind of public servants are you? What kind of human beings are you? That poor man

who drowned in SF Bay was waiting for one of you to just show a little concern and he would ,
have come out of the water. If you do not understand, it is very simple. If you can swim and you
see someone drowning, you try to save him or her. Instead, you used this man's live to make

some kind of political statement. You killed him as sure as if you put a gun to his head and

pulled the trigger. What kind of human beings are you? You ought to be ashamed of

yourselves."

You people in San Francisco government should be very proud of your fire and police personnel.
They have put you in the headlines and on the map....but for the wrong reasons. I hope none of
you never has to depend on them because if you do, you are up the creek, or bay, to be more
correct.

-Alvin Hebert

N
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LUCE FORWARD | 121 spen St

Suite 200
ATTORNEYS AT LAW « FOUNDED 1873 I

San Francisco, CA 94105
LucE, ForwarD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS LLP 415.356.4600

415.356.4610 fax

www.luce.com -
ALICE SUET YEE BARKLEY .

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 415.356.4635
DIRECT FAX NUMBER 415.356.3888
EMAIL ADDRESS abarkley@luce.com

Document is available
| at the Clerk’s Office
May 31, 2011 , Room 244, City Hall 55550 9609

Supervisor Eric Mar, Chair

Supervisor Malia Cohen, member

Supervisor Scott Wiener, member

Land Use and Economic Development Committee
Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, California, 94102

~ SUBJECT: - Amendment to City Planning Code Adding Section 259.53 of the Planning Code
, To Establish the Presidio-Sutter Street Special Use District
Board of Supervisors File No. 110658

Dear Supervisors Mar, Cohen and Wiener:

- The Land Use and Economic Development Committee of Board of Supervisors (“Committee’)
will conduct duly noticed public hearings on June 6, 2011 on an amendment to the Planning
Code establishing the Presidio-Sutter Street Special Use District (“SUD™), an overlay to the
underlying RM-1 zoning.! The SUD would allow redevelopment of the progerty owned by
Booker T. Washington Community Service Center (“BTWCSC” or “Center”)” located at 800 -
Presidio Avenue, San Francisco (“Property” or “Site”) for a new and expanded Center and an

! Since the certified FEIR for the SUD has been appealed to the Board, the Commiftee may

deny one or both of the SUD Ordinances or forward one or both to the Board without
recommendation.
2 BTWCSC, the oldest community service center serving the African-American community in San
Francisco has been in its current location at 800 Presidio Avenue since 1952. In 1919 BTWCSC began
providing services exclusively to the black community; however, its programs now serve a diverse ethnic
population, 50% blacks; 30% Asians, 10% Latinos and 10% others, all of whom are from low to very low
income and/or immigrant families.

/7




Cc:
Bcc: )
Subject: File 110658: Special zoning district - Booker T. Washington

To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:
Date:
Subject:

‘Mconrad3d <mconrad3d@me.com>

"eric.l.mar@sfgov.org" <eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>, "emailericmar@gmail.com"
<emailericmar@gmail.com>, "board.of .supervisors@sfgov.org"

<board.of supervisors@sfgov.org>, "mark.farrell@sfgov.org" <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>,
"mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org" <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>

Stephen Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>

06/01/2011 03:39 PM :

Re: Special zoning district - Booker T. Washington

Clerk of the Boardi please copy all members

Supervisor Mar: .

I am a San Francisco resident since 1972. Since 1983 (almost 30 years!) I have resided at
2620-1/2 Sutter Street, a duplex I own with my wife Vanessa. 1 was a City employee

from 1973-1985; I presently work at the Oakland International Airport. Vanessa is a City
employee now (since 1985). We always vote -- every election! [ have been involvedin

local and national politics since I was George McGovern's statewide youth coordinator in
1972. ‘ o

I am writing you to express my deep dissatisfaction with what I understand to be your
position in supporting the full build-out of the Booker T. Washington Community Center
in District 2, one that so aggregiously violates the planning and building codes that it
requires a special zoning district. And a project with virtually zero auto parking in an
already impacted neighborhood and City. ‘

First, I understand that you intend to introduce and support an amendment that overrides
that of District 2 Sup. Mark Farrell. This is not your district, but his. Why would you
seek to interfere in another Supervisor's district? If you persist, be certain that I will
actively campaign in your district against your re-election, or election to any city-wide

- office. Be very certain of it, Supervisor. I have been very actively engaged in city-wide

campaigns since those of Richard Hongisto, Carol Ruth Silver, Terence Hallinan, Harvey
Milk, George Moscone, Phil, Sala and John Burton, and many others. I also contribute
each year generously, generally to liberal Democratic candidates beyond California for
most obvious reasons. But I have the financial wherewithal to readily redirect that money
and more. ‘

_ Second, this neighborhood already has seen its share of undue disregard for City-wide l

planning and zoning requirements. We are encroached from the east by the continued



expansion of CPMC. From the south by Kaiser Hospital, most notably that monstrosity
backed by Joe Donahue (to his personal financial aggrandizement, I might add) along
Geary Boulevard about 15 years past. The Westside Courts housing project lies just 1/2
block from my front door. And Booker T. and the MUNI car-barn sit just a block west of
my house. Any 'share-the-pain' argument is completely trumped by severe impacts
already in place. :

Third, a compromise to this project, Supervisor Farrell's compromise, is supported by all
of the surrounding neighborhood associations. In fact, the overall project in reality is
opposed in its entirety by the numerous neighborhood associations, including members of
the Pacific Heights Residents Association, Laurel Heights Improvement Association,
Jordan Park Improvement Association and the Presidio Heights Neighborhood
Association. Why would you seek to breach the compromise?

Finally, the specious argument that we are simply a bunch of NIMBY racists opposing the
Booker T. Washington Community Center efforts to save itself from its own ongoing

- financial mismanagement is hateful and completely false. Further, members of the board
of Booker T. are not local residents, but outliers at best, and non-City residents at worst.

As stated above, you do not represent this district and the fact that you would undercut
our supervisor, and lead the charge against us and try to ram a 70,000 square foot building
into this modest and historic low density neighborhood is despicable. As you already
know, the Mayor’s Office of Housing has already agreed to the compromise and
promised to fund the project. Double the allowed density, 65-70 feet in height on Sutter
Street and a building bigger than Costco is not reasonable, ethical or fair to these
neighbors. |

'Please reconsider your support of the full build-out and withdraw it. You may contact me
or my wife, Vanessa, at my home at 415-931-5621. Thank you for your re-consideration
of this matter. I remain, '

Very truly yours,
Marcel E. and Vanessa M. Conrad

2620-1/2 Sutter Street

San Francisco, CA 94115



To: - BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:
Bcc:
Subiect: File 110658: Oppose Unfair Booker T Washington Project- Please distribute to all
Ject Supervisors ‘
From: . Andrea Alfonso <amalfonso@hotmail. com>
To: : <eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>
Cc: <emailericmar@gmail.com>, <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> -
Date: - 06/01/2011 10:19 PM
Subject: Oppose Unfair Booker T Washington Project- . Please distribute to aII Supervisors
Andrea & Barry Brown
2646 Post Street

San Fran01sco CA 94115

Dear Supervisors / Supervisor Mar:

RE: letter to OPPOSE the 800 Presidio/ Booker T Washington Project. Please distribute a
copy to all District Supervisors.

Mr Mar, and supporting Supervisors to the Booker T Washington/ MOH project. We are writing
to very strongly oppose the 800 Presidio/Booker T Washington project proposed in District 2. I
would like to also point out the obvious, Mr. Mar that this project that you are sponsoring and-
supporting is NOT in your district and you have never shown up or hosted any community
meeting to meet with the residential neighbors that are numerous and in great opposition of the
project. I would like to know how this project even was conceived as it is so out of scale and
place. We are also outraged that this project has received (thus far) rubber stamp approval by
the City of San Francisco as it has been illegally pre-funded by the City in violation of CEQA
(the California Environmental Quality Act) by the Mayor's Office of Housing and other agencies.
There exists direct case law precent that will provide easy support in our intended legal action if
the project is not brought into compliance with the low density 40 foot planning code limit for
height, compliance with SF and bulk limitations and rear yard setbacks, an adequate EIR based
on the actual impacts of the project on the surrounding neighborhood as well as the conditional
use of the project . These violations and lack of community buy in is an extreme scandal that we
as the surrounding neighbors intend to expose to the media if this rubber stamped and illegally
pre-authorized building is allowed to proceed as planned and the building is not brought into
more complete compliance with the existing planning. :

The required Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was/is a sham and written as a justification for
the project (another legal violation of CEQA) and is not a true reflection of the neighborhood
environmental impacts. Additionally, the EIR was not distributed in a timely manner, was not
re-distributed with the many significant changes to the project and did not allow the community
adequate time to respond to the proposals or regroup after the changes to the building and
developers. The EIR wrongly stated an across the board there would be 'no significant impact' of
this project on the surrounding neighborhood. This is ludicrous even if one is only considering
the huge size and scale (a 500% increase of the current building), lack of parking and traffic
congestion for a large gym facility, with active school and community programming, 50
residential units of new housing in a parking congested neighborhood and the unproven and
unprecedented use of this building for housing adult age (18-24 year old) 'youth'in an
unregulated environment. This is an unproven idea of setting up an artificial housing situation by
closely housing people in the same young age group and background. There will then be be no
societal regulation that would naturally occur from residents from a variety of age groups and
lifestyles as there would normally be in a residential building. This will no doubt become be a
noisy, dorm like environment. However, despite my misgivings of the use’ of the residential

- portion, we as the neighbors really oppose the size and scale and design of this building and the



fact that it does not fit in the legal planning envelope. I believe we can work with the use with
some compromise and - agreed upon regulation of the use and intended residents.

Further the SF Planning Department took great pains to try to hide by redaction in the final
certified version of the EIR the City's pre-funding of the project by crossing out the Mayor office
of Housing's affiliation with the project, but the financial funding information has already been
sunshined and is proven. There is now no amount of crossing out the Mayor's Office of Housing/
City funding that clearly happened far prior to the required EIR and other certifications. That

- that attempt was basically an admission of guilt and only happened after we pointed out the law.

- In addition, Mr Mar, you have supported and sponsored legislation to change the zoning limited
to one lot which is illegal 'spot zoning'. There are also numerous examples of case law that have
~ proven that this type of planning code amendment (limited to one lot ) is also.illegal. The zoning
for the area was set for a reason. The project is proposed on a lot that if such a massive building
(70,000 SF and 55 ft tall (nearly 70 feet at the Sutter Street side) will completely overshadow
homes downhill. The shadow fan is enormous as indicated in the planning department graphic
and will completely overshadow the two and three story Victorian and Edwardian historic homes
in this valley type area. This huge building that will greatly negatively impact our neighborhood
and property values in the zoned low density 40 height limit zoning area. We are owners at 2646
Post Street and our rear yard will back up into the rear yard of this project and we will be greatly
impacted by the noise and glare of the rotated gym proposed a few feet from our property line
with a glass curtain wall facing our building is constructed. This building also includes roof deck
for parties for 18 to 24 year old residents above the gym and towering at least 30 feet-above our
small 4 unit Edwardian building. Additionally impacting is that the currently proposed bulk of
the building extends 25 feet beyond the rear yard planning envelope as currently planned.

Please realize that hundreds of members of the Pacific Heights Residents Association, the Laurel
Heights Improvement Association, the Jordan Park Improvement Association and the Presidio
Heights Neighborhood Association oppose the current project as planned and will be actively
opposing this attack and breach of your planning and political ethics.

Mr. Mar, we find it particularly egregious that you would override and attempt to undermine
another Supervisor's progress to strike a very FAIR COMPROMISE for the project as the actual
Supervisor of this district, Mark Farrell, has done. I find this an outrageous breach of
professional and political courtesy and and undermines the will of the surrounding voters and
constituents in the district. As a property owner, voter and taxpayer within 300 feet of this
proposed development, I can only view this as an attack on me and my neighbors. Your refusal
to support a compromise is not reasonable and your name will be attached to this scandal when it
is widely exposed to the citizens of San Francisco. It is an extremely unethical move to not even
have one meeting with the people who live in the surrounding neighborhood. Not one of the
neighbors [ have spoken to to gather signatures to opposed the project as filed in our Conditional
‘Use Authorization Appeal agree with or support the project as currently conceived. ‘So many
have been left completely unaware due to the complete lack of outreach, length of time to study

* the EIR and respond to the many proposed changes. This is very unfair and anther clearly illegal
- breach that we intend to expose.

I would also like to point out that his neighborhood is already home to numerous facﬂltles that
serve the greater population of San Francisco. We are not trying to excludé ourselves from doing
our part for the greater good. The facilities I am referring to include a massive Muni barn across -
the street from the proposed project, a large public housing development two blocks away on

- Post Street, two large hospital complexes in the neighborhood (UCSF Mount Zion and Kaiser) as
well as a fire station one block up the way on Presidio. You do not know the impacts or this
neighborhood with traffic and congestion and unprecedented scale of this building. The fact that
your are undermining our supervisor, and lead the charge against us and try to ram a 70,000
square foot building into this modest and historic low density neighborhood without so much as a
meeting or consultation with us who live here is a complete outrage. The Booker T. Washington



sponsors are being completely unreasonable by proposing such a large building. - Itis at a
minimum double the allowed density, 65-70 feet in height at the downhill side at Sutter Street
towering over the neighboring ONLY residential buildings with the exception of the Muni barn
one block over. This is a building planned to be bigger than a big box store. It is not
reasonable, ethical or fair to the neighbors in impose this on our neighborhood. .

Your charge as a Supervisor is to represent the will of the people, to build ¢onsensus and provide
support of the right project for the right area. Please live up to this charge and do not change the
zoning of the lot to create the spot zoning 'special use district'. Our neighborhood will be
divided with this ill conceived project. It would be far better to have a neighborhood united in
agreement with such a huge change, welcoming of the new changes and residents. As of now,
this project will be so negatively affecting of our neighborhood forever and create so' much ill

- will and negative precedent. There were never any project alternatives considered (another legal
violation of NEPA and CEQA ) as there exists plenty of areas in the City that this project would
have been easily appropriate for the intended use and zoning and not demolishing a historic
resource as this one is currently planned.

The neighbors in this area are not opposed to change as long as long as it is appropriate, we are
sick and tired of being unfairly characterized with such labels as NIMBY's and racists as we
have been by the Booker T. Washington project sponsors, when we are merely in support of
responsible and zoning compliant development that retains our neighborhood's character,
property values and quality of life. We are being denied a voice in this matter and it is being
rammed down our throats. We need to feel that we are heard and considered, we have been
ignored at every turn and it is outrageous. | :

We strongly suggest that you support the surrounding community's opposition to this project,
and at the very least, continue this item for further study. Iurge you to call a community meeting
to come out to our neighborhood and meet with us and listen to our concerns surrounding this
huge project's terrible impact on the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Andrea & Barry Brown
2646 Post Street



To: Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc: .

Bec: - : : _
Subject: File 110658: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project

From; Tiffany Hill <tifhill@gmail.com>

To: mark.farrell@sfgov.org

Cc: board.of supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: ' 06/04/2011 11:44 AM ‘

Subject: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project
Tiffany Hill -

272 Missouri St

 San Francisco, CA 94107

Supervisor Mark Farrell
City Hall |
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rdom 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

mark.farrell@sfgov.org

June 4, 2011

Re: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service
Center Project :

Dear Supervisor Farrell: -

I urge you to support the development of the Booker T. Washington
Community Service Center (BTWCSC) as approved by the San Francisco
Planning Commission. While I am not a resident of District 2, my son
currently attends The Little School, a neighbor of BTWCSC.



I am in favor of a 5-story, 50-unit development because I believe it would
enhance the vitality of the neighborhood, improve the quality of life in
District 2 and provide an innovative child and youth center providing
essential services. As a parent, I value strong institutions that establish a
solid foundation for children, youth and young adults and believe BTWCSC
will provide important services putting the children and young people it
serves on the path to success. ‘ .

- Thank you for your time and efforts on behalf of the community.

Sincerely,

- Tiffany Hill

cc:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of San Francisco Supérvisors



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:

Bcec:

Subject: File 110658

From: John Adair <john.adair@primegrp.com>

To: "mark.farreli@sfgov.org" <mark.farrell@sfgov.org> ‘
Cc: "board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 06/05/2011 10:18 PM

Subject: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project

Supervisor Farrell,

This email is to encourage your strong support of the redevelopment of the Booker T. Washington
Community Service Center. | am a District 2 resident living at 50 Presidio Avenue.

Quality urban redevelopment is key to keeping our City and District vibrant. As an experienced
multifamily apartment investor across the country, | can say that the 5-story, 50-unit proposed design
of the new community center is excellent and appropriate for the neighborhood. I'm glad the Planning
Commission has agreed and look forward to a similar finding by the Board of Supervisors.

As a businessman, | appreciate the track record of success that the Booker T. Washington program has
delivered over the years and the important role it plays in improving the lives of San Francisco children,
senior citizens and their families. Let’s reward this track record by supporting this redevelopment and
allowing this great institution to continue to make a difference in so many lives.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

John Adair

From: Karen Yundin Seong <kseong@gmail.com>
To: v -mark.farrell@sfgov.org

Cc: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 10:05 AM

Subject: Support for the Booker T. Washington Communlty Service Center Project

Dear Supervisor Farrell,

| hope that you will support the development of the Booker T. Washingtdn‘ Community
Service Center (BTWCSC) as approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission. |
am a parent with children at The Little School, only 2 blocks away from BTWCSC.

| am in favor of a 5-story, 50-unit development because | believe BTWCSC is an anchor,
community institution in the Western Addition, and the facility needs to be restored so that it
can thrive, provide essential services and enhance quality of life in the neighborhood. The
development of the BTWCSC will create an innovative community institution that will bring
together and provide comprehensive support to children, youth and their families and former
foster youth. As a parent, | value strong institutions that establish a solid foundation for
children, youth and young adults and believe BTWCSC will prowde important services putting
the children and young people it serves on the path to success.

Thank you for your time and efforts in the service of District 2.



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGQV,
Cc: :
Bcc:

Subject: File 110658: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project

From: Heather Jain <heatherjain@sbcglobal.net>
To: mark.farrell@sfgov.org
Cc: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org, ibejps@me.com ‘ i
Date: 06/04/2011 03:44 PM ‘ :
" Subject: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center. Project

Dear Supervisor Farrell:

| urge you to support the development of the Booker T. Washingt‘on‘ Community Service Center (B
children currently attends The Little School, a neighbor of BTWCSC; my other child is an alumni of

| am in favor of a 5-story, 50-unit development because | believe it would enhance the vitality of the

essential services.

As a parent, | value strong institutions that establish a solid foundation for children, youth and your
the path to success. The BTWCSC project will bring diversity and vitality that | believe is important for the neighb
Western Addition, and the facility needs to be restored so that it can thrive, provide essential services and enhance ¢

Thank you for your time and efforts on behalf of the community.

Sincerely,
Heather Jain



To: - BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: )
Bcc:

Subject: File 110658: Support for Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project

From: "Jenny Pearlman" <jenny@pearimcd. com>

To: <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>

Cc: <board.of supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/05/2011 06:42 AM

Subject: Support for Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project

Jenny Pearlman -
2414 Webster Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Supervisor Mark Farrell
City Hall )
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 °
mark.farrell@sfgov.org

June 5, 2011
Re: . Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project
Dear Supervisor Farrell:
I urge you to support the development of the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center (BTWCSC) as
approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission. I am a resident of District 2 and a Trustee of The Little
School, a neighbor of BTWCSC; one of my four children currently attends The Little School, and my other three
children are alumni of the school.
I am in favor of a 5-story, 50-unit development because I believe it would enhance the vitality of the neighborhood,
improve-the quality of life in District 2, establish an innovative child and youth center providing essential services,
and bring diversity and vitality that I believe is important for the neighborhood and the children, like my own, that
make up the fabric of the neighborhood. The long-term viability of this important development would be ensured
through the creation of 50 greatly needed affordable housing units.

Thank you for your time and efforts on behalf of the community.

Sincerefy,

Jenny Pearlman

cc:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of San Francisco Supervisors

Letter to Supervisor Farrell Supporting BTW.doc



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: v

Bcec: v . ) .

Subject: File 110658: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project

From: - "Ahmed Khaishgi" <ahmed@squaretrade.com>

To: <mark.farreli@sfgov.org>

Cc: <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/05/2011 01:22 PM

Subject: Support for the Booker T. Washington Community Service Center Project

* Ahmed Khaishgi
2710 Pine Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Supervisor Mark Farrell

City Hall

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

mark.farrell@sfgov.org

Support for the Booker T. Wasvhingt‘on Community Service Center
Project :

Dear Supervisor Farrell:

I urge you to support the development of the Booker T. Washington Community
Service Center (BTWCSC) as approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission. I
am a resident of District 2, and one of my two children attends The Little School, a
neighbor of BTWCSC; my other son was an alumni of the school.

I am in favor of a 5-story, 50-unit development because I believe it would enhance
the vitality of the neighborhood, improve the quality of life in District 2 and provide
an innovative child and youth center providing essential services. Itis also a

development that has been approved by the San Francisco Planning Commissions.

The BTWCSC would be a great anchor tenant in the neighborhood - and most
neighborhoods need a strong anchor tenant to revitalize. It would also bring great
~diversity and vitality to the neighborhood while fulfilling an essential social function.
The Center is a proven entity with a very strong track record.

Thank you for youi‘ time and efforts on behalf of the community.
Sincerely,
Ahmed Khaishgi

2710 Pine Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

cc: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of San Francisco Supervisors



To: B‘OS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: : ’ )
Bcc: :

Subject: Booker T. Washington Center

From: bethwells09@comcast.net

To: Board of Supervisors <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: “"eric.l.mar" <ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.com>, mark.farrell@sfgov.com T
Date: 06/05/2011 05:18 PM H Vi
Subject: Booker T. Washington Center o

Clerk of the Board: please copy all members
Supervisor Mar:

I am a San Francisco resident since 1978. -Since 1993 | have reS|ded at 2611 Sutter
Street.

I'am writing you to express my distress with what | understand to be your position in
.supporting the full build-out of the Booker T. Washington Community Center that is not in
your District. This building violates the planning and building codes to the extent that it
requires a special zoning district. The project also provides minimal parkmg for the future
residents.

You plan to introduce and support an amendment that' overrides that of District 2
Supervisor Mark Farrell. This is not your district. Why would you seek to interfere in
another district? If you persist, be certain that | will actively campaign in your district
against your re-election, or election to any city-wide office.

Many of the residents who will also be affected live in District 5 - our Supervisor is Ross
Mirkarimi. He has been a total “no show” on this issue. He has been invited to
neighborhood meeting and | have sent emails to him about this pro;ect No response
whatsoever.

| want to address the idea that we are a bunch of NIMBY racists opposing the Booker T.
Washington Community Center. Most of us can only be judged by what we have done and
what we have not done. | am easier to read. | am in nho way a racist. | am white but that
does not make me a racist. | really hate having to prove that | am not racist but in this
case it is necessary. My partner of 31 years is black. He does not live in the neighborhood
“but is in total agreement with me. In short — upgrading the current facility. But | know that
compromise is the only solution at this point.

Superwsor Mar, you do not represent this district and the fact that you would undercut
another supervisor and lead the charge against our neighborhood and try to ram a 70,000
square foot building into this modest and historic low density neighborhood is despicable.
As you already know, the Mayor’s Office of Housing has already agreed to the compromise
and promised to fund the project. Double the allowed density, 65-70 feet in height on
Sutter Street and a building bigger than Costco is not reasonable, ethical or fair to these
neighbors.

Please reconsider your support of the full build-out and withdraw it. You may contact me at
415-567-0297.

Yours truly,

Beth Wells
2611 Sutter Street ,
San Franciscq, California 94115



" TJor BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject ban of circumcision

From: Jody Gallegos <jodykgallegos@gmail.com>

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: " . 06/01/2011 09:40 AM
Subject: .ban of circumcision

Deaf Sir and/or Madam,

If it is true that this board is considering a ban of circumcision, I hope that you
will not ban this ancient practlce

While I am not a Jew, I respect our Jewish brothers and 51ster greatly. I beheve it -
would be a deep wound to the conscmusness of a large group of people.

Furthermqre, I suggest that'considering the evil perpetrated upon our fellows
throughout history, this would smack of that same historical attitude. )

Very Sincerely Yours,

- Mrs. Jody Gallegos



Los Angeles Times 29 May 2011 ‘ ' Letters to the Editor
Two sides of circumcision g

Re "Circumcision ballot measure is proposed,” May 25

72

£2:€ Hd E-NOr 1107

| have seen a circumcision done and could not believe that an infant could be:
inflicted with such excruciating pain without any anesthetic whatsoever. The;bo
infant screamed in pain while the adults surrounding him seemed elated.

This barbaric and sadistic ritual belongs in the Middle Ages and should not bg
tolerated today.

Gino Hasler Arleta

It seems to me that there is no difference between outlawing male circumcision, -
which a group wants to do in Santa Monica, and outlawing abortion. It is another
example of people who want to legislate their own morals and impose their will
on others concerning an area that should be left to an individual's right to choose.

J.M. Samuel Santa Monica ,
: ~ Post Office Box 1223
Apple Valley, CA 92307
8 June 2011
Hey, PG.......

Perhaps the appropriate people should change the name of San Francisco---to
San FraNanny and relocate city hall to North Beach.

As you know, North Beach was the home of the stripper clubs---and speaking of
stripper clubs---the board of supervisors seems intent on stripping away the
citizenry's choices.

And for reasons which escape mé, those elected idiots on the Board of
Supervisors (Stupes) strongly believe that they know what's best for the citizens
of SF. Beginnings of a nanny state?

From Happy Meals to. the exterior plumbing of male infants --- San Francisco's
politcians never know when to stop. ’

With their uhpredictable concern, perhaps they can join the ranks of the sexually-
starved TSA people.

/]

‘ /
Casually,/, -
/

/D
William {2/ radshaw

-~

cg: ' San Francisco Board of Supes // ‘



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc: -

Bcc: ) ‘

Subject:  Proof that S.F.'s circumcision ban Is anti-Semitic

From: mxyz <mxyz@earthlink.net>

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Cc: . mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org

Date: 06/04/2011 01:11 PM ’

Subject: Proof that S.F.’s circumcision ban Is anti-Semitic

We are forwarding links that shows campaign literature for the upcoming ballot measure on
banning circumcision. Please look at it. The "literature" is like something that might have been
found in the Third Reich. We believe that some kind of statement needs to be made by
government ofﬁ01als on this matter. :

Thank you, ‘

Mara & Richard Recker

1750 Vallejo St.

SF 94123

hitp: //pabasmedm com/taﬂer/201 1/06/03/proof- that -s-f-s-circumcision-ban-is- antl -se
mitic/ ‘ :

http://www.foreskinman.com/
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Circumcision Bill
ellencox

to: o
Board.of.Supervisors

06/05/2011 04:00 PM
Show Details

Sir:

In light of the deceptive force behind putting the Circumcision Ban bill on the ballot I
urge you to remove it in the name of justice. The group behind this bill is anti-
semitic, and a highly offensive comic book has been put out by them. You must
_stand for-something. Would you allow a ballot measure requiring the deportation of
- ethnic minorities? A ballot measure outlawing interracial marriage? A ballot
measure banning baptisms? More information on this subject may be found at the
foIIowmg link:  www. worldjewishdaily.com ‘

Circumcision ban comlc book shows grotesque
anti- Semltlc imagery,’ ADL says

'Monster Mohel' comic book is one of two titles in the 'Foreskin Man’ comic book
series created by the Male Genital Mutilation Bill group pushing to make male
cwcummsmn illegal in San Francisco.

In the name of justice and reluﬁlous freedom, I urge you to remove this
‘offensive proposal from the ba

- Sincerely,

Ellen Cox
ellencox@aol.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pneVin\Local Séﬁings\Temp\notesFFF692\~‘web2900.htm 6/7/2011
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SAN FRANCISCO | Cpate— |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT = ' E)

DATE:  May 31,2011 | | . 1650 Mission St
- o Suite 400

TO: San Francisco Clerk-of the Board o ' San Francisco,
o - o T - CA94103-2479
FROM: Jo aim; Director of Planning
N ~ Reception: .

gh Paul Lord, Senior Planner (558- 6311) - 415.558.6378

RE: Progress Report on the Japantown Special Use Dlstnct Pernut . Z‘;Xs 558.6400
Activities per Board of Supervisors Ordinance 180-06 o :
’ ’ "Planning
’ Information:

415.558.6377 .

- BACKGROUND

On July 27, 2006 the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance 180-06 establishing the Japantown
Spec1a1 Use District and with uncodified reporting requlrements for the Planning Department in Section 6.

Section 6 of this ordinance reads as follows.

“This Section is uncodified. Within 2 years of the effective date of this Ordinance, the Planning Department shall transmit
to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors a report that summarizes statistics relating to the implementafion of the special
Use District, which may be the basis for subsequent amendments to Planning Code Section 249.31.- Those statistics shall
include, but are not necessarily limited to, filings of Conditional Use authorization and use of the Commission’s
Discretioﬁafy Review powers with respect to the following: (1) how many applications have been filed, (2) outcome of such_
filings, and (3) whether those filings were made based on (a) one or more requirements contained in Section 249.31,or (b)
notice requirements under Section 249.31, or (c) other Sections of the Planning Code. This report also shall include data
on the timing to process Planning approvals within this District. In addition, the report shall propose a method to assess

. the economic impacts that are associated with compliance with this District’s requirements. Within 90 days of 1 the receipt

of the report, a Committee of the Board shall hold a hearmg on said report.”

To comply with the reporting requirements of this ordinance, the Planrﬁng Department respectfully éubmifs

the data report information specified herein.

PERMIT ACTIVITY IN THE JAPANTOWN SPECIAL USE DISTRICT B g
2007-2008 and 2009-2010 o s g2
. 2
. BN -
2007-2008 , E 9%
. 1 1’*'70,
‘ COMMERCIAL | AVERAGE B Bl
_ # OF or - | PROCESSING w =S5<
PERMIT TYPE PERMITS = | RESIDENTIAL | TIME (Days) = S5m
Conditional Use 1| COMMERCIAL | . 3% @ o=
Alterations I 11| COMMERCIAL . | 348 | & 9
Alterations . 2 | RESIDENTIAL - |- 204 | . w

Meomo



2009-2010

 COMMERCIAL |AVERAGE * .

: \ # OF or | PROCESSING
PERMIT TYPE PERMITS RESIDENTIAL | TIME (Days) .
Conditional Use 1 | COMMERCIAL - 110}
Alterations . . 2 { COMMERCIAL - 203
Alterations ' 2 | COMMERCIAL ACTIVE
- Certificate of '

Appropriateness 5 | RESIDENTIAL | 100
Discretionary o ' o E
Review 1 | RESIDENTIAL 262
Variancek . | . - 1| RESIDENTIAL 94

Based on the information in these summary data tables and the more detailed permit activity ‘information:
_ contained in the attached Appendix A, there has been a minimal amount of total permit activity. For the 22
permit applications during 2007 and 2008, 17 were associated with commercial uses and the remaining five
were for, residential uses. Additionally, seven of these permits were associated with one property on Post Street
and seven of these permits were either expired or cancelled. Only one of the 14 issued permits required
Conditional Use authorization from the Planning Commission. The average permit .processing time for
-approved perrmts was between 205 and 396 calendar days.

For the thirteen permit applications. durlng 2009 and 2010, six were for commercial uses and the remaining
seven were for residential uses. One of these permits was cancelled. The average permit processing time for the
five issued commercial permits was between 110 and 203 days. Only one of these five permits required
Conditional Use authorization from the Planning-Cornmission.‘For the seven residential permit applications
during this two year period, five were applications for Certificates of Appropriateness for alterations to historic .
residential properties. Only one of these six residential permits required Discretionary Review due to the
proposed conversion of two dwelling units to a single family home. The average permit processing time for
these six residential permit applications was between 94 and 262 days.

Due to a number of factors, the permit processmg tlme 1rnproved significantly between the 2007-2008 perlod of
time and the 2009-2010 time frames.

" FINDINGS

In all cases, where the applicable, the notification requirements contained in Ordinance 180-06 have been -
adhered to by the Planning Department. In no case, where the Planning Commission under it’s discretionary
review powers or conditional use authorizations, did the Commission ‘make findings that the approved
applications were either incompatible with the neighborhood character, development pattern, or design
aesthetics of the Special Use District. Additionally, through Planning Commission review authority, these
permlts were issued in support of the purposes for establishing the Japantown Special Use District.

This report proposes that the most appropriate method to assess the economic 1rnpacts assoc1ated with
- compliance with this District's requirements is to continue working with the commumty to finalize the
Japantown community planning and rezoning process that will integrate appropriate portions of Ordinance
180-06. At this titne there is no Planning Department recommendation to-modify Planning Code Section 249.31.

SAN FRANGISCO ' o Z
PLANNING DEPAR'I'MENT .
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To: BOS Constitdent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:
Subiect: REASURE ISLAND APPEAL GOES TO THE SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF
ubject: :
SUPERVISORS
From: Timothy Doyle <tim.doyle@gmail.com>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/01/2011 10:40 PM
Subject: TREASURE ISLAND APPEAL GOES TO THE SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

What is San Francisco thinking with this development. It will be a
nightmare, TREASURE ISLAND APPEAL GOES TO THE SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS.

Tim Doyle District 3 SF CA 94133



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:. ) :

Bcc: : ’
Subject: File 110296: TREASURE ISLAND WE OPPOSE THE NEW PLAN

From: "Marston Nauman" <nauman25@sbcglobal.net>

To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: ‘ 06/02/2011 10:29 AM .

Subject: TREASURE ISLAND WE OPPOSE THE NEW PLAN

TO: The Board of Supervisors:

We have read the many articles on Treasure Island in our local
newspapers and strongly OPPOSE the NEW PLAN.

We strongly request that you go back to the 2006 plan.
Marston & Sandra Nauman. | |

1050 Chestnut Street
San Francisco, CA 94109



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy LamuQ/BOS/SFGOV,
=m, o |
. w&v Bcc:

’ Subject: File 110296: Treasure Island

From: chris chouteau <chrischouteau@earthlink.net>

To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 06/06/2011 10:38 AM
Subject: Treasure Island

Dear Honorable Board Members,

There are a number of concerns about the plan to build a city on Treasure island:
traffic, air pollution and the remaining questions of toxic clean up, seismic stability and
vulnerability to Tsunami and sea rise. It is also unsettling that the project has almost
tripled in size, going from under 3000 units in the original plan to 6000 in 2006 and
8000 in the current plan. But the real issue for me is the choice to use public money to
finance the attraction of a large population to the center of our defining open space,
building high-rises up to 40 stories on bay fill in an active earthquake zone during in an
era of sea level rise, and limiting ingress and egress to a single bridge already at traffic
-capacity.

It's a bad idea.

- Right now the bay serves us well, providing open space and dramatic views for millions
of residents and visitors alike. With this single development the nature of the bay will
change dramatically for all those who look at it, whether from bridge, roadway,
waterfront, boat or balcony. This decision will do more to alter the views of the bay than
all the development in the last 50 years put together. Unfortunately most people are
unaware of the extent of this proposed change and your vote tomorrow night is our last
chance to get it right.

| urge you to overturn the Planning Commissions approval of the project and return to
the earlier, smaller scale plan.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

‘Chris Chouteau



Do Not Approve Current EIR for Treasure Island : | ‘Page 1 of 1

o411
Do Not Approve Current EIR for Treasure Island : _ AR “/ﬁc
Judy Irving . : :
to:
Board.of.Supervisors S : ‘ ‘ ,
o 53 ’ Al e oLz

Please don’t approve the current EIR, but instead, go with the project that was
approved in 2006. That one makes much more sense and won't get you in trouble
- later. History will not look kindly upon supervisors who give away local power and
control for the sake of developer profits. The current project is shockingly
undemocratic and unsustainable. Please see the letter I mailed to your clerk for
more detailed comments.

Thank you,
Judy Irving

Judy Irving

Producer/Director

“The Wild Parrots of Telegraph Hill”
“Dark Circle” (nuclear film)
“Pelican Dreams” (in progress)

Pelican Media
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2
San Fran;isco, CA 94133

415-362-2420 phone
+415-912-5611 fax

www.pelicanmedia.org

file://C:\Documents and Settings\RCalonsag\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web4740....  6/3/2011
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To: Land Use and Economic Development Commiittee ‘;;’., S
Fr: Judy Irving, Pelican Media o

Re: File #110226, Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Development'
Agreement

Hearing date: June 6, 20 : , :
Request Please do not enter into this agreement See below.

I've been read‘lng a wonderful book about the 1906 earthquake-and fire,
which presents a strong case that the people trying to save San Francisco - -
. the self-appointed citizens’ committees, National Guard, fire department,
police - actually hastened its destruction, by sanctioning wide-spread use of
inappropriate “black powder” dynamite, which not only didn’t stop the fires,
but added to their extent and ferocity by reducing buildings to kindling and
by setting off sparks that started new fires.. Anyone familiar with black .

powder dynamite could have told them not to use it, but chaos reigned, and
frenzied mexperlence prevailed.

.Jump ahead to 2011. You have a budget crisis. You're trying to save San
- Francisco. You want to do it by giving away ownership and control over city-
owned property, on which you intend to allow highrises to be built on'liquid
land fill, in an active earthquake/tsunami zone, shortly before sea level rise
will inundate the island. In years to come, your lack of good judgment and
your haste to develop this revenue stream will be critiqued by those who
must deal with the consequences. Your rationalizations about the project
“meeting code” will be seen as a convenient way to avoid deeper and far
more serious issues. When the Bay Bridge becomes mired in traffic jams,
when birds by the thousands crash into these Pacific Flyway barriers and die,
when future residents gaze out upon mini- Manhattan in the middle of our
beautiful Bay and wonder why?, you can try to answer them. Or, you can
take a wise stand now. Please do not approve this misguided and potentially
disastrous agreement. There are better ways to solve the budget crisis.

' The questions I asked earlier in this process have not been adequately
answered in the final EIR, and the mitigations proposed are too little, and too

ineffective. Therefore, I reiterate them here, so that they will become part of
~ the publlc record:

_Re:Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Redevelopment Project Case:

PELICAN MEDIA ¢ 1736 STOCKTON STREET, SUITE 2 * SAN FRANCIsSco CA 94133
(415) 362-2420 FAX (415) 362-2421 FILMS@PELICANMEDIA.ORG WWW.PELICANMEDIA.ORG



#2007 O903E — Questlons on the DEIR

‘As the producer of the documentary,The Wild Parrots of Telegraph Hill, and
my current project, Pelican Dreams, 1 am deeply concerned about the
proposed TI/YBI redevelopment project ("the project”) on which comments
are being solicited for the DEIR. In that regard, I have a number of questions
for which I would hope to receive informed and detailed responses:

1. As I understand it, numerous high-rise towers (multi-story commercial
and re5|dent|al), may be planned for Treasure Island. In that regard,

DEIR Impact B1-4 deals with avian collisions with buildings. What studies, if
any, not including the subject DEIR, have been done to determine whether
the Pacific Flyway for migratory blrds could be significantly impacted or
affected by high-rise towers built on or proximate to such Flyway path?
' 2. The DEIR cites at p. 1V.M.50; Stenzel, et.al., Abundarice and Distribution of
Shorebirds in the San Francisco Area, however, does the DEIR rely on any.
more specific studies than this? If so, please glve the author and title of such
materials.

3. Please provide a description of each and every species of (a)migrating
bird, (b) resident bird, for which the project could have potential impact or
affect, and for each and every speC|es the nature and scope of such. lmpact
or affect. |
4. Please describe in detail as to each local and reglonal bird species, how . f
glass surfaces on the project's high-rise towers would "affect the viability of
local and regional bird populations.”
5. Please describe which species of migratory birds would be vulnerable to
~illuminated buildings at night.

6. Please state why there are no illuminated nlght tenderings of the proposed
project's high-rise towers.
7. Please describe in detail, as to each species of mlgratory blrd why "avian
collisions are a potentially significant impact."

8. Please describe at least five locations in the United States where patterned
and fritted glass has been used in high-rise towers, and what has been the
result of such use in each such location in -d'iminishing avian collisions.

9. Please set forth in detail why, with Mitigation Measure M-B1-4a, "the
impacts on birds from the Proposed Project would be less than significant.”
10. Why do the "ground floor and ﬂrst few stories of buildings- present the
greatest hazards to birds"?

11. Which "breeding birds" within the project area may be at risk of colliding
“with the project's possible high-rise towers?

12, Specifically to the peregrine falcon, please describe the nature and. extent
“of the project's potential impacts on this endangered species.

13. Specifically to the California brown pelican, please descrlbe the nature
and extent of the project's potential impacts. =

14. What species of birds listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act, or
proposed to be listed, may be subject to impact from or affected by the
proposed project's buildings, including high-rise towers?

15. As to Question # 14, would such impacts or affects be considered .



significant? If so how? If not, why not?

16. What species of birds listed under the California Endangered Speaes Act,
including candidate species, and any species of special concern, may be
impacted or affected by the proposed prOJect's buildings, including high- rise ‘
towers?

17. As to Question # 16, would such impacts be considered significant? If so,
how? If not, why not? ‘

18. Which bird species would be considered to have a known or high -
potential to nest on any of the project's proposed high-rise towers?

19. What measures would be taken to minimize avian collision with
antennae, monopole and rooftop elements on any of the project's buildings,
including high-rise towers?

20. As to breeding birds on Treasure Island, what steps will be taken durlng
-each stage of prOJect development to mitigate impacts? .

-Best regards,

Judy Irvin »
Executive Director-
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To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Fr: Judy Irving, Pelican Media

Re: File #110618

Hearing date: June 7, 2011- '
Objection to Pianning Commission’s 4/21/11 certification of the Final ELR for
the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island PrOJect

I’v_e been readingra wonderful book about the 1906 earthquake and fire,
which presents a strong case that the people trying to save San Francisco -
the self-appointed citizens’ committees, National Guard, fire department,
police — actually hastened its destruction, by sanctioning wide-spread use of
inappropriate “black powder” dynamite, which not only didn’t stop the fires,

- but added to their extent and ferocity by reducing buildings:to kindling and
by setting off sparks that started new fires. Anyone familiar with black
powder dynamite could have told them not to use it, but chaos reigned, and
fren2|ed inexperience prevalled

Jump ahead to 2011. You have a budget crisis. You're trying to save San
Francisco. You want to do it by giving away ownership and control over city-
owned property,-on which you intend to allow highrises to be built on liquid
land fill, in an active earthquake/tsunami zone, shortly before sea level rise
inundates the island. In years to come, your lack of good judgment and your
haste to develop this revenue stream will be critiqued by those who must
deal with the consequences. Your rationalizations about the project “meeting
code” will be seen as a convenierit way to avoid deeper arid far more serious
issues. When the Bay Bridge becomes mired in traffic jams, when birds by
the thousands crash into these Pacific Flyway barriers and die, when future
residents gaze out upon mini-Manhattan in the middle of our beautiful Bay
and wonder why?, you can try to answer them. Or, you can take a wise stand -

now. Please do not approve this misguided and potentlally dlsastrous project.
There are better ways to solve the budget crisis.

The questions I asked earlier in this process have not been adequately
answered in the final EIR, and the mitigations proposed are too little, and too
ineffective. Therefore, I reiterate them here, so that they will become part of
the public record:

Re:Treasure.ISIand/Yerba Buena Island Redevelopme-nt Project Case:

PELICAN MEDIA * 1736 STOCKTON STREET, SUITE 2 * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94133
(415) 362-2420 FAX (415) 362-2421 FILMS@PELICANMEDIA.ORG WWW.PELICANMEDIA.ORG



#2007.0903E — Questions on the DEIR

As the producer of the documentary,The Wild Parrots of Telegraph Hill, and
my current project, Pelican Dreams, I am deeply concerned about the
proposed TI/YBI redevelopment project ("the project”) on which comments
are being solicited for the DEIR. In that regard, I have a number of questions
for which I would hope to receive informed and detailed responses:

1. As I understand it, numerous high-rise towers (multi-story commercial

and residential), may be planned for Treasure Island. In that regard,

DEIR Impact B1-4 deals with avian collisions with buildings. What studies, if

any, not including the subject DEIR, have been done to determine whether

the Pacific Flyway for migratory birds could be significantly impacted or -

affected by high-rise towers built on or proximate to such Flyway path? -

2. The DEIR cites at p. 1V.M.50, Stenzel, et.al.,Abundance and Distribution of

Shorebirds in the San Francisco Area, however, does the DEIR rely on any

more specific studies than this? If so, please glve the author and title of such -

materials. . -

3. Please provide a description of each and every species of (a)migrating

bird, (b) resident bird, for which the project could have potential impact or

affect, and for each and every species the nature and scope of such impact

or affect.

4. Please describe in detall as to each local and regional bird species, how

glass surfaces on the project's high-rise towers would "affect the viability of

local and regional bird populations.”

5. Please describe which species of migratory blrds would be vulnerable to

illuminated buildings at night.

6. Please state why there are no |I|ummated nlght renderings of the proposed

project's high-rise towers. :

7. Please describe in detail, as to each species of migratory bird, why "avian

collisions are a potentially significant impact." '

8. Please describe at least five locations in the United States where patterned

‘and fritted glass has been used in high-rise towers, and what has been the

result of such use in each such location in diminishing avian collisions.

9. Please set forth in detail why, with Mitigation Measure M-B1l-4a, "the

impacts on birds from the Proposed Project would be less than significant."

. -10. Why do the "ground floor and first few stories of buildings present the
greatest hazards to birds"?

- 11. Which "breeding birds" within the project area may be at risk of collldmg

~with the project's possible high-rise towers?

12. Specifically to the peregrine falcon, please describe the nature and extent

of the project's potential impacts on this endangered species. '

13. Specifically to the California brown pelican, please descrlbe the nature

and extent of the prOJects potential impacts.

14. What species of birds listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act, or

proposed to be listed, may be subject to impact from or affected by the

proposed project's buildings, including high-rise towers?

15. As to Question # 14, would such impacts or affects be considered



significant? If so how? If not, why not? .

16. What species of birds listed under the California Endangered Species Act,
‘including candidate species, and any species of special concern, may be
impacted or affected by the proposed project's buuldlngs, including hlgh rise |
towers?

17. As to Questlon # 16, would such |mpacts be con5|dered significant? If so,
how? If not, why not?

18. Which bird species would be conSIdered to have a known or high
potential to nest on any of the project's proposed high-rise towers?

19. What measures would be taken to minimize avian collision with
antennae, monopole and rooftop elements on any of the pro;ect s buildings,
including high-rise towers?

20. As to breeding birds on Treasure Island, what steps will be taken durlng
each stage of project development to mitigate impacts?

Best regards,

Judy Irving
Executive Director
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To:  San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Land Use & Economic Development Committee £ B O “

Fr: Bernle Choden} (choden@sbcglobal.net)

Re;

May 2,2011 and June 6, 2011, § Juwe 1.3 o
There are three major issues challenging the Planning Commission approved EIR.
1. _Seisn_xii: safety:

Building the Dutch equivalent of polders around developments does not
appear sufficiently viable to resist the anticipated quake. Remember that the
Dutch initiation of polder use was a 14t century program to reclajm the
Zuider Zee after a then major earthguake and subsidence created the Zee. Do
T.l. proposed methods meet ob)ectwe tests or, even Dutch earthquake
standards? -

A major life safety issue is that the mfrastructure that links polders will pot
resist liquefaction as severe as occurred in the minor quake of 1989,

2. Mitigation lmpacts:

The pro-forma for Treasure Island suggests an inadequacy to cover pubhc _
mitigation impacts costs as required by an EIR. Particularly affected will be
bridge traffic capacity and island mfrastructure liabilities, including life

i safety, as noted above

3. Title Clearance Mitigation:

Regardless of the Treasure Island use, its ownership is sufficiently
questionable as to require mitigation. There are means to both provide
clearance of title and provide substantial revenue underpinning for EIR
mitigation. Proposed is title clearance in the State’s favor as a “Wetlands”
under the aegis of the California State Lands Commission as follows:-

A. Close analogy to the title issue for T.I. is that pursued by the State for
Hamilton Airbase in Marin. It was found that abandonment of the Airbase
would entail reverting title to the state of a portion of the Airbase that

- was filled by Catholic Archdiocese, These lands were wetlands below
mean high tide in 1850 that, therefore, were covered by the terms of the -~
Arkansas Act of 1850. That Act granted California, among other states,
“stewardship” of such lands on behalf of the federal government forever.
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Despite “facts on the ground” and aland transf‘er to the Air Force, asa
wartime owner, the perpetual ownership by the State remains the

~ dominant claim to a fee-simple title for such Jand.

3!

What is true in Marin remains true of Treasure Island desplte Nayy usage

asa wartlme necessity. The city claims that it is re-buying title from the

Navy. Consider that the city, then, did not have a legal claim to title

~ because such lands were required to be owned by the State in perpetuity

in “stewardship.” What the Navy bought from the cnty earlier was the
right of usage, not title, .

“But the city acknowl e’dgés the state’s title by proposing to exchahge the

state’s wetlands ownership of Treasure Island for an offshore state

- submerged- under water-land ownership. How can a city, even with the

assistance of state legislative chicanery, trade state ownership of land the
state already owns for Jand the state already owns?

Suggested is a way out of title diffi culty that provides a safe harbor and
benefit for al) regardless of future use.

Clear title by acknowledging the State’s underlymg title under the Terms
of the Wetlands Trust. View the Navy's claim as development second deed
of trust.

. 'Entrust the County of San Francisco as an administrative district of the

State as the residual authority for the State with negotlated fiscal shares
for the State and the County.

Deed developers a seconid deed of trust subject to “Stewardshlp
stipulations, General Plan and EIR requirements. Property taxes would
then become, under the same supulatxons, possessory interest taxes.
Because the proposal will no longer be a redevelopment project, the use

~ of tax increments will no longer be available to such needs as capital

improvements and public benefits as affordable housing. Alternative
means for providing for capital costs, such as Mello Roos, are
cumbersome,

However, a more provrdentla] means exist in use of leased land “ground
rents” charged to the ultimate owners of development. This method =~
would provide a more sustainable base for fiscal underpinning and for
secure design and maintenance controls.

Because “ground rents” would be charged to the ultimate users on the
downside the cost to the developers’ equity position should be njl
especially due to clearance of title issues.

A “Performance Bond is necessary insurance for underwriting the
city/county development costs of mitigation. There is an unsupportable

_risk for the _cxty/county given the tlme certam expendltures presenﬂy

.mdlcated

vl7 13
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. To: San Francisco Dept. of Planmng ‘
Attention: Bill Wycko, Environmental Revjew Officer
Fr: Bernard Chodén (em: choden@sbeglobal.net)
Re: Response to the DEJR for Treasure Island
Aug -5, 2010 :

1 behevc that “due diligence” has not been bXC!'ClSCd for ﬁndmgs rcgardmg the owners}up
of Treasure Island and thie proposed seismic safety mitigation for associated development.
proposals. :

1.

The State of California owris the develo_pmentv-s.i.te in perpetuity by virtue of
federal law “The Arkansas Act of 1850” gave all states stewardship of coastal

. wetlands below mean high tide a5 of September 1850. Authenticating

correspondence by state officials involving Hamilton Airbase, an analogous
situation, is appended. The DEIR on page IV.A 12 asserts that state legislation in
1942 and 1997 both ¢ropowered the transfer of Treasure Island to the Navy, 4
wartime exercise as with Hamilton Airbase, and the release of Treasure Island
from the terms of the Tidelands Trust, Stafe law does not trump federal Jaw -
despite many invalid challenges by the state attempting to do so.. The question of
ownership underlies the legality and efficacy of the control of uses and resources
needed to mitigate the impacts of the proposed development. This issue i3
fundamental to the integrity and accuracy of the DEIR.

‘The draft also indicates a legislatively approved trade of possible Tide Lands

Trust sites for island perimeter sites that for the most part are very much below
water and likely to remain so. The sea level is expected to rise 2.5 feet durmg the
time expected for island’s initia) development and far more during the
development’s overall economtic life. These deéepening submerged lands traded to
the Trust cannot be expected to be equivalent value for state purposes. Thisisa ,
farcical replay of the fabled F]onda scatns related to sale of swamp lands in the ‘
1920’s. .

The near liquefaction of Treasure Isfand durinig the moderate Loma Prieta

. earthquake of 1989 should give rise to the especial seismic safety requirements -

required to both ensure the survivability of occupants and structural

developments. The DEIR on pages 11.72 thru 76 raises skepticism as to this
possibility. For one, compacting sand cannot reach the density of even sandstone -
or consolidated rock and therefore cannot be expected to provide a safe seismic
underpinning, Fuither, foundation, mats, while structurally useful, cannot be.
secure if their underpinnings are hqueﬁable o

One means of testing the viability of the proposed seismic security measure is for
the developers and city to provide evidence of the fiscal insurability of both the
survivability of the island’s occupants and its development and to demonstrate so

 before the DEIR is approved. It is necessary to secute significant evidence of

tests of these seismic safety measures before approval of the DEIR.

L4 R e R |
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. APPENDIX: DEIR TREASURE ISLAND .
_: Arxmold C. Stérgberg : © Potey "E"“’Iﬁf WRQ?S

Domnald 'R. Crow o . .
Wayne Schell ' : i >y jz S
Jack Harrimon o . W ‘g?a y S
‘ Jokn Eramar (Conpsal Renspurees Agency) = - g
wialrer Cook (Counsgel Stata Lands Commiazsion)
Loy s h;E%L\ S a{%qy74 o
' ) ' Wwe—" L
m : DEPARTMENT CF KDUSING AN COMMUNITY DEVELBIMINT
PIVISION Of RESFARCH ANR POLICY REVILGFMENT

Seeh Hamilronm Airbase Palicy Propossl

I. BACRQROUND .

The mttached maps A and B -rmd. lepgand indicate the typeés of parceld
whieh underly the spproximataly 1800 aeres of Hamiltdn Adrbasa. -
Discunssiona with Walter Coéok hava indicataed that 2 avhatantial
portion of this land fa, with varying degreés of prohability, -

recovexrable by the state.

1, Subnarged Lands

Theea Tande 272 azcvareign iapds by virrue of heving heen ceded to

the state when Californis  joined the Union in 1850. By atate 1law,

the atate's use of such lands Ais limfted o fighaerias, wild life,
game, and  navigational purpeses. The areas to.the east and ip-~ -
eluding Paresl TLL 31, Map B, are lanéia which fall smto this category
- 8nd which can be readily reacquirsd by the stagfe through legal action.
Vegetation prior to LB51 camsgd at tha western boundazy line of this -
parcel, thug implying the enistence. of mud.fldta on. these patrels at

‘"that tinma.

Parcels TL 179, 178, 175, ‘TLL 5{c), and TL8 210 reprasent patents -
fer use which have lapsed and, therefoare, -these lands appaar. .
Taclainable withour challenge, The remainder of this fubmerged
land weas patented with permisplon £o hudld a levee. However, subh.
PALenza 4id not negate the stara's sovereign right.to trespass for
the maintenance of fisherias, nawigatfan, wild 11fe, and geme.

2. Wet Lapds

_CDnz?esaa'in the 1850 Arkansas Act, gmwe to the statas sdﬁareignay
over wet landeg which dpecliude lands below sea level, above meam -
high tdds, and areasa w;th aalt marsh vegetationa. - '

EQZ‘J.!?_‘ naps indicate-the praseace of fumeroua scattered sale ponda
and slimices throwghout the remainder of the runway a2nd malptenance

Bhop area excending morrhwest up ta apf Inciudimg parel § and 0 69,
The atate grantad patentzs for the usa pf this lapd. Howaver, 3ILC
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‘femls. this arxea .ia worth 1itigacion 6n. tha biais of the uses ﬂnd
.0f the ecologicgl protection nights . roted. - The state argues that
it has retained the rights to .treapass in this arxes im srder ro
maintadm 1t for fisheries, wild life, game, and navigatian.

3. . The Remchero

Thiz area was originally ahove sea leve) and G55 h=s clear title.
Tharefore, 4t appears beyond litipstion so far ‘as potantisl- ‘
reclemation by the atste. is concarnad. Thia is tha araa contiguousd
.to Righway 181 and which contains the Lanham' housing site-

‘4. Previnus Action

%itle ro the ares bnrdering thP northern sida. ef the .airbase wae .

Uo7/ 12

litigated by the state and the title rights were’ reaplved winh the -

€alifornia Packing Corporat{on in '1943. This arves, therefore, As
+in an uachallengeable ownership situwaticn with fee-simple cdrid.
- Bamilton Airbase to the south, tharefore, represencs a dafensible
fee, with reservations, auhject now to litigation. .This counditioen’
also applles ta the ares ro. the sourh of the airbase beginnins with

Parcel 3 and 0 B0.
AQTIDN BY THE SLC

It 4s the intentiom of Mr. Conk 'ta. begin a recovery aceion firgt:
by notifyding the GSA and, 'seaond, through posaible 1itigat10n to
recover the submerged and vat lands within the afrbepe. ‘He does

" fet wiah to subject 'this area to pegotiation with GS4& whick might
involve a trada~off of claimad state rights f£or other areas or :
egqnities on the higher alevations suth =Za Lanham site Since thie
wonld prejudice his came with regard. to claimad sovereign - -

,objectives and uwses, In ndditidm to notifying £S5A, Walter ‘Cook
will nqtﬁfy Marin County end the City of Novatd.

After the above actiaon is initiated, to . avold prejudicﬁal judgmant

with regard.to the fotent of the State Lands Copmiszion o eatahlia
-eovaraign rights and wse, HCD and SLC should ‘entex negotistions :
. with the GSA with regard to the pnasibility of trading part of the

federal land debt (comprising & total of 221,000 aerea) for the

above sea level atrea of Hammlion Adzrbase. HCD. and SLC will argue

that the improvemente are vdlueless and constitute a detriment

ta the future improvement and reuse of the site. The objeetives

to the GSA and the atate administration, for the above saa levcl

area then will be- pos;ted as followa:

a. Protect the ecology of the water ghed, psrtieulatlj-the-below
' sea leval areas. ‘ .

b. ‘Intearity of usé iR 2 manner hatmoniouws with . tha maintemance
of the wat and nida lands ecalogy aad usas*

n



fTAH}” with the exdiating awthorized uea .0f aubmerged and wat lands. if

vor ugr
CULL Ly 5p wros,
’ Irean

‘ ‘ - UHUU N
é._ Bascsplishment of davelapmﬁnt af a smit&hle gTound. reat rekumEn’ ‘

which, inp part, can ba ' used te naiazaia the acalogy and atata
lands interest in the overgll a&:e. ,

PAGE.  wh/1y

4. 7To teturn A. surplus of guak grmunﬁ remt@ inte a sinking fund
for general statewide powmunity devalopmans and houajiog Lo . o
purposes, end for intensive develagment nf bay ares fisheriea. _

. . . |
IIX. PRASING OF ACTION - - T {/M ’/ o

a.  Latter by SLC claiming righte. and threataning Ii:igntion to’
the BRA. -nt

b. ‘A secona follnwing lec:er from EHCD juimtly with SLC: ﬁnd 1?
' Regources Agency to @84 wvith regazd to- an uplands trade~-of 'Et, .
‘for part of the fedaral school lands dabr. khuvv:kﬁw -

2. %ggtiate legislstign dsclaring that 1ow and mbﬁerata income
© housipg &nd employment devalopment mfe public purposas compstible

& those lands are no longzr. submerged ar wat, Ianda, ars oot

. required far restoration of the acean,'riverine, 0T Beaahpra
ff”’ag?enology, ang the development would not adversely affect the
uge of other soverelzn lands. It should be undarstond alaarly
that these additional proppaed usea ave offersd only == 2
secondatry priarity to the exiating aithorized. uses. .
Compatibility should ba further defimed g2 fol)llows:: ,‘f;

- ;\ :

1. Primarily for low and méderate Inecome housing, c"mm»ﬂit" 4cV¢10P"

nent, and emplayment.

2. Having a nopetary and/or functimnal ‘benefit to preqenn authorized
1.188.8, .

3. Recognizas the right of 2 paszzible or evantuml reuse of community
developed lands for- Preaently authorized uses .

Ihe 1egislation shon3d also establish a sinking fand funded through |
ground rents or development rightd £4r the réusse of state lande -

stuch as Hamilton Airbasa. The funds may be- used statewidé for, - = = |
Sndicated public purposes sueh a8 s8tabilizarion of .deterieratad. '
communities, housing aida, 4nd development 'of astate fishery '

scologies. Recommendatdiona to tha Legislature for allocations

from the fund will be mada josntly by the Resoupces Ageney, SLC,

and BCD. 1In ordar to carry ent the” ‘houging and conmunity develop— ‘
ment activitiss fimanced by the fund, tha legislation shodld
declare that HCD 41e & public houaing’ agmncy vith' powers to RAXTY
out the suthorised housing and eommunity devalopment programns.
: - 4
We may also suggest recourse to Congrassional zetdon, regarding the

=2t&te posasmaion o
equities f the uplands azea and the discounting of existin



. . 1% 3!’(1
UL

L ‘ i . | -~ e o ‘_
S ® s T

£11 %8f the abaove will entablish pf&cﬂdent vith regand to ather’
shoreline properties, defemse lands suel as Susanvilla, Scoakrom, - .-
and Los Amgeles. In particular, tha SLC. will follow mp the ahave;
ligigetion sctiom by challenging the 4an FPramcisesd Hazrbox. Sub~,
divisien Act af 1872 on the basia of Engliah .Lommon. Law pregedent
wbich esktahlished Lhat snbmergad and wet -lands, aftar 100 years of.
.an uninditisted purpoee; should ravart té state g@overaigpty. This .
relates, o .our previous memo regarddng the Santa Fa Railroad lands
-&nd other lamds within f£ive miles of s point naar the Ferzy Building
located on the eastern. edga of -8an Prancdaco. .

FRaE gy

Tha highar erezs can be. expectnd ‘te be fully devaloped except for

spall park sreas. The sovereign uge area canm, An paxt, be lemsed.
f£zom the SLC an a 99~yaar bazis; Port and fishéarieas Adevelopmeant

would he permanent.

Préauming a.SGZ development coverage of the 1300 zcres st Hamilton
Afzbase, we can gxpect about $2/300,000,000 of davelapment. Im. .
addition to my charges to the Ie&s&haJder for payment of in.lieu-:
tazes to local government, the gtate could expect tro receive 8 -
graund rant of 8% on rhe valuve of the land .and imprnvamenta.

hssuming half of the ground renta are allosated to RED; Hamilran
alone will generate a $12 000,000 annual cash flow to BCD. [Thia
- enah flow will Be more than enough to earry puk a significant
pragram of housing and dopmunity development, including Hamilton.

ernard Choden

Attachmenta
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 td mowve on Eawilton is aliva smﬂ well b urmt
1. GAA will procade to .‘Lgnnm Walta,r'e clatm of stata scverigm:y.b
uppn a soliciter general's inearpretation in 1965 mgarﬂin.g i‘.-.
poasession. .
2. Waltaz will equest 1itigation from the Commssion based on
a. advarse posssssion only pertailned to dafense uses now being
ab-gﬁgated and -racent enguiriaas from Washington azpzessing doubts WY "

a:bo'xt 'tha title snd deslzing to claan up the situation.

=

b. Walted eypects to nesd to :pda‘t: a $1‘,000 ;000 bomd ta squer

: * L ]
the mpintenanca of the base Guring the intérval of tha auit; he now
fawore extending tha land tmada aoncep"t to wovex the entize area of '

Hamilton; thua, tha mmcontsated aress will ba pa.‘l.d for aum-ight, ‘ |
Y2y hsand~ Yk ' .
by trad” the % armaa will be paid M a oourt detamined

apount with the sums being representsd by the atate 1fmd's equitias |
heing held in ascrow. Xo caah f£rom the legislature, tharafpre, ' .
will be meﬂaa...uur approgch , therafors, hacmgaxtmmmw Seairenbla,
o, The auit bond needs pulls prioricy away £rom Rorthrigs priortty
for & tzade svay from the lspertal Vallsy t‘émqp Lends end nakes
' SLc da:p&ndmt on the emnmal cash flow from Bamilmn a3 a meang . . ‘
of aquizing the szl lmd&s later (which they should do An a.ny cras | 4
sinoe wWo ocan un:kiply the lend equities fastar by putting it intayp |
‘the Hamilton investoente hhm lotting 1t saEex sit in abaysnos in
state title) u ' '

Welter wild pa ' .
: 8t thg m
. : 2 Pr . --ng to haok this= = da 1. .
' ’ ‘ 81 with e

-
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City Hall
Pr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Franclzco 94102-4689
Te). No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554.5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

'NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING o
LAND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE 18 HEREBY GlVEN that the City and County Board of Supervisors' Land Use and
Economic Development Committee will hold a public hearing to congider the Treasurer
‘{sland/Yerba Buena Island Development Agreement _

Date: Monday, June 6, 2011
Time:: - 1:00 p.m.

Location:  Cominittee Room, Room 263 located at Cﬁy Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Franciaco, CA '

Subject: . File No. 110226. Ordinance approving a Development.Agreément
' betwagen the City and County of San Francisco and Treasure ‘Island
. Community Development, LLC, for certain real property located within
.Treasure Island/Yerba Buena lsland; exempting cerfain sections of
Administrative Code Chapter 6, Chapter 14B and. Chapter 56; and
" adopting. findings, including findings under the California Environmental
Quality Act, findings of consistency with the City’s General Plan and with
the Eight Priority Poficies of Planning Code Section 101.1(b), and ﬁndlngs

relatmg to the formation of infrastructure financing districts.

The Sub]ect of the hearing regards Assessor's Block No. 1939 and the subject Ordinance
adopting a Development Agreement pursuant to Administrative Code Section 56. The
Developmant Agraement js for the Troasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Development Project,
which proposes approximately 8,000 dwelling units, 140,000 square feet of retall uses, 100,000
square feet on commercial office space, 500 hotel rooms, 300 acres of open space, and various

- public service, civic, and institutional uses. The project would provide other public benefits
including the investment of approximately $155 million in transportation infrastructure and the
creation of thouSands of constructuon and permanent jobs.

Persons who are unable to attend the hearing may subm:t written comments regarding this
matter prior to the begmmng of the hearing. These comments will become part of the official
public record.

A copy of this meaaure and supporting data are avallable in the above-mentloned file of the
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. For more information regarding the above matter, call (415)
554-51%4 or write to: Clerk's Oﬂ' ice, Board of Supervisors, Room 244 City Hall, San Francusco
CA 94102. .

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
POST ED a‘n_d MAILED:. May 26, 2011 ) PUBLISHED: May 27, 2011
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Cll Hall

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

BOARD OF SUPERV!SORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board: of Supervnsors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal
"and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all mterested parties may

attend and be heard;

Date:

Time:

Location:

Subject:

_Tuesday, June 7, _2011 :

SDme

-Leg:alatnva Chamber, Room 250 located at Clty Hall 1 Dr.

Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Franmsco, CA 94102

- File No, 110618 Hearing of persons interested in.or ObjECtlng

to the decision of the Planning Commission’s April 21, 2011,

Certification of a Final Environmental.Impact Report identified
-as Planning Case No. 2007.0903E, through its Motion No. - '

18325, for the proposed Treasure Island/Yerba Buena lsland
Project. (Appellants: Saul Bloom, on behalf of Arc Ecology,
Michael Lynés, on behalf of Golden Gate Audubon Society,
Kate Looby on behalf of Sierra Club - San Francisco Bay

. Chapter, Brent Plater, on behalf of Wild Equity Instltute, Ken

Masters, and Aaron Peskin )

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009 notice is hereby given, if you
challenge in court, the matter described above, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the pubhc hearing described in this notice, orin
written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the pubhc

hearing.

: In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,

- persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written
comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be -
made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the
attention of'the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to

1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 .
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Comments on Charter Amendment allowing the BOS to Repeal Voter-Approved Initiatives is attached
David Tornheim

to:

Jane Kim (D6 Supervisor), Scott Wiener, Mark Farrell

06/02/2011 01:16 AM

Sent by:

<dat_room@hotmail.com>

Ce:

Scott Wiener, Sean Elsbernd, "Jane Kim (D6 Supervisor)", Maila Cohen, Carmen Chu, Clerk
BoardofSupervisors, David Campos, David Chiu, Eric Mar, John Avalos, Mark Farrell, Ross Mirkarimi
Show Details '

Security:

To ensure privacy, images from remote sites were prevented from downloading. Show Images

Attached is the letter from Mary Miles of the Coalition for Adequate Review dated and received by the
Board on 5/18/11, which I was reading from at the hearing two weeks ago regarding Supervisors
Wiener's plan to allow the modification and repeal of voter-approved initiatives. This letter explains
why it is unconstitutional.

[x] | 5-18-11 BOS WIENER COMMENT-FILED.pdf

T

file://C :\Docﬁments and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web1761.htm 6/2/2011



 FROM:

Mary Miles (SB #2303 95) » v
Attorney at Law - ‘ S : < o o
for Coalition for Adequate Rev1ew ‘ o R \ ‘
364 Page St., #36 |
San Franc1sco CA 94102

(413) 863-2310

»S -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk, Presxdent David Chlu and - : ‘ =
Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors _ -
City Hall, #1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PI. o o e
San Francisco, CA 94102 3 : , :

DATE: May 18,2011

" BY HAND DELIVERY and by e-mail to: board.of supervisors@sfgov.org; ;
John. Avalos@sfeov.org; David.Campos@sfgov.org; David.Chiu@sfeov.org;
Carmen.Chu@sfeov.org; Malia.Cohen@sfzov.org; Sean. Elsbemd@sﬁzov org;

- Mark Farrell@sfgov.org; Jane. Kim@sfgov.org; -Eric.L. Mar@sfgov.org
Ross.Mirkarimi@sfoov .org; scott.wiener@sfgov.org; angela. calvﬂlo@sf,qov org
and Attn: Rules Committee Members, Sean Elsbernd, Mark Farrell, and Jane Kim

Re: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS File No. 110401 [Charter Amendment — Allowing

Amendments to or Repeals of Initiative Ordinances and Declarations of Policy]
Rules Committee Agenda of May 19, 2011, Item No. 6 '

PUBLIC COMMENT

This 1s pubhc comment on the proposed Charte1 amendment allowmo the Board of
Supervisors and/or Mayor to amend or repeal initiative ordinances and declarations of policy

passed by voters. The proposed Charter Amendment is scheduled for hearing before the
Rules Commlttee on May 19, 2011, Item No. 6.

The pxoposed Charter amendment claims that the constitutional right to voter
initiatives is a “cumbersome system” that only “encourages miore and more 1n1t1at1\7es and
should be removed from the voters by enabling the Board of Supervisors and/or Mayor to

repeal and amend voter-approved initiatives and to legislate explratlon dates for voter-
“approved initiative measures..

The ploposed amendment violates the spirit and letter of the Cahforma Const1tut1on
which states: “All political power is inhérent in the people. Government is instituted for their

protection, securlty, and benefit, and they have the right to alter or reform it when the public -

good may require.” (Cal. Const. art. II, §1) This power is not a right granted to the people,

but is a “power reserved by them.” (DeVita v. County of Napa [ “DeVita”'] (1995) 9 Cal.4th
763,775-776, emphasis added; and see, United States Constitution, Preamble) Courts

liberally construe this power to protect the right of the people to local initiative or
.referendum (De Vzta supra, 9 Cal 4th at p. 776)

5-18-11 BOS Comm‘ent-Wiener Charte: Amdmt. . 1.



No authority permits the Board of Supervisors and/or the Mayor to repeal, amend, or
place time-based expirations on ballot initiatives passed by the voters. To do so would
negate the powers vested in the people by the Constitution..

-In fact, the California Elections Code section 9125 expressly provides that no
initiative measure can be repealed “except by a vote of the people, unless provision is
otherwise made in the original [initiative] ordinance.” In affirming the force of this
provision, the California Supreme Court has explained that Elections Code section 9125 “has .
its roots in the constitutional right of the electorate to initiative, ensuring that successful
initiatives wil not be undone by subsequent hostile boards of supervisors.” (DeVita, supra, 9
Cal. 4th at p. 788, 797) The Court emphatically declined to place limitations on the right to
voter initiative, even though “all initiatives place limits on a government body’s capacity to
leglslate in areas that are otherwise statutorily authorized, some of those limitations quite

~severe.” (Id., emphasis in original)

The proposed Charter Amendment is also preempted under the California
Constitution article XI section 7, since it conflicts with state law, the California Constitution,
and the United States Constitution, Both proposing this Charter Amendment and voting for it
are violations of ethical duties that subject a public official to discipline and/or removal from
office for willful misconduct, including fallure to perform duties in compliance with the law.
(SF Charter §15.105)

'The Board should decisively reject the proposed Charter amendment as an
unprincipled attempt to usurp the fundamental rights of the electorate that are the foundatlon

of democratic government.

Please place a copy of this Comment in all apphcable ﬁles

DATED: May 18,2011 | Vﬂ% /}%Xz\,

5-18-11 BOS Comment-Wiener Charter Amdmt. 2



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Victor Young/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:

Bcec:

Subject: File 110462: Stock Option Tax

From; ' Cristina Gutierrez <gutie001@hotmail.com>

To: <board.of supervisors@sfgov.org>, <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>, <sfstartups@votizen.com>
Date: 05/31/2011 03:42 PM ' .

Subject: . Stock Option Tax

Hello,

I am writing to express my support for the change of the 1% tax on stock options in San Francisco
proposed by Supervisor Mark Farrell. This is an anti-competitive tax and as a San Francisco resident and
employee, I think San Francisco collects enough taxes already from employees, residents, and businesses
together. This extra 1% on stock options is unnecessary.

Thank you,

Cristina Gutierrez

2804 Octavia Street

San Francisco, CA 94123
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Please support Mark F arrell's stock option legislation - C ,pM é.
Todd McKinnon -
to:

- Board.of.Supervisors, mayoredwinlee .
! | Cle € (1D (b7

05/27/2011 02:01 PM
‘Show Details

History: This message has been forwarded.
Dear Mayor Lee and Supervisors,

We are excited that City Hall is focusing on creating a solution to the stock options issue

as a member of the technology community in San Francisco, I strongly urge you to support Supervisor Mark
Farrell's stock option legislation!

We support Supervisor Farrell's proposal for a number of reasons:

1. City Hall has to create a permanent solution to the problem, or tech companies (and they jobs they create)
will continue to evaluate leaving San Francisco. A temporary solution sends the message that San Francisco is
not interested in creating long-term solutions for the local economy. I assume that aﬁer 6 years San Francisco
won't start taxing stock options again, so why not create a permanent solution?

2. Private and public companies should both be treated equally - it is the only common-sense solution.
Supervisor Farrell's legislation ensures that both private and public companies benefit - not only are private
companies thinking about leaving San Francisco, but larger, public companies (which employ thousands of San
Franciscans) are growing their employees outside of San Francisco. I want these jobs to stay in San Francisco —
and Supervisor Farrell’s legislation will do just that.

3. Supervisor Farrell's legislation Insures that San Francisco's general fund will not face any additional budget
deficit. City Hall won't collect more taxes on stock options, but his legislation is designed so that current levels
of tax revenue from stock options will stay constant.

Supervisor Farrell's legislatioh strikes the right balance in creating incentives to keep tech companies in San
Francisco, while protecting the City from adverse budget impacts. Our local economy is at stake - please focus
on the long-term, and support Supervisor Farrell's legislation!!

Sincerely,

Todd McKinnon
. CEO & Co-Founder, Okta -

Todd McKinnon
CEO & Co-Founder
0: 415.494.8033 | M: 415.264.2986

tmckinnon@okta.com

www.okta.com | www.okta.com/blog

My profiles: [ &

file://C:\Documents and Settings\RCalonsag\Local Settihgs\Temp\noteéF F F692\§Web5 331... 5/27/2011
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Please support Mark Farrell's stock optlon legrslatnon : o C ’P‘f‘}ﬁ

i Todd McKinnon : . : : ‘ _

to:

* Board.of. Supervrsors mayoredwmlee S
05/27/2011 02:01 PM . v R

Show Details: ‘ o

GRS

i

History: This message has been forwarded
Dear Mayor Lee and Supervisors, ‘

|
i
l
i
i

. We are excited that City Hall is focusmg on creatmg a solutlon to the stock options issue

as a member of the technology commumty m San' Franclsco I strongly urge you to support Supervisor Mark
Farrell's stock opt1on leglslatlon' : I
| |

We support Superv1sor Farrell's proposal for a number of reasons

1. City Hall has to create a permanent . solutlon to the problem, or tech companies (and they _]ObS they create)

- will continue to evaluate leaving San Francisco. A temporary solution sends the message that San Francisco is
not interested in creating long-term solutions for the local economy. I assume that after 6 years San Franclsco
won't start taxmg stock options again, so why not create a pehnanent solution?

2. Private and pubhc companies should both be treated equa ly -itis the only common-sense solution.
Superv1sor Farrell's legislation ensures that both private and public compames benefit - not only are private

* companies thinking about leaving San Francisco, but larger, pubhc companies (which employ thousands of San

Franciscans) are growing their employees outside of San Frahcrsco I want these jobs to stay in San Francrsco -
~and Supervrsor Farrell’s legislation will do Just that _

3. Supervisor Farrell's legislation Insures that San Francrsco 's general fund will not face any additional budget
deficit. City Hall won't collect more taxes on stock. optlons but his leglslatron is designed so that current levels
of tax revenue from stock options will stay constant .
. Supervisor Farrell's leglslatron strlkes the r1ght balance in créating incentives to keep tech companies in San
Francisco, while protecting the City from adverse budget impacts. Our local economy is at stake - please focus
on the long-term, and support Superv1sor Farrell's leglslatlon”

Slncer_ely,

.CEO'& Co-Founder, Okta

Todd McKinnon

.CEO & Co-Founder

O: 415.494,8033 | M: 415.264. 2986
tmckinnon@okta.com

© www.okta.com | www.okta.com/blog

My profiles: [} i
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To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:

Bcec: _
Subject: Chaffee - NY Times QOuts San Francisco's "City Hall Family" Cf. Cosa Nostra

From: "James Chaffee" <chaffeej@pacbell.net>

To: "James Chaffee™ <chaffeej@pacbell.net>
Date: 106/05/2011 03:07 PM '
Subject: Chaffee -- NY Times Outs San Francisco's "City Hall Family" Cf. Cosa Nostra

Dear Friends, -

Way back on January 4, \during my public comment at the first Board of Supervisors meeting of this year
| inveighed against the supervisor’s calculated invocation of the term “City Hall Family.” My comment,
taken from my notes, was:

One hears constantly now references to the “City Hall Family.” Of course they don’t mean the
entire citizenry of San Francisco. It refers to a very small set that shares their selfish interests.

The bankers who took billions of public money as a bailout and still pay themselves bonuses
worth tens of millions, think nothing of it because they are the “financial services family.”
Those who misrepresented home loans, formed them into derivatives with phony financial
ratings and padded their own commissions at every step, had no compunction. As far as they
were concerned it was for the “mortgage industry family.” The Mafia calls itself a family.
Finally, the National Socialists were part of a family. The people in the Public Library don’t
consider it lying and cheating and fraud, it is just what is necessary to foster and support the
“Friends of the Library family.” :

There was a time when people believed in democracy. The citizens need to accept their ‘
obligations to society and contribute to the good of society, and they look to you supervisors as
an example. Not only do we have supervisors who are morally reprehensible enough to

" operate on the premise that City Hall is a “family” but they are so uneducated they have no
compunction about actually saying it into a microphone. The idea that those in charge

" considered themselves a “family” was the problem with aristocracy that the principles of
democracy were supposed to solve. The idea that we have supervisors who have no training in
democratic principles is just appalling.

The NY Times has an article in today’s edition that takes note of the phenomena. The Times takes it as
an example of the brazenness of the political machine. Actually it was invoked not for any actual
connection, but rather most often by David Campos, David Chui and John Avalos and others who act
like distant cousins whose uncle just won the lottery. The point was supposed to be the moral
detachment that excuses the mistreatment of those not part of “our crowd.” The NY Times has a
different twist. '

You may want to take a look, below.

James,

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/05/us/05bcstevens.htmi? r=1&ref=sanfranciscobayarea

June 4, 2011

‘City Family’ Has a Nice Ring, but It Looks a Lot
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Like a Machine
By ELIZABETH LESLY STEVENS
Elizabeth Lesly Stevens writes a column for The Bay Citizen.
Mobsters have the Cosa Nostra. Oil producers have OPEC. And San Francisco has its City Family.
The term is much in use lately Mayor Edwin Lee invoked it in unveiling a pension-reform plan produced after months
of working with the city’s unions, elected officials, City Hall executives and the financier Warren Hellman (who is
chairman of The Bay Citizen).
Declaring it the plan of “the official City Family,” Mr. Lee pronounced himself well satisfied w1th a proposal that falls
far short of the savings he declared critical just three months ago.
Other ideas, notably a measure advanced by Jeff Adachi, the city’s public defender, are, to Mr Lee, unworthy of
discussion.
In this ene-party town, members of the family may be progressive Democrats or moderate Democrats, gay or straight,
teetotalers or potheads. At the end of the day, however, they can be counted on to act with remarkable public
cohesiveness.
Of course, the term has a different meaning in times of civic tragedy. A city ﬁreﬁghter was killed Thursday, and
another critically injured. No one questions Mr. Lee or city officials’ sincere offerings of sympathy.
Yet the charm of the City Family gathering to sing “Kumbaya” in celebration of political compromise can bea glib bit
of theater, masking the fact that the needs of a complex, changing community are not being addressed,
The City Family is “a powerful metaphor for conformity,” said Matt Gonzalez, an ally of Mr. Adachi and a former
president of the Board of Supervisors. “It’s a rhetorical tool, and it’s very powerful.”
As a phrase and as a political force, the City Family is enjoying a renaissance, said Eric Jayé, a veteran pohtlcal
consultant. He traces the term’s origin to the powerful troika of Willie Brown, Representative Phillip Burton and his -
brother, John Burton, now head of the California Democratic Party, who ruled the city (and played an oversize role in
California politics) for decades. The phrase s return to vogue marks “the return of this organization to. political
ascendancy,” Mr, Jaye said.
In many cities, this would be called a political machine. In San Francisco, gentler language is preferred.
Gabriel Metcalf, who heads the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association, or SPUR, a
good-government group, was among the City Family folks who appeared at Mr. Lee’s announcement of the pension
deal (though SPUR has not yet decided which pension measure to endorse). Mr. Metcalf has broken ranks with the
City Family on a couple of issues in recent years, and he knows the cost.
“In San Francisco, there seems to be a belief in thought crimes,” he said, “meanlng that people who speak out, say
things they are not supposed to say, will be shunned.”
No one has been shunned more in the last year than Mr. Adachi. Since he first introduced a pension-reform measure
last year, he has been a pariah to the City Family. When Mayor Lee first met with department heads after taking office
in January, he warned Mr. Adachi against renewing his divisive efforts. Union leaders refused to take part in any
meetings that included Mr. Adachi. . ‘
Even San Francisco’s watchdog — the city’s Ethics Commission — is a member of the family. Last month, when
Dennis Herrera, the city attorney and a mayoral candidate, found himself facing a lobbying scandal involving his
campaign manager, he made a public to-do of referring the matter to an outside agency, Oakland’s city attorney. Alex
Katz, communications director for that office, initially told The Bay Citizen that he was not aware of the case. Upon
checking, he said that the investigation has since been handed over to —the San Francisco Ethics Commission.
Who appointed one of the five commissioners? Mr. Herrera. Who appointed the other four? The mayor, the district
attorney, the assessor and the Board of Supervisors — all elected officials whose ethics the commission is supposed to
police.
Chris Daly, the outre supervisor who termed out of office in January, has almost nothing in common with Mr. Adachi.
But Mr. Daly, too, is an untouchable as far as the City Family is concerned — perhaps one reason his post-elective life
features a broom and a bar towel. ]
“Social institutions need to recreate and reinforce” San Francisco’s economic and political status quo, Mr. Daly said
from the bar he now operates blocks from City Hall. “The City Family, they are the caretakers of that order. As long as
you stay in line, it’s all good.”
estevens@baycmzen org
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To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: o .

Bcc:

Subject: Tuesday SFBOS - final vote on Parkmerced

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

To: \ board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: '06/06/2011 09:32 AM ‘

Subject: Tuesday SFBOS - final vote on Parkmerced

Monday June 6, 2011
RE: SFBOS final vote on the Parkmerced project.
San Francisco Board of Supervisors;

This tuesday you are voting on a project of major concern, socially, environmentally and financially. Your
vote on tuesday represents the decision that could bea victory for public concern and benefit, or a decision
to ignore and roll-over the myriad of issues raised by numerous public and community organizations on the
EIR and the facts that have repeatedly been |gnored to date in decisions by the SF Plannmg Commission,
SF Land-Use, and SFBOS to date.

To prevent the Iegal impllications, why not send it back to the planning department. You almost did

on the last vote, and with only 1 swing vote it'was approved, this shows that the concerns are important
enough to consider the alternatives and require more thought. The whole process as you have noted is

a rush, and there is plenty of empty buildings, homes and units citywide. The state just voted to postpone
a major decision that would infer information on the Palmer Decision and the inclusion of affordable rental -
housing issue SB184 that was the primary concern of the Bay View Hunter's Point Project and how Lennar
threatened the city if forced to build affordable rental housing. With legal issues pending on Treasure
Island, the SF Housing Element and Parkmerced, it seems to be more of a solution than ever to
reconsider this project and its impacts in light of the public's best benefit. | have issued many

memos on the concerns but want to remind you of the primary ones prior to your vote. Rent

Control issues have been numerous and raised by local and state organizations on the issues

and impacts on the cities housing rental stock. The items follow on additional concerns;

a) the promises on the developer agreement per state law are un-enforceable at the state
level. Without declatory relief the issue will be that of the fillmore and displacement/gentrification
of existing rental garden units that serve as essential social housing on the western side of SF.

b) the developer agreement ignores the loss of open-space per unit of the garden apartments

c) the trénsit routing has NOT been vetted b}/ caltrans on the issue of grade-seperation and
the shortest distance between two points which is a straight line direct to daly city bart.

d) the impact of SFSU-CSU on housing stock and the lack of working class housing in district 7,
including the future un-affordable prices stated clearly as conservative estimates in the CBRE
report of 3,000 per month for a 1-bedroom and 800,000 for a for-sale unit.

e) the environmental impacts of a total clear-cutting and regrading of a site, water wise, and
micro-habitat wise due to the adjacency to lake merced, and the concerns raised by the SF
Green Party on the carbon footprint impacts when preservatlon is shovelled aside for large-scale
demolition.

-f) the lack of vision in terms of 1:1 parking when the underground garages proposed for
parkmerced already exist and are empty, when this money could be better spent on the

. transit linkages and future north to south lines on the western side of san francisco including
a sloat boulevard or sunset line that could parrallel 19th ave.

g) the human impact on the long-term residents that cannot be prevented when garden
units are replaced in higher density without a softer and more scaled back approach.



h) the lack of public protection for the tower units when ignoring the seismic concerns
of the only towers and units built without retrofitting of the units in the proposal.

i) the in-adequate CEQA analysis as noted by Commissioner Kathrin Moore in her
memo, and the astute points she raised on the need to review this project properly.

j) the petition online on www.change.orq "Parkmerced" that notes over 200 signatures
against the development. This is not many, but it provides a basis for the concerns when
people sign the petition country/world wide and raise the bar_on what should be done by the city.

k) the lack of affordable rental housing citywide, which is against prior policy in the need
to provide the OPTION of renting vs. home-ownership in the housing created and built for
city existing mhabltants

1) the concern that rennovations done prior by Stellar did not implement serious efforts to
-build sustainable, or low-tech implementable steps on green and -environmentally sustainable
efforts such as roof-drain systems, solar, wind, and proper composting facilities. Instead they
focused on quick flipping of the property, exterior and interior fast renewal of finishes,
spending money, and ignoring sustainability for blitz, media (TV's), imagery, and signage.

m) the importance of "EQUITY" density which means the building equitably around ALL
neighborhoods, so that one is not disproportionately affected by density and development.

The concern here is that the major transit lines (3 of which come out at West Portal) have

been ignored in the future planning of this neighborhood, and with the SFSU-CSU and ‘
Stonestown and other neighborhood projects, the impacts are much larger transit/traffic/parking
wise than what is projected. Without adequate steps to densify and infill along existing

" corridors to defer the impacts on one community, you are consistently stepping on the
poor-middle class renter vs. adequately dispersing the impacts.

n) Money is not everything, and tax base cannot be the decision maker, when you have
two other major projects in the pipeline (Treasure Island and BVHP). This means that to
push this forward again without discussing the premise of why Parkmerced was built,
and for whom it was meant to serve on the western side, ignores the true need for social
housing and the lack of it citywide.

o) the lack of a Soundness report clearly mdlcates that there is no proof to date of the
condition of the existing units. As noted the SFSU-CSU owned blocks were repaired
with flashing and dry-rot repairs, and this was NOT done in similar fashion by Stellar -

since they are proposing demolition. The need for independent analysis of the sound
housing the garden units provide is critical, and ignoring it is ignoring the premlse of
the SF general plan.

Finally | hope you will read this memo in entirety, looking again at the issues and concerns
. prior to your final vote on the subject. You CAN make a better project by voting against the
current EIR, and ensuring that the planning commission and organizations spend time
CHANGING the plan for the improvement of all san franciscans. This is not a vote to deny
the owner change, it is a vote ensuring that a proper level of adjustment is made to the
proposal. That it includes the interests of ALL san franciscans, and that a developer's push
to approve without true CEQA analysis and remediation in the proposal is not ignored. If 6
national organizations representing preservation issues have submitted a memo of concern
together, it is imperative that you not only listen with both ears, but you look with your eyes
at the ground level, on site, and in the documents, to ascertain what is truthfully portrayed
and what deems further investigation. .

I 'again urge you to read SF Planning Commissioner Moore's memo on the Parkmerced
plan, in addition to the attached memo by 6 national/local organizations.

We do not realize our impacts till it is too late, and in this project the pressure to approve
seems to ignore the principles of law too many times to go further. Based alone on
architectural principles, the health safety and welfare of the existing and surrounding
communities and residents, this project is too large, and too impacting to ignore. It.
requires revisions and to date there has not been significant political effort to change this.

YOU can make the changes, and help to build a better project, it can be more green, |



more sustainable, and more long-term-reaching in its solution, but you will need to muster
the courage to confront the proposal as it currently stands. David Chiu's vote stands currently
as one that could have sent the project back for review and adeugqate revisions. The second
vote can either affirm the developer gravy train of project approvals without adequate CEQA
review of alternatives, or it can ensure public community and neighborhood voice in the
decision process by making the project revise its negative or ignored impacts.

that is the best public interest, and the decision is in your hands, or the courts....It seems

more prudent to take the longer road through revision than the courts which could be more
costly not only financially, but humanistic/socially/physically due to the current negative impacts
this project will have on the backbone of rental housing transit and the environment in the ‘
western districts of san francisco. ' ’

My brief submittal "parkmerced_today" points to the changes, and suggests alternatives which

included infill in the submissions to the SF Planning Department that could meet and exceed the

developers profit margins, and amount of construction district-wide when based on infill and preservation

as a significant alternative. It is not the only solution, but when one is presented it seems prudent to look
carefully at it with an investigative eye. To date it has been ignored, which imperils much more than common
sense, it loses the basic ability to ensure that design and the cities built environment has a mix of solutions,
and is not stifled design wise, by only big firms with profit-motives as the only "green-$-greed-solution”....

Sincerely

Aaron Goodman

NTH P-et-aI-re-Parkmerced'-Project-20:1 1-1-28.pdf parkrﬁerced;oday. pdf



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc. '

Bcc:

Subject: Stop the demolition of a national eligible masterplanned community. -

From: Ben Viguerie <mail@change.org>

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/03/2011 06:11 PM
Subject: Stop the demolition of a national eligible masterplanned community.

- Help protect and advocate for adequate working class housing in San Francisco.,

Please help to prevent the unecessary destruction of housing, and a landscape designed by a
master-class landscape architect Thomas Dolliver Church. Help advocate for better
infrastructural changes along 19th Avenue and proper direct regional connection to transit hubs
“to reduce traffic and congestion that flows along this arterial corridor from the north bay to
silicon valley. Demand better housing to be built that provides dense development that does not
. destroy the open-space that is critical in urban areas for families. Require that alternatives that
focus on "INFILL" and a more balanced development layout that spreads the density into more
than one neighborhood disproportionately. Ensure that the ecological impacts, and carbon
footprint of the development proposal is independently reviewed and adequately assessed. Ensure
that there will be housing that is affordable and meant to increase the level of affordability and
quality of housing constructed in urban areas and suburbs nationwide by stopping the predatory
equity lending that occurs in such large scale redevelopment projects and helps refocus our
building strategies towards re-engineering the suburban scale of sprawl outside our urban cores.

Thank you for your suppoﬁ and interest in housing, jobs, and the environment.
Sincerely

Aaron Goodman

Ben Viguerie -

San Francisco, CA

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/protect-and-preserve-parkmerced-as-essential-housing-from-un-sustai
nable-demolition. To respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.

From: Lorena Benitez <mail@change.org>

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/03/2011 09:35 PM ‘ ‘
Subject: Stop the demolition of a national eligible masterplanned community.

Help protect and advocate for adequate working class housing in San Francisco.,

Please help to prevent the unecessary destruction of housing, and a landscape designed by a
master-class landscape architect Thomas Dolliver Church. Help advocate for better
infrastructural changes along 19th Avenue and proper direct regional connection to transit hubs
to reduce traffic and congestion that flows along this arterial corridor from the north bay to
silicon valley. Demand better housing to be built that provides dense development that does not



destroy the open-space that is critical in urban areas for families. Require that alternatives that
focus on "INFILL" and a more balanced development layout that spreads the density into more
than one neighborhood disproportionately. Ensure that the ecological impacts, and carbon
footprint of the development proposal is independently reviewed and adequately assessed. Ensure
that there will be housing that is affordable and meant to increase the level of affordability and
quality of housing constructed in urban areas and suburbs nationwide by stopping the predatory
equity lending that occurs in such large scale redevelopment projects and helps refocus our
building strategies towards re-engineering the suburban scale of sprawl outside our urban cores.

"Thank you for-your support and interest in housing, jobs, and the environment.
" Sincerely

Aéron Goodman

Lorena Benitez

San Francisco, CA

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
www.change.org/petitions/protect-and-preserve-parkmerced-as-essential-housing-from-un-sustai
nable-demolition. To respond, email responses@change.org and include a link to this petition.



To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:

Bec:

File 110300: Urging Opposition to BOS Agenda ltems #18, 19, 20 and 21 (File #s 110300,
Subject: 110301, 110303) Parkmerced Dev Agreement, Planning Code and General Plan

Amendments
From: AEBOKEN Boken <aeboken@msn.com> !
To: .. <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, <david.campos@sfgov.org>,

<david.chiu@sfgov.org>, <eric.l.mar@sfgov.org>, <jane.kim@sfgov.org>,
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>, <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>,
<rick.caldeira@sfgov.org>, <ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, <scott.weiner@sfgov.org>,
, <sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>
Date: 06/04/2011 11:42 AM
* Subject: Urging Opposition to BOS Agenda Items #18, 19, 20 and 21 (File #s 110300, 110301, 110303)
Parkmerced Dev Agreement, Planning Code and General Plan Amendments

Dear Supervisors,
Iam urging that you reconsider and oppose agenda items # 18, 19, 20 and 21.
The file numbers are 110300, 110301 and 110303.

The issues are the Parkmerced development agreement, special use district, zoning map amendments
and general plan amendements.

Eileen Boken
District 4 resident



To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:
Bec: »
Subject: Urging Support of BOS Agenda ltems 55, 57 and 58 (file #s 110618, 110620 and 110621)
, Appeal of Final EIR Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Development Project
From: AEBOKEN Boken <aeboken@msn.com>
To: <board.of. superwsors@sfgov org>, <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, <dav1d campos@sfgov.org>,

<david.chiu@sfgov.org>, <eric.|. mar@sfgov.org>, <jane.kim@sfgov.org>,
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>, <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>,
<rick.caldeira@sfgov.org>, <ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, <scott weiner@sfgov.org>,
<sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>
Date: 06/04/2011 11:42 AM \
Subject: Urging Support of BOS Agenda Items 55, 57 and 58 (file #s 110618, 110620 and 110621) Appeal
' - of Final EIR Treasure !sland/Yerba Buena Island Development Project

Dear Supervisors,

I am urging that you support the apbeal of tﬁe Final EIR for the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island
Developemnt Project.

The agenda items are #55, 57 and 58.

The file numbers are 110618, 110620 and 110621.

I am urging that you oppose agenda items #8, 9, 10, 11, 12 13 and 56.

The file numbers are 110328, 110228, 110229, 110227, 110230, 110517, and 110619.

Eileen Boken
District 4 resident

27



To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc: oo : )
File 110614: BOS Meeting Agenda for Tuesday, June 7, 2011: North Beach Public Library

Subject: _ 1 joe DiMaggio Playground Master Plan

From:
To: -

Cc:
Date:

Subject:

<lgoodin1@mindspring. com> ' , :
"board.of.supervisors" <board.of. superwsors@sfgov org>, "john.avalos" <john.avalos@sfgov.org>,
-"David.Chiu" <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, "Malia.Cohen" <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, "Mark.Farrell"
<Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "david.campos” <david.campos@sfgov.org>, "carmen.chu”

. <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, "Sean.Elsbernd" <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, "Jane.Kim"

<Jane Kim@sfgov.org>, "Eric.L.Mar" <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>, "Ross.Mirkarimi"
<Ross:Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, "Scott.Wiener" <Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org> ‘
"cwnevius" <cwnevius@sfchronicle.com>, "jking" <jking@sfchronicle.com>
06/04/2011 02:49 PM
BOS Meeting Agenda for Tuesday, June 7, 2011: North Beach Public Library and Joe DiMaggio
Playground Master Plan

Honorable Supervisors,

We are writing in support of the North Beach Public Library and Joe DlMagglo Playground
Master Plan.

1.

Agenda Items 45 & 46, 110614 & 110615. The Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) is complete and accurate because it shows that by building a new libraryona
parking lot, tearing-down the old library, and closing a half-block section of Mason
Street, over 12,000 square feet of open space will be gained. More open space is critical
in North Beach because it is the densest neighborhood in the city with the least amount of
open space per capita. The FEIR finds that there were no significant impacts to traffic,
public transportation, or emergency vehicle access in North Beach if we remove the ©
parking lot and close a portion of Mason Street for a new library. The FEIR is thorough,
complete and accurate. Please vote to affirm the certification of the FEIR.

Agenda Items 49 & 50, 110673 & 110312. The designation of 701 Lombard Street as
Public and Open Space is a mere technicality needed to move the project forward. Please
vote to hear and pass on first reading.

Agenda Items 51 & 52, 110315 & 110316. Closure of the short block of Mason Street
between Columbus Avenue and Lombard Street is critical for public safety. Because
Columbus Avenue cuts diagonally across the grid pattern it has created an intersection
that is only 45 degrees instead of the usual 90 degrees. A vehicle turning from Columbus
onto Mason need not brake to slow for the 45 degree turn as it would have to for the
normal 90 degree turn. If this portion of Mason is not vacated, crossing from the library
on the triangle to the playground will be extremely hazardous for pedestrians —

- particularly children and seniors. Vehicles normally drive at 40 to 45 miles per hour on

- Columbus and would make the turn onto Mason at those speeds. Please vote to hear and

pass on first reading.

Agenda Items 53 & 54, 110666 7 110667. This resolution is necessary to move the
project forward. Please vote to hear and adopt the resolution.

The Master Plan for the North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground has the
support of the Recreation and Parks Commission and the Recreation and Park
Department, the San Francisco Library Commission and the San Francisco Library, the
Planning Commission and the previous Board of Supervisors. It has wide-spread support
among the residents of North Beach as evidenced by the collection of over one thousand
names on a petition.

There have more than ample opportunities for public input. That a handful of people can
continue to delay this vitally important City and County of San Francisco public project is
totally incomprehensible. We urge you give unanimous approval to this proj ect so that
we can finally move forward without further delays.



Thank you,

Lee Goodin

Therese Grenchik

600 Chestnut Street #408
North Beach

San Francisco CA 94133
415 346-4335

lgoodinl@mindspring.com



To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: File 110316 - North Beach Library, Park and Master Plan emails

From: cormier <cormier1@pacbeli.net>
To: Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org ,
. Ce: ~John.Avalos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org,

David.Campos@sfgov.org, Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org,
' : Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, Eric.Mar@sfgov.org, Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org
Date: 06/05/2011 02:33 PM
Subject: Please approve North Beach Library, Park and Playground Master Plan!

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

As a resident of the North Beach neighborhood for the past 19 years and a parent of two children, | urge yo
park, support then new North Beach Library Branch project and the adoption of the Environmental Impact R

The proposed North Beach Library and Park Master Plan - which includes a new library, the permanent clos
the limited public space in the area. The master plan is has been vetted and is deeply desired by the major
Quadrant of San Francisco.

| recall going to a North Beach Playground improvement meeting in 1997, when my now 15 year old daught
chance to make the dream of an improved park and a new library a reality.

The idea of renovating the current North Beach Library, given its many ADA obstacles is a wasteful use of-
outstanding master plan cannot go forward.

Thank you in advance for honoring the needs and vision of the communlty, and for your support of the new
to come.

Sincerely,’

Cathy Cormier

306 Green Street
San Francisco, CA 94133
415/981-8356

From: Julie Christensen <julie@surfacework.com>
To: <John.Avalos@sfgov.org><Malia.Cohen@sfgov. org> <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>,
<David.Campos@sfgov.org>, <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>,
- <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>, <Eric.Mar@sfgov.org>, <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>,
<Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org>

Cc: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, David Chiu <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, Lizzy H|rsch
<Lizzy@arcadia-garden.com>
Date: o 06/05/2011 08:05 PM ' . )

Subject: North Beach Library - Yes!




This Tuesday, June 7, you can-help us make a new library and decent
playground a reality for North Beach, Chinatown, Russian and Telegraph
Hills.

Surely every supervisor hopes to provide quality City services for his
or her constituents. We are asking for no more than our fair share. We
- are an old neighborhood, densely settled, with high numbers of

- economically disadvantaged families. That density, and extreme land
values, make acquisition and expansion impossible. We have worked hard
- for 12 years - to solve the toughest urban planning problems, to
optimize what we have. The North Beach Library was rated one of the
top two high needs libraries in 2000. We are one of the last two
branches to be update a decade later. It's time.

We hope yourwill help us on June 7.

Thank you,
Julie Christensen
Friends of Joe DiMaggio Playground

(415) 552-7774

From: Martha Mahony <marthamahony@hotmall com>

To: <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <john.avalos@sfgov.org>, <david. chlu@sfgov org>,
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>, <david.campos@sfgov.org>,
<carmen.chu@sfgov.org>, <sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>, <jane.kim@sfgov.org>,
<eric.mar@sfgov.org>, <ross.mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/05/2011 09:28 PM

Subject: North Beach Library

Dear Supervisors, .

Please vote to approve plans for the new North Beach Library, including closure of Mason Street to
accommodate more open space. Our neighborhood has worked long and hard to come up with a plan
that works for our community 1 realize there are objections but there will always be objections from
somewhere/someone/sometime.. The fact is that neighbors have come together and held numerous
community meetings over more than 2 YEARS to come up with a Master Plan - it is time to move forward
with this project and let North Beach kids, families, seniors, and adults enjoy a new library and more open -
space! :

Thanks in advance for your consideration,

Martha Mahony
604 Lombard
Mother of 2 children under the age of 5 - we use the library at least 2x per week!

From: "Brendan King" <bking@financesf.com>
To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>, <John.Avalos@sfgov. org> <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>,
<Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, <David.Campos@sfgov.org>,
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>,
‘ <Eric.Mar@sfgov.org>, <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, <Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org>
~ Date: 06/06/2011 09:42 AM
Subject: North Beach Library

Dear Board of Supervisors,
| am writing in support of the proposed North Beach Library and Playground.

| am a home owner in North Beach with a small child that spends his day in our neighborhood,
playing in the Di Maggio Playground and attending the toddler reading times (which can longer
be hosted at the library). We NEED this new library and playground. More and more families

are choosing to stay in San Francisco and we want North Beach to be able to support the



needs of these families and the rest of the community.

| support the EIR, the Master Plan with the new library, closure of Mason street and new
playground. It is the best option for the community, making optimal use of the limited space
available.

Thanks so much to all of you who have supported the project and worked so hard for our
community, especially Supervisor David Chiu. | urge all of you to support the project and let
North Beach finally have a resource such as this that other neighborhoods take for granted.

Sincerely,

Brendan King

. Senior Mortgage Consultant

First Priority Financial | 2001 Union Street, Suite 320 | San Francisco, CA 94123
Tel: (415) 237-0217 | Fax: (415) 962-4081 | Cell: (415) 407-2362

_ Mailto: bking@financesf.com

From: "Charlene Mori" <n|nerchar@comcast net>

To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>, <John.Avalos@sfgov. org> <David. Chlu@sfgov org>,
‘<Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, <David.Campos@sfgov.org>,
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>,
<Eric.Mar@sfgov.org>, <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, <Scott. Wlener@sfgov org>

Date; 06/06/2011 09:55 AM .

Subject: North Beach Closing of Mason Street

| don’t know who did the survey of closing Mason Street but
this is one of the main lines (streets) going to fisherman’s
wharf, Safeway etc. There are also around 12 parking spaces
that we will be losing. Not only that, where is the money
coming from to maintain this area. | don’t believe a new library
is needed, after all, we are in a new world of technology and
most of the children/adults use their computers at home along
with the new Kendal books coming out. I’'m sure most of the
smaller libraries will be obsolete in another 10 years.

- PLEASE don’t let them get away with this, this library is part of
our neighborhood and serves its purpose. Why again fix
something that isn’t broken Maybe looking at the school yards
in the area, they should be open for children to play in, instead
of parking cars. We already have North Beach (DiMaggio’s)
playground and the Salesians boys and girls club, tel hi for the
children to learn and play. Please put a stop to this nonsense of
wasting time and money. | '



-Charlene Mori

From: Alison Wetherall <alisonfw@gmail.com>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, John.Avalos@sfgov.org, David. Chlu@sfgov org,

. Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org,
Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, Eric.Mar@sfgov. org,
Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 12:02 PM
Subject: North Beach Library and Playground

Dear Board of Supervisors:

My husband and I have lived in North Beach for twenty years and we fully support the master
plan for the new library, the closure of Mason Street and the renovated playground for which on
June 1st the Rec & Park Commission Budget Committee approved the Prop 84 grant proposal.
The master plan makes optimal use of what limited public space we have and is deeply desired
by the majority of neighbors. Our nine year old twin boys use the library and playground on a
regular basis and they are always asking why North Beach has one of the worse libraries and
playgrounds in the city, and it's all too complicated to explain the many hurdles that have been
placed to halt the plans for a new library. I am not an architect but growing up in London I know
that the present library has zero historical significance. Its beyond renovation and is no longer
functional for our disabled residents. Quite frankly It's one ugly heap of bricks that should have
been demolished a long time ago. The new library and playground will greatly improve the
quality of our everyday lives in the neighborhood.

Please approve the master plan for a new library and playground because the residents of North
Beach, especially the children, need it badly.

Yours sincerely,

Alison Wetherall

501 Francisco Street

" San Francisco, CA 94133

From: Marc Bruno <marcabruno@yahoo.com>

To: marcabruno@yahoo.com

Cc: - Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, John.Avalos@sfgov. org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,
Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org,
Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, Eric. Mar@sfgov.org,
Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Scott.Wiener@sfgov. org

Date: 06/06/2011 12:10 PM

Subject: " Please Support New Library

June 6, 2011 - Monday
‘"TO: San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Dear Supervisor,

I am a 25 year member of North Beach who supports the building of a new public
branch library on the triangle defined by Columbus Avenue, Mason and Lombard
Streets.

As former Vice President of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers, I was one of the
community proponents who convinced many others in the neighborhood to acquire
the above referenced triangle for public use. I helped collect over 1,500
signatures in favor of the eminent domain of the property.

Since then, I have attended several hearings on the proposal to build a new
library. Initially, I was in favor of building the library on the corner of
Powell and Lombard, the northeastern-most corner of the playground.



However, because the public process has been extremely fair and open, inviting
to the neighborhood and democratic, and because I am convinced that a majority
of the neighborhood and all those city officials who have looked at the
situation dispassionately agree that the community is best served by a new
library on the so-called "Columbus triangle,™ I am now in .favor of the
proposal to build the library there. And to do it soon.

Thank you for consideration of this matter, and please do not hesitate to
phone or email me should you have.any questions about my support for this
important project.

Sincerely,

Marc Bruno
(415) 977-1270 {(ext. 3003)



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:

Bec: .
Subject: File 110316: North Beach Library & Joe DiMaggio Playground

From: Kathleen Liu <kathleen@kldb.net>

To: - <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: -06/04/2011 08;42 PM

Subject: North Beach Library & Joe DiMaggio Playground

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors, .

| hope you will strongly consider voting in favor of the proposal to renovate the North Beach Library and
expand the Joe DiMaggio Playground. ! live in the North Beach neighborhood and have two young
children. | believe strongly that ali of the children in the North Beach area would benefit from these
improvements, and that these improvements would ensure that the North Beach neighborhood
continues as a place where families in San Francisco can raise children with a strong sense of
community. '

Best regards,

Kathleen Liu
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Support for the Joe DiMaggio Playground Master Plan Project
ruth mathison : ’

to:

Board.of.Supervisors

06/04/2011 05:48 PM
Show Details

History: This message has been forwarded.

* Dear Board of Supervisors,

Please adopt the resolution to authorize the use of real property located at 701 Lombard Street for the Joe
DiMaggio Playground Master Plan Project.

My name is Ruth Mathison, and | am a mother of two children who attend Yick Wo Elementary School. We
support the master plan and the findings of the Environmental Impact.Report (EIR). The master plan makes.
optimal use of the limited public space we have in North Beach and gives us the best hope for the future of our
neighborhood. '

Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,

Ruth Mathison
154 Pixley Street

San Frar)cisco, CA 94123

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web3132.htm 6/7/2011
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Drug Testing for Taxicab Drivers
Bhanuprakash Panchanahalli

to: : :
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
06/04/2011 08:03 PM

Ce:

"sftaxi@sfmta.com"

Show Details

Dear Board of Supervisors:

San Francisco taxicab drivers shall be tested for illegal drug habits annually. As of now there are no
drug tests for cab drivers.

Sincerely,
Bhanuprakash Panchanahalli

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web1125.htm 6/7/2011



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:

Bcec: .

Subject: - File 110316: Support for.the Joe DiMaggio Playground Master Plan Project

From: ) ruth mathison <ruthmathison@yahoo.com>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/04/2011 05:48 PM

Subject: Support for the Joe DiMaggio Playground Master Plan Project

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Please adopt the resolution to authorize the use of real property located at 701 Lombard Street for the Joe
DiMaggio Playground Master Plan Project.

My name is Ruth Mathison, and | am a mother of two children who attend Yick Wo Elementary School.
We support the master plan and the findings of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The master plan
makes optimal use of the limited public space we have in North. Beach and gives us the best hope for the
future of our neighborhood. »

Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,

Ruth Mathison
154 Pixley Street

San Francisco, CA 94123



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: :

Bee:

Subject: File 110316: Mater Plan North Beach library

From: Jordonna Grace <jordonna@hotmail.com>

To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/04/2011 02:52 PM

Subject: Mater Plan North Beach library
Hi, :

- I'm a North Beach resident with two children who attend Yick Wo -- T am writing to express my strong
support for the new library, the closure of Mason, the renovated playground - and approval of the EIR.
The master plan makes optimal use of what limited public space we have and is deeply desired by the
majority of neighbors. I urge you to support it as well.

Thank you, -
Jordonna Grace
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e — ()@74
North Beach Library ' ‘ v r’-l l #‘ ! Dm
: Board.of.Supervisors, John.Avalos, David.Chiu, .
Sydney Pfaff io: Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, David.Campos, 06/03/2011 12:42 PM ~
Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd, Jane.Kim, .
" History: This message has been forwarded.

Hello,

I'm writing to express my concern for the building of the new North Beach library and park. This
project is absolutely crucial for the neighborhood and the children that will benefit from it. Not
building it would be hindering the development of our amazing neighiborhood's children and
families. Please, please, please do not let anyone claim this as a "historic" building -- what exists
now is a complete mess and eyesore for the community compared to the new building we could
and should have. ' ' :

I urge you to allow the revamp of the library and park addition. You will not be sorry when we
are given a new, beautiful place to read and grow! It's so important and I encourage you to
consider all of the benefits -- believe me, they will significantly outweigh any negatives.

s Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
'Sydney Pfaff -



Mason Street

Josephine Lucchesi to: board.of supervisors \ ' 06/03/2011 12:39 PM
: Cc: MayEtta Moose ‘
History: This message has been forwarded.

I live on Powell Street, directly across the Joe DiMaggio Playground.

I am AGAINST the closure of Mason Street for any building. _

We need to insure that traffic movement is as readily accessible to all as possible. Should the
neighborhood face an emergency, any impediment to traffic flow could be disastrous.

Also, on holiday weekends - Fourth of July is one example - the amount of cars in this area
drastically increases. For whatever reason, I've observed that muni buses are practically non
existent during these times and so, we need to have as many convenient through streets for both
- our denizens and the tourists.

'God's Blessings and Peace,

Josephine :



North Beach Library
Board.of.Supervisors, John.Avalos, David.Chiu, o
Ed Choi to: Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, David.Campos, 06/03/2011 11:25 AM
Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd, Jane.Kim, Eric.Mar,

History: . This message has been forwarded.

" Dear SF Supervisors:

Thank you for your previous supports for the proposed new North Beach Librafy project. | - ,
understand that those few who are not in support of the library have filed an appeal on the EIR
- Again, I m urglng you to reject the appeal and approve the EIR and the project.

~land other supporters of the project see no merit.in the appeal but do see a huge benefit of the
new library and related park project in enhancing our neighborhood. My family has lived in this
area for over 40 years and can attest that the new library and park is greatly needed.

As indicated in my previous e-mails to you éll, | see no effects or concerns in closing Mason
Street to achieve this project. In fact, | see this as been an improvement to the streetscape and .
traffic reduction for our neighborhood. : -

As an practicing architect for over 35 years and past user of the library, I'll say again that the
existing library has no architectural significance to the extent it should be preserved. | value
good architecture as much as any citizen or architect but this building merits no such
importance. ‘

To deprive the neighbors and our community of a new and improved library/park will be
mistake. This opportunity would be come around again and we must take advantage and move
this project forward. We must take into consideration the desires and needs of hundreds of our
“neighbors who have voiced their support for this project over the objection of a few
obstructlonlsts

| urge and seek again your support. Hundreds of our neighbors have worked hard for many
months in getting this project approved. Please do not dlsappomt them. Thank you again for
your attention and support. '
Ed Choi, AlA ‘ ‘

Choi + Robles Architecture, LLP

630 Lombard Street

San Francisco, CA 94133

Phone: 510.5623.9123
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NB Famlhes in favor of North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground project

Tessa Burns

' to:

Board.of.Supervisors, John.Avalos, David.Chiu, Malia.Cohen, Mark Farrell, David.Campos,
Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd, Jane Kim, Eric.Mar, Ross.Mirkarimi, Scott. Wiener
06/03/2011 02:02 PM

Show Details

I'm a property owner in Russian Hill/North Beach just up the street from the proposed library and am choosing to
raise my family here. North Beach, Russian Hill and some Chinatown families use the Joe DiMaggio Playground,
and all the local moms I've spoken with are in-favor of a new library and playground. (Everyone I've seen who
has posted on this issue on a local North Beach Moms Yahoo group has been in favor of the changes as well.)
The current library is extremely small and the building is old. Its open hours are also inconvenient for working
families because it falls during toddlers'/preschoolers' nap times on Saturday and it's closed on Sunday.
Weeknights are tough because you usually only have enough time to make and eat dinner, bathe the kids and
put them to bed.

Mason Street is already closed for farmer's market days and has no effect on traffic. The 'triangle open space'
that opponents to the proposed library refer to is an ugly parking lot eyesore that has graffiti on the parking signs
and needs to go. Expanding the library and improving the playground will not only help to keep more families in
SF and encourage more to move to NB, but will also improve the aesthetics of that corner and help improve
property values nearby.

I'm very concerned that working families will be under-represented at the public hearing on June 7th at
3pm and hope that you take into account not only who is in the room, but the emails that you receive from local
parents choosing to raise their kids in SF. North Beach has more families here than many realize. | ask that you
help move this neighborhood forward to encourage more families to stay in SF rather than keep a dated and small
fibrary .and an ugly tiny parking lot that not many people use. Thank you for your consideration and time. :)

Regards,

Tessa Shvedoff

969 Lombard Street

San Francisco, CA 94133
925-200-5782
tessib@yahoo.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\RCalonsag\L.ocal Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web9225 .. 6/3/2011



To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: File 110316: Support for New North Beach Library Master Plan

From:
To:

Cc:
Date:

Subject:

Anne Chermak <chermakam@gmail.com>
Board.of . Supervisors@sfgov.org, John.Avalos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,

- Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org, ‘
-Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Jane. Kim@sfgov.org, Eric.Mar@sfgov.org,
Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org ‘
Lizzy Hirsch <lizzy@arcadia-garden.com>, Caroline King <carolinedking@gmait.com>
06/04/2011 11:44 AM
Support for New North Beach Library Master Plan

Esteemed addressees,

As a resident in the neighborhood of the North Beach Library, I strongly
support the master plan for the new library, the closure of the small section
of Mason St., the renovated playground, and approval of the EIR.

I believe the master plan makes optimal use of what limited public space we
have, is deeply desired by the majority of neighbors and will greatly enhance
the vibrancy of this neighborhood. The current library building is decrepit,
and too small to serve the needs of its users.
I urge the Board of Supervisors to vote "yes" on the new North Beach Library

Master PIan

Sincerely,
Anne Chermak Dillen v



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: '

Bec: ‘ ‘

Subject: File 110316: Save The Triangle @ Lombard & Columbus

From: "Annette Crivello" <annettec@sfpcu.org>
To: <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: <macrivello@sbcglobal.net>

Date: 06/03/2011 03:33 PM

Subject: Save The Triangle @ Lombard & Columbus

please, PLEASE SAVE the Triangle!

It is a vital part of»our neighborhoods historical fagade. 1t also allows for sun into the North Beach Pool
and Playground area. It allows for spectator views from Tour Buses, Cable Cars, Segway Tours and
other Tour Hosting entities.

In addition; blocking off the street on Mason between Lombard and Columbus is a VERY BAD IDEA!
This idea has the potential to further tie up traffic during North Beach-Fisherman’s Wharf special events,
like Fourth of July, Columbus Day Parade, Fleet Week Weekend and other annual events. Making the
North Beach traffic flow more cumbersome cumbersome enough to where ‘people won't want to attend
the above mentioned events.

PLEASE, PLEASE SAVE THE TRIAG‘LE! )
Thank you, long-time resident,

Annette Crivelio

DMV /Insurance Coordinator

SF Police Credit Union .

PH: 115.682.3352 | Email: AnnetteC@sfpcu.org | www.sfpcu.org

Financial Services for First Responders

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely
for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the
named addressee, any duplication, dissemination or publication of this e-mail is
prohibited. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free
Information may be intercepted, corrupted or contain viruses. The SF Police
Credit Union does not accept any liability for computer system damages which
arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If you have received this transmission
in error, please notify us by return email and delete this email.




To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:
Bcc:
. .. File 110316: Strongly in favor of the Joe DiMaggio PIayground/North Beach Library Master
Subject:
Plan Project
From: “elisabeth MATKIN sullins <ematkin@gmail.com> '
To: "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>, "John.Avalos@sfgov.org"

<John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, "David.Chiu@sfgov.org" <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>,
"Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org” <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, "Mark.Farreli@sfgov.org"
<Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "David.Campos@sfgov.org" <David.Campos@sfgov.org>,
"Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org" <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, "Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org"
<Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, "Jane Kim@sfgov.org" <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>,
"Eric.Mar@sfgov.org" <Eric.Mar@sfgov.org>, "Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org"
<Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, "Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org" <Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/03/2011 08:13 PM

Subject: .Strongly in favor of the Joe DiMaggio Playground/North Beach Library Master Plan Project

Dear Supervisors:

As a long-time North Beach resident and the mother of an active
almost-three-year-old, Madi, I am writing to implore you to vote in favor of
all agenda items relating to the Joe DiMaggio Playground/North Beach Library
~Master Plan Project on July 7th. .

" Qur neighborhood is sorely in need of resources for our children and, in my
opinion, this project is of vital importance. Building it will keep families
in the neighborhood, so we won't all have to move away for better outddor
space and resources for our children.

Please make our family's dream come true and approve the final pieces for the
Joe DiMaggio Playground/North Beach Library Master Plan Project on July 7th.

Thank you so much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

:Elisabeth Matkin Sullins
(SF, CA 94133)



- To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc: -
Subject: File 110316: North Beach Library and Playground

From: : Caroline King <carolinedking@gmail.com>

To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, John.Avalos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,
Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farreli@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org,
Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, Eric.Mar@sfgov.org,
Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org

Date: 06/03/2011 09:32 PM-

- Subject: North Beach Library and Playground

Dear Board of Supervisors,
I am writing in support of the proposed North Beach Library and PIayground

| am a home owner in North Beach with a small child that spends his day in our neighborhaood,
playing in the Di Maggio Playground and attending the toddler reading times (which can longer
be hosted at the library). We NEED this new library and playground. More and more families
are choosing to stay in San Francisco and we want North Beach to be able to support the
needs of these families and the rest of the community.

| support the EIR, the Master Plan with the_.new library, closure of Mason street and new
playground. It is the best option for the community, making optimal use of the limited space
available.

Thanks so much to all of you who have supported the project and worked so hard for our
community, especially Supervisor David Chiu. | urge all of you to support the project and let
North Beach finally have a resource such as this that other nelghborhoods take for granted.
Yours sincerely,

Caroline King

877 Greenwich Street

San Francisco

CA 94133
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John Avalos, David Chiu, Malia.Cohen, ‘

-Lizzy Hirsch to: Mark.Farrell, David Campos, Carmen.Chu, 05/30/2011 06:58 PM

Sean.Elsbernd, Jane.Kim, Eric. Mar Ross
Cc: Board.of.Supervisors

Dear Honorable Supervisors, , x
In just'a week away you will have the opportumty to decide on whether to move the North Beach
Library forward that has been TEN years in the making.

T urge to please support a positive and once-in-a lifetime opportumty for the ne1ghborhood and a
vision that the super majority support.

North Beach has the limited open space and this proposed masterplan optlmlzes the relatlonshlps ’
“between park and L1brary

Please support the Mason Street Closure; the re- zomng, and approval of the EIR and the
Neighborhood wishes.

Regards,

Lizzy lesch :

Mother of 2 teens -
Friends of Joe di Maggio
City Landscape Architect.

544 Union Street : - _ '
SF CA. 94133 : ‘ : ¢
lizzy@arcadia-garden.com ‘
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North Beach Library--Joe DiMaggio Playground

Lisa Garbus

to:

Board.of. Supervisors, John. Avalos, David. Chlu Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, David. Campos
Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd, Jane.Kim, Eric.Mar, Ross.Mirkarimi, Scott.Wiener
05/31/2011 10:36 AM

Show Details

. Dear Honorable Supervisors:

I am writing to eXpress my support and to urge you to support the master plan for a -
new North Beach Branch Library and renovated Joe DiMaggio Playground. PIease
approve the closure of the short stretch of Mason Street. and the EIR.

We, the super—majority of neighborhood residents who support this plan, represent the
diversity of the neighborhood. We are people with children and people without children,
people with disabilities and people without disabilities; we are renters and owners; we
are young people, older people, and all ages in between we have different
backgrounds, different mcome Ievels, and we speak dlfferent Ianguages but with one
strong voice we say:

Please allow our densely populated neighborhood to have the library and park that we
deserve. Please allow us to have both a library and a park that are more accessible and
more user-friendly. Please allow us to have both a library and a park that make the best
use of the limited space we have. Please allow us to have both a library and a park that
this community and this city can be proud of. Future generations will thank you for
providing them with these new and well-designed facilities. And we who currently live in
the community thank you for all your support for this plan.

Sincerely,

Lisa Garbus

2364 Jones St.

San Francisco, CA 94133

file://C:\Documents and Settings\R Calonsag\Local Settings\Témp\notesFF F692\~web0955... 5/31/2011



North Beach Library
Board.of.Supervisors, John. Avalos Dawd Chlu

Fay Darmawi to: Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, David.Campos, 05/28/2011 11:59 AM
Carmen.Chu, Sean. Elsbernd Jane.Kim,

Dear Honorable Supervisors,

I would like to add this letter to the administrative record fegarding the North Beach Library. I
believe it includes factual information that questions the validity of the claims that the North
Beach Library is a historic resource. The letter includes information that has not been included in
any of the historic research or papers of those who sponsor the designation of the North Beach
library as a historic landmark. I believe you will find this letter informative and ultimately useful.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Fay Darmawi
639 Chestnut Street

" San Francisco, CA 94133 North Beach Library not historic.doc



Support for New Library on the Triangle in North Beach
' Board.of.Supervisors, David.chiu, sean.elsbernd,
Weidmer to: david.compos, john.avalos, malia.cohen, . 05/28/2011 11:13 AM
mark.farrell, scott.wiener, carmen.chu, jane.kim, '

Cc: Lizzy

Dear Superwsors

We are writing again to urge you to support the new North Beach lerary
Master Plan and to approve the associated EIR. This includes the closure of
Mason Street for one short block and important renovations to the Joe D
Park and Recreation area. As members of the North Beach community we
have followed this project from its inception and feel strongly, as do the '
great majority of our neighbors, that this is the right thing to do, most
importantly for neighborhood children - both those of today and those to
come. This one time opportunity can not be lost and future generations will
be grateful for the foresight the City displayed in 2011. ‘

David, we know you have provided important support for this District 3
project in the past and appreciate you standing firm through what seems to
be an amazingly draw out and complex process.

Respectfully, )

" Dale and Susan Weidmer

373 Lombard Street # 401

~San Francisco, CA 94133



Re: Build a legacy - Support a new NB library and bigger park
David.Chiu, blip, Bill.Wycko, c.chase, ‘ . ) ;
andrew.wolfram, karlhasz, RSEJohns 05/28/2011 09:41 AM
Board.of.Supervisors, John.Avalos, Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, )
Cc: David.Campos, Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd, Jane.Kim, Eric.Mar,
Ross.Mirkarimi, Scott.Wiener
" Please respond to serenaSF

serena satyasai to:

Are we really discussing this issue again? Really? Really?

Does the community not have better issues to address like funding for our schools, better city
services and how to grow jobs than to continue to waste time and energy on an issue that the
majority of North Beach residents would like to move forward? 1 mean, really, the Board of
Supervisors already voted on this issue, didn't you? Quit talking, start building!

I do want to thank David Chiu and the other supervisors who have shown 51gn1ﬁcant leadershlp
on thls issue and to whose campaign I have already donated.

I want to urge the rest of the supervisors and administrators to vote affirmatively for a new ¢ North
Beach library and bigger park - you will indeed build a legacy for ﬁ.lture generatlons and would
earn the support and gratitude of our community.

My offér still stands - If you would like a personal tour of the cufrent library and park area from a
resident who uses these facilities many times each week, I would be more than happy to do so.
Thanks! . |

Cheers, Serena \

North Beach Resident, Mom of 2

On Mon, Nov 1, 2010 at 10:08 AM, serena satyasai <serenast@gmail.com> wrote: -
OPEN LETTER TO SF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Supervisor Chiu and DIrector Wycko -

- Not many folks have the chance to leave a legacy that will be cherished for ge_neratioris to
come. But that is exactly the opportunity you have in supporting a larger North Beach library
and improved playground for the families of San Francisco's historic North Beach -

“neighborhood. I am a long-time resident of North Beach and the mother of two children who
attend Tel-Hi preschool and Yick Wo elementary school; I urge you to support healthy fam1lles
and vote for moving the North Beach library to the triangle bounded by
Columbus/Mason/Lombard and re-locating the playground to a space contiguous with the other

~ play spaces (clubhouse, swimming pool, hard top).

The new library and playground has many benefits:

‘#1. Make the library accessible for all. Our current library 51mply doesn't have enough
space let alone provide an environment conducive to the well-being of the different populations

“who use it - young children, teens, elderly and its regular patrons. At a most basic level, it is
not functional - the bathroom is not handicap-accessible and is awkwardly placed behind a staff
area. We have the responsibility to create a really great learmng space for the community and
our current library is failing in that mission.

It is the mission of a public library to provide access to information for all. The new libr'ary



design provides more space and specialized environments for example to hold story-telling
_time for tots, a quiet reading space for seniors, a learning space for teens. As the daughter of a
librarian, I know we can build a much better library than the one we have today.

#2. Create an open space for all to enjoy. By re-locating the playground to the lower level,
we will unite spaces that families heavily use. For example, I have a 5 year old boy who likes
to ride his scooter on the lower level hardtop area while my 2 year old daughter likes to play in .
the upper level sandbox. I simply cannot be in two places at once as much as I try;) If you
unite the two spaces, my family can stay together. The library and play spaces will also be
joined so that there can be more easy access to both areas from each other. And finally, by
closing the short block of Mason street to traffic, we will open up a space that has been
successfully used fora weekly farmers' market, which we neighbors cherlsh as a way to see
each other and catch up on the week's events.

~ #3. Eliminate a traffic hazard and ensure pedestrian safety. For anyone living west of

‘Columbus, the traffic crossing at Columbus/Greenwich/Mason is a nightmare. Drivers
traveling South on Mason often do not stop when they take a left at Columbus because they

. thinkit'sa straightaway. When I cross that street' with my two young children, I am often
nearly run over by tour bus drivers, visiting tourists and others who have no idea that they are
about to hurt someone, perhaps fatally. This crosswalk is heavily used by kids traveling to-Sts

" Peter & Paul, Garfield, Francisco, Yick Wo, and Tel-Hi schools. It is also right next to the

- playground and library. By closing off a short block on Mason, we eliminate this traffic.

hazard.

#4. Build for the future. Ilove North Beach and cherish its hlstory I live in a home built:
just after the earthquake. But I am realistic and know that we have to build for the future. This
neighborhood is one of the most densely-inhabited that San Francisco has. Already, the
playground ard common spaces such as Washington Square Park function as the yard for the
entire neighborhood. Make sure we have enough space to grow! The new library gives us that
room to grow - while still fitting in with the 2-3 story buildings all around it. The proposed
play space gives kids more room: to run and shout and more space for common neighborhood
gatherings. Consider the legacy you can leave for my children's children. :

F1nally, if you are having a difficult time making a decision, [ invite you to take a personal tour
with me of the library, the playground and the other affected areas. I am sure when you walk in
the footsteps of the families who use these facilities every day, you will understand why we are
so passionate about thls new vision for our library and playground.

I thank you in advance for your decmon to support a bigger llbra:ry for North Beach and and

- improve play ground area!

Sincerely,

Serena Satyasai
North Beach Resident, Mom of 2

Note: I am sorry I cannot make today s meetmg as I am traveling for work today butlam
available any time after Wednesday to take you on the tour. Just email nie.

serena satyasai
serenaSF(@gmail.com




serena satyasai
serenaSF@gmail.com




To: Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: ‘
Bcc:

Subject: File 110316: North Beach library and Mason Street

From: Yasmine Mehmet <ysmehmet@yahoo.com>

To: "Board.of . Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>, "John.Avalos@sfgov.org"
<John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, "David.Chiu@sfgov.org" <David. Chiu@sfgov.org>,
"Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org" <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, "Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org"
<Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "David.Campos@sfgov.org" <David.Campos@sfgov.org>,
"Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org" <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, "Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org"
<Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, "Jane. Kim@sfgov.org" <Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>,
"Eric.Mar@sfgov.org" <Eric.Mar@sfgov.org>, "Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org"
<Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, "Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org" <Scott. Wlener@sfgov org>

Cc: Lizzy Hirsch <lizzy@arcadia-garden.com>
Date: 06/01/2011 02:34 PM
Subject: North Beach library and Mason Street

Dear Board of Supervisors

Dare [ say that I am surprised letters still need to be written proving the support of the
community

for this wonderful, inspired, forward-looking proj ect. Of the handful of naysayers I have met,
few use the park, have children and/or can really clearly articulate their opposition (which
seems to have been something of a moving target). I strongly support the master plan which
includes building of the new, lighter, ADA-accessible library, renovating the playground,
accepting the EIR, closing Mason Street and hopefully making the little market a permanent
fixture on some corner of the greener expanse. As everyone knows, this city is an
international draw and North Beach, with its already limited public space, is at the heart

of it. Make this beautiful vision a reality and show your support for the great maj orlty

of our commumty and for a more livable inner city.

Regards,

Yasmine S. Mehmet
North Beach resident, mother of three
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To: Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco /Wl p 5

From: Fay Darmawi, North Beach resident

May 30, 2011

Re: Joe DiMaggio Playground and North Beach Library

Dear Honorable Supervisors,

Iam attaching a letter I wrote in October of 2010 to the then Board of Supervisors
- Planning Committee urging them not to landmark the North Beach Library. I am :
~ resending the letter as most of you are new to the Board. The facts in the letter speak to

the need for your support of the master plan to expand the Joe DiMaggio playground,
demolish the old 1

; ibrary, close a portion of Mason Street and build a new library on the
- triangle lot. , ‘ ‘ ’

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter.
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" October 29, 2010

RE: NORTH BEACH BRANCH LIBRARY,
NOT A LANDMARK

' Dear-H‘onorable Supervisors Chiu, Mar and Maxwell, |

For a building to be granted landmark status, it must retain a high level of integrity. The

more a building retains its original aesthetic and functionality, the more integrity it has.

- 'The more significant the alteration a byilding suffers, the less integtity it has. The North.
Beach library is not worthy of landmark status because three prominent Appleton &

- Wolfard identifying elements have been altered and cannot be reversed. This letter will
discuss the three following major and irreversible alterations at the North Beach library:

1) The “Outdoor Reading Room” Conversion into the Existing Tot Lot

The conversions of the original “outdoor reading room” into the existing tot Jot

removed the last and only trace of an Appleton & Wolfard “suburban park™ setting at

the North Beach library.

2) The Pergola (Trellis Covered Patio) Cut-Off by an Iron Fence

The construction of an iron fence separating the pergola/patio area of the North Beach.

library from the tot lot removed another Appleton & Wolfard defining element — the

seamlessness of indoor and outdoor space. :

3) The Main Entrance Changed from Columbus Avenue to Mason Street;
Columbus Avenue Entrance Locked and Barricaded Indefinitely

The permanent move of the library’s entrance to Mason Street and closure of the

original main Columbus Avenue entrance significantly altered Appleton & Wolford’s

aesthetic and functional intent for the experience of entering the North Beach library. -

(1) The “Outdoor Reading Room” Convgrsi‘oh into the Existing Tot Lot

One of the hallmarks of an Appleton & Wolfard library is it’s setting in a “suburban-like”
landscaped park. The North Beach library, when it was originally built, was no different.
It sat, set-back from the street, behind an “outdoor reading room” — a large concrete patio
with raised planter landscaping. Because the site was.too small, sloped, and exposed to a.
- major street (Columbus Avenue), the designers’ attempt at shoehorning the “suburban-
like” park failed and the outdoor reading room was underutilized. Andin 1986, the
outdoor reading room was converted into the existing tot lot. With this conversion, the
North Beach library no longer sat in a “suburban-like” park — thereby loosing one of the
most defining elements of an Appleton & Wolfard library. ‘

The City, if it chooses, may reclaim the tot lot for an outdoor reading room but in domg
so would go against its own General Plan of promoting recreational and open space in
North Beach, and against most of the families who live in the neighborhood. The



conversion of the outdoor reading room mto the tot lot is urevers1b1e from political and
programmatic points of views. :
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North Beach Playground “Tot Lot” (2010)



(2) The Pei'gola (Trellis Covered Patio) Cut-Off by an Iron Felice

Another distinguishing characteristic of an Appleton & Wolfard library isits = |
uninterrupted flow of indoor and outdoor spaces. As originally built, the North Beach
library had an outdoor trellis covered patio — a pergola — that flowed nicely, through large
glass siding doors, into the interior of the library. This design recalls many ranch-style
homes in the suburbs of the 1950s. However, with the conversion of the “outdoor
reading room” into a tot lot, an iron fence was built that cut off not only the physical .
movement between the library and it’s outdoor spaces but also any sight lines. The iron
fence prevents movement but also views into the tot lot from the library, thereby
removing a crucial element of Appleton & Wolfard libraries. Security for the tots
playing in the tot lot prevents the removal of the iron fence. |

3,

Pergola/Patio and fron Fence (2010)




(3) Main Entrance Changed from Columbus Avenue to Mason Street; Columbus
Avenue Entrance Locked and Barricaded Indefinitely

Entrances at the street level —a des1gn element used to evoke egalitarian values,-
characterize Appleton & Wolfard libraries. The North Beach library has two such street
_ level entrances, one on Mason Street and the other on Columbus Avenue. The North
Beach library’s main entrance was intended to be the one on Columbus Avenue. -

‘Main Columbus Avenue Entrance With Original Signage (1957)

The use of the Columbus Avenue entrance is no longer permissible as it violates public
-facilities accessibility laws.  Since it’s closure, the signage at the Columbus Avenue
entrance has been moved to its current placement on the wall facing Mason Street. The
Columbus Avenue doors have been locked for at least ten years and a chain link fence
has been added. Its disuse is punctuated by its current use as storage for garbage and
recycling cans. The moving of the main entrance from Columbus Avenue to Mason
Street represents a major alteration that decreases the building’s aesthetic and functlonal

mtegnty

Columbus Averue Entrance (2010)



While the garbage cans and the chain link fence can be removed, the fact remains the
doors must be locked as it would be against the law to open them since the inside landing
is not handicap accessible to either the upper reading room or the ground level stacks.
The functional obsolescence bf the Columbus Avenue entrance can be traced back to the
initial forcing of a “suburban™ prototype into a tight urban site. That decision resulted in
an awkward 3 and 1/2 story library building and the making of the North Beach branch
the only Appleton & Wolfard with more than one story

My two children, who attend Yick Wo Elementary School, and I regularly use the library.
I have a BA in Urban Studies from the University of Pennsylvania and a Masters in City
Planning from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). Therefore I am very
conversant in the issues surrounding the current library and its eligibility as a landmark.
As a family we have a strong stake in the future of North Beach and want to see it thrive
for future generations. That is why I urge you not to landmark the existing North Beach '
11bra:ry to make room for a bigger park and new 11brary ‘ :

Thank you for your time and attention on this issue.
Sincerely,

Fay Darmawi

639 Chestnut Street

San Francisco, CA 94133
fdarmawi@yahoo.com



605l

M 154 S | = ?, o
: : ' —_— N
May 24, 2011 NG . Po,
: ; [ G
Fl/& 110196 = =53
' oy v »gm
r — LI
= SO
w 5<%
LI O‘f‘
Frank Dean, General Superintendent C— %
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, Building 201 v

Fort Mason _ )
San Francisco, CA . 94123-0022.

Dear Superintendent Dean:

My family and I have lived in Marin for over three decades. We have jogged and hiked every trail
on Mt. Tamalpais, as well as the Marin Headlands, Rodeo Beach and Marin Water District. In all
those years, we have enjoyed taking our dogs to Rodeo Beach, Fort Funsion, Ocean Beach and
Crissy Field, as those are the only places they could run off leash. We have trained all our -dogs
‘to be good citizens and we remove any pet waste, anywhere we go. Now I find there is a-plan in

process to make some of our favorite places either leash-only or no-dog areas. This is most
distressing.

At the age of 72, I still work in San Francisco but my recreational activities have been altered
because of health concerns. I can no longer run trails or hike. Nowadays we take our dogs to
the beach and various dog parks in the area. We have always enjoyed the GGNRA where our
dogs can have the opportunity to run on the beaches and at Fort Tunston. 1 have become
" concerned about the plans to severely restrict off-leash dog walking in GGNRA. What I have read
in the Draft Dog Management Plan has disturbed me greatly.

There is one major point which is not addressed anywhere in the plan., GGNRA is NOT a national
PARK. It was not intended to be. National parks have as their intent keepmg the wilderness
pristine and uncontaminated even by-humans for the most part. GGNRA is a national
RECREATION area; erdgo, it was 1ntnnsxcally intended as an urban recreation area. Yet the entire
Pplan is written as if GGNRA were a national park and should be subjected to national park rules
and regulations. This is very wrong. To put the same restrictions on it as on a national park
defeats the purpose of recreation to begin with. National parks are to be preserved so people
can go there and see the beauty of nature, walk specified trails and keep things unspoiled

Urban environments desperately need recreation areas where people can use the land, play and
get exercise. There is a huge difference, and land in an environment as heavily populated as the

Bay Area is more important than ever as a place where pecple can actually enjoy the land, not
keep it untouched by man .

Dogs are as much a part of recreation as horses are and their owners should be no more
prohibited from recreational lands than horse owners. Urban inhabitants have few places where

they can go with their dogs and as a result have even greater need for such places. This plan
‘takes none of that into consideration. .

1In fact, nowhere in this plan do I see mention of the enhancement of both health and
recreational ability of the GGNRA. The plan is written as if it WERE a national park. In which
case, all these areas should be accessible only by specific trails and should prohibit bicycles in




Superintehdent Dean
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many (if not most) places. This obv1ously is neither the intent nor the cunent practice of
GGNRA. .

This plan is filled with misstatements, inaccuracies and suppositions which have no basis in fact.
The plan also omits numerous important issues. The quality of life in an urban environment is
impacted greatly by peoples’ ability to experience the outdoors and have outdoor recreation.

For those of us whose recreation includes our dogs, many places are off limits and most others
require leashes, so we feel strongly about the places which allow us and our dogs to enjoy
nature at our own individual pace—in other words, allows them to run while we walk. As we
have aged, GGNERA has become a larger and larger part of my and my wife’s ability to enjoy the -
outdoors. I have several physical problems which I battle, and staying as active as possible isa
vital part of maintaining my quality of life. Our dogs are a large part of our recreation.

T

We've been frequenting Rodeo Beach all the decades we’ve lived in Marin, and later the
discovery of Crissy Field, Fort Funston and Ocean Beach gave us more opportunities to enjoy
the beach. To have these taken away from us because our dogs cannot accompany us, or must
walk at our slow pace, would be severely restraining. If this comes to be, my ability to stay
active would be very negatively affected, as my outdoor life includes the dogs and I wouldn‘t be
able to utilize GGHRA without their company. I need to BE active in order to STAY active and
‘healthy. :

I always thought GGNRA was intended as a place where people can engage in all different forms
of recreation. Walking with our dogs deserves equal representation with other forms of
- recreation. Yet while other forms of recreation can be enjoyed in many, many places in the Bay
Area, dog walking is limited to only a few areas, and offleash dog walking is virtually nonexistent
except for GGNRA.

I can see nothing but negative consequences for the proposed actions. We take responsibility
for socializing our dogs and taking care of their waste, and we have never encountered any
problems with our dogs. Dogs which aren't socialized can become aggressive and protective,
which could only increase problems: untrained, leashed dogs can be more aggressive than dogs
allowed to meet one another off leash. The Bay Area has a hlgh populatlon of dogs dog parks
provide socialization but little ability for real exercise.

I also don't understand after reading the pr0posa1 why there is no specnﬁc evidence presented
regarding detrimental effects on wildlife and the environment by dogs. I haven’t experienced
this, nor have I witnessed any pet owners being irresponsible in allowing their dogs to chase
wildlife or damage the environment. Our dogs have always been trained to not disturb wildlife
and we have always kept them out of areas designated as protected. Given this, as well as the
fact that no specific evidence is in the plan, only suppositions and speculation, I question the
viability of the material. Marin and San Francisco have been fine with the policies already in
effect; to change them would be deleterious in so many ways, I can’t see why it is bemg
proposed.



Superintendent Dean
5/23/2011
Page 3

The plan has a number of items I question. For one, I know of no “degradation of soil and water
resources” because of dogs. Humans “degrade” the soil more than dogs just by walking on it,

- and the areas that concern me, being beaches, get no water degradation. Ican't imagine how
any place would experience such things—the only single “degradation” I can think of would be
dog waste, and all the dog owners I know are careful to pick up not only their own dogs’ waste,’
but that of others as well. 1 have seen marny places where dog waste is a problem; GGNRA is
NOT one of them. Those of us who utilize it are more careful about this issue than the general
population, by far.

The proposal claims that impacts to physical resources would be from negligible to ADVERSE
because of dogs. That is a very open statement; to determine how to proceed, it would have to
be more specific to be of any value. Rodeo Beach hasn’t changed in all the years we have ,
walked there, and I don‘t see how dogs have had any adverse effect on it, or how any “severe”
effects could be envisioned. This needs more clarification as to exactly WHAT is meant by
“adverse” impacts. Otherwise it sounds like someone who hasn’'t even been to these sites is
merely imagining something, The same is true for Ocean Beach, Crissy Field and Fort Funston.
PEQOFLE walking somewhere erode the soil: dogs actually cause less erosion. Enforcement of
dog-waste regulations would avoid any other form of degradation that I can imagine.

Impacts on health and safety is another unclear issue. How dogs could negatively impact.

- health, as opposed to how they POSITIVELY impact health, both physical and mental, is nowhere
taken into account. Considering the population involved, the issues of safety have been
unquestionably minor, and nothing can completely prevent controversy, whether dogs are there
or not. When it comes to safety, the places we go within GGNRA are far safer than the vast
majority of urban areas; I would guess that is true of all GGNRA areas.

Dogs which are confined, don’t get sufficient exercise or aren’t socialized result in far less safety
than those who receive proper exercise and training. People who regularly recreate with their
dogs are the ones who bother to train and soclalize their pets; as a result, we are promotmg
safety more than those who do not .

When it comes to native vegetation and the Snowy Plover, every dog owner I have ever
encountered is careful to keep their dogs out of protected vegetation and the Plover territory.
Certainly there are those who are irresponsible, but there are irresponsible people everywhere;
they are in the minority, this I KNOW, because those of us in the dog community are quick to -
police them ourselves :

All in all, reading through the plan, it is entirely too generic; “negdligible to adverse” covers a
wide spectrum, and nothing 1 read, from what I have experienced personally, would lead to
serious or adverse results if the 1979 policy were kept in place. 1 can’t speak for many of the
areas, but 1 would assume the same is true in most of the areas of GGHRA.

Impacts to the soil would be “long-term, major and ad{kerse" at Fort Funston, according to the
proposal, if things remain the same. If Fort Funston were to be made into a leash area, or even
worse, a no-dog area, it would be frequented by very few people. It’s cold, out of the way, and
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not very scenic. Few people go there who don't have dogs. As aresult, the very concept of Fort
Funston as a recreation area would be useless, which goes directly against the intent of GGNEA
as created. To defeat GGNRA as a recreation area WOULD make it just like a national park:
something to be kept pristine, unaffected by even humans, Were it somewhere else, this might
be of value, but in the middle of an urban area like San Francisco, where it is desperately
needed for recreation, is absurd.

It is stated that the Department of the Interior has responsibility for fostering “wise use of our
Iand and water resources” AND “for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation”. In
national parks, certainly this means keeping the land free of any contamination...by humans or
_anything else. Not in an urban recreation area; there “wise” use of land and water resources
must be BALANCED against the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. If we enjoy the
land and water for recreation, there will be degradation, it’s inevitable even if only humans use
it. The balancing act is necessary. GGNRA is not a national park. It's important that it be

- preserved for everyone’s use, every form of recreation, in such a hugely populated area where
enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation is needed more than anywhere else.

Enjoying life through outdoor recreation with our dogs is every bit as important as any other
form of recreation, moreso actually, as anywhere you go where dogs are allowed off leash, you
will see more dog owners with their dogs than you will almost any other form of recreation being
- practiced. All other forms of recreation can be done almost anywhere; recreation with dogs off .
leash can only be done in a few selective places. Please give ALL of us the use of the GGNRA.

“ Thank you for your consideration. ‘

Sincerely,

Jim Cunnington
120 Spring Grove Avenue
San Rafael, CA 94901

cc: Senator Feinstein
Senator Boxer
Congresswoman Pelosi
Congresswoman Speier
Secretary Salazar ’
Director Jarvis
Director Lehnertz
Mayor Ed Lee ,
S.F. Board of Supervisors
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¢ - San Francisco - Housing Element : :

; 4 Wrbuck - : , : %DS" ’ {
f’ to: - - :

= Eric.L.Mar, Scott.Wiener, Malia.Cohen

05/29/2011 09:48 PM

Cc:

Mark.Farrell, board.of supervisors, rick. caldelra ‘

Show Detalls ’

To: Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org

cc: Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org, rick. caldelra@sfqov org .
Date 5-15-11

Subject: San Francisco, Housing Element

‘Dear Sirs

~ lurge you to reject the proposals to the housing element that will destroy the wonderful and unique qualities of
our city. This unique environment has drawn many talented and hardworking people to the city.

The specific portions of the proposal that | find troubling are:

1). The propesal removes the current height restrictions and allows up to 8-story (80 ft) buildings along all major
bus lines running throughout the city. :

2) The proposal eliminates denS|ty limits from RH 1 and RH-2 neighborhoods, and reduces drastlcally the
current open space and back yard space requirements. This could significantly impact current "view corridors”

- This risky proposal does not have support of current homeowners in our area.
Sincerely

William R. Kales and Nancy Ely Kales
2634 Broderick St.-

San Francisco, CA 94123

Tel (415) 922-3481

email: wrbuck@aol.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\RCalonsag\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web6440... 5/31/2011 ‘A
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[Dog Eat Dogma] Stand Up To The UNIONS ,NIMBYS and Wealthy Elite Ed Lee Not S...
TimGiangiobbe
to: ,
~ board.of.supervisors
05/30/2011 02:29 PM
Show Details

Security: .

- To ensure privacy, 1mages from remote sites were prevented from downloading. Show
Images

Get behind Jeff Adachi Ed and qult worrying about the unions.

Then your fantastic idea to ask The Mercy Health Group for 100,000,000 dollars is a great Idea
and do not back down.The project has been stalled and the deadline is soon for the retrofits and
the old must go away and in with the new and the hell with any NIMLOS or NIMBYS.

We need to give the NIMBYS virtual reality glasses and offer them UTOPIA in Living Color !!

When Jeff Adachi used the analogy '"'would you brmg a pail of water to a blazing fire ?"" IT
MADE PERFECT SENSE and the sad part is it is too late and horrible ethics to keep bad
promises when the EVENTUAL outcome has been known for years and years yet just 1gnored and
DEFERRED.

Jeff is saying no More Deferments ED.

Time to get HUGE BRASS BALLS ED and Just Do It.

Until they contribute what they want instead of pretending it is a Wealthy Elite tax issue, this
madness will go on forever.To let your grandchildren pay for it.

The RETIREES can't be taking such a huge chunk of the Cities General Fund.

IT IS NOT FAIR TO THE CITIZENS. :

NOT FAIR TO THE KIDS.

file:/C:\Documents and Settings\RCalonsag\Loc\al Settings\Temp\notesFFFé92\~Web5340... 5/31/2011



ODE to Teachers Poverty Unions and San Francisco Greed

The Wealthy Elite Thrive while The Parents Stress
They can Care Less if The Schools are in a Mess.

The Homeless Use so Little Resources EXISTING Amongst The Rich
While The NIMBYS consume it all Want more and Bitch
The SF Politicians make promises they cant Keep

While The permit back log is one HUGE HEAP

Then they wonder why There is NO MORE Reserve
When Some Retirees get more that they deserve

AND San Francisco's Future Will Never Be a Success
When so Many Projects Die in THE RED TAPE Process
The Indecisiveness Creates Poverty and Despair

Does anyone really Care

The Selfish NIMBYS Care Less

Who's life is a mess '

Retired Teachers are left struggllng ]llSt to eat

Treated like a DEADBEAT

Like Seniors in SROs who STILL can't live within their Means
Even if they Get Used To Rice and Beans

Then Live in a Total HEAP

Just to keep it cheap '

While making decisions between FOOD and Drugs
While Worrying about their security and Thugs

Many Retirees are UNDERPAID :

While Executive Retirees have it made

Retirees making 200K plus like Heather Fong live It Up
Drink from the BRIMMING Golden Cup

While Homeless Baby Boomers Die in The Street

The IMPLIED SOCIAL GENOCIDE ISN'T EXACTLY DISCREET
WHO CARES

As long as they have THEIRS

- Let them live in their squalor

WE will not give them another lousy dollar

And while your at it Screw the POOR Kids Too

GUT the Nutrition Program Let Them EAT POO

Must Assure Retirees Golden Parachutes are working
Even IF BANKRUPTCY IS LURKING

REALLY NOW WHO CARES ?

LIKE WE SAID THEY HAVE THEIRS

Why should they listen to reason and rhyme

They have absolutely no time

TOO BUSY WANTING IT ALL

Who cares about Seniors taking the FALL

The politicians look away

make the Poor and middle class pay

WHILST The Wealthy get Richer

file://C :\Documenfs and Settings\RCalonsag\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF 692\~web5340...
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What stinks about This PICTURE ??
There is greed in our midst !

Doesn't anyone get the GIST ?
PEACE '

Posted By TimGiangiobbe to Dog Eat Dogma at 5/30/2011 02:29:00 PM
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[D6inSF] Walking in San Francisco can be a fatal experience C *”"/%(f &
SFHomeless Yahoo! Group

to:

SFHomeless Yahoo! Group

05/27/2011 12:54 AM

Cec:

SF Board Of Supervisors, Edwin Lee

Please respond to SFHomeless

Show Details

Security:

To ensure privacy, images from remote sites were prevented from downloading. Show
Images

Get the podcasts from KALW on the radio show they did on this...

Walking in San Francisco can be a fatal
experience

By: Will Reisman 075/24/11 11:26 PM
Examiner Staff Writer

¥ Pedestrian fatalities in San Francisco

< span=""> <>
Risky walk: From 2000-09, 220 pedestnans were killed in traffic incidents in S.F. (Examiner file photo)
Pedestrian deaths comprise more than half of all traffic fatalities in San Francisco, a rate more than four times the

national average.

In most metropolitan areas, pedestrians account for just a small portion — 12 percent — of total traffic deaths. But
walkers in San Francisco make up 51.9 percent of traffic fatalities, according to a study by Transportatlon For
America, a national coalition of transit and planning groups. '

Because it’s a dense, accessible city, more people walk in San Francisco, which partlally explains the high rate of
pedestrian fatalities, said Executive Director Elizabeth Stampe of Walk SF.

She said another factor behind the high death rate is The City’s ongoing efforts to transform local streets from
highwaylike arteries into roads with slower-moving traffic. That makes it safer for drivers, but not safe enough for

file://C:\Documents and Settings\RCalonsag\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web6402... 5/27/2011
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walkers.

The Transportation For America report was released to highlight the lack of dedicated funding for pedestrian
improvement projects in metropolitan areas. Although walkers account for 12 percent of all traffic deaths, only 1.5
percent of transportation funding is set aside for pedestrian safety projects, according to the report.

~ Stampe said finding funding is essential to improving pedestrian conditions in San Francisco. Mayor Ed Lee’s
proposed $248 million bond measure to upgrade road conditions, which includes $50 million for streetscape
improvements, could significantly impact The City’s walking environment, Stampe said.

While San Francisco had a disproportionately high rate of pedestrian traffic fatalities, the overall condition for
walking in the metro area was fairly safe, according to the report. Using a formula that factored in how often people
walk, the report found that the metro area — which includes Oakland and Fremont — ranked 41st among U.S. cities
for pedestrian safety levels. By comparison, the Seattle area ranked 46th and New York was 5oth.

Between 2000 and 2009, 220 San Francisco pedestrians were killed in a traffic accident.

wreisman@sfexaminer.com

Eyes on the road

. v51.9: Percentage of traffic fatalities in San Francisco that are pedestrians |

12: Percentage of traffic fatalities nationwide that are pedestrians

2.86: Average pedestrian fatality rate in San Francisco County, per 100,000 people
3.5: Average pedestrian fatality rate in Tampa Bay; Fla. (highest national average)
3 $2SOM: Funding spent annually on pedestrian traffic fatalities, injuries

Source: Transportation For America report

Read more at the San Francisco Examiner: http://www.sfexaminer.com/local/2011/05/walking-san-
francisco-can-be-fatal-experience#ixzz1NPhocczs
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Share YOUR Tips, Stories, Fotos & Resources ...
Get Shelter, SRO Hotel & Housing Info in San Francisco.

SFHomeless Y! Group: http://groups.yahoo.com/group/sfhiomeless/ - Members

SFHomeless Y! Blog: http://sfhomelessyahoogroup.blogspot.com/ - Public
SFHomeless Y! Flickr: hitp:/iflickr.com/searchishow/?g=sfhomeless - Public

SFHomeless Y! Facebook: http://facebook.corh/sfhomeless - Public/Friendz
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